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Cordova Hills FEIR 20-1 2008-00142 

20 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

The written comment period for the DEIR was set to close on February 22, 2012 at 5 
p.m, but was extended to March 5, 2012 at the request of the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans).  A total of 20 individual letters were received during the 
written comment period.  Each letter has been given a numeric designation (e.g. Letter 
1), which can be found on the upper right-hand corner of the attached letters.  All 20 
letters are included at the end of the Response to Comments chapter, except that the 
letter from Caltrans received during the comment period was superseded by a July 
letter; it is the July correspondence which has been included.  Opportunity for oral 
comment on the DEIR was offered at the Sacramento County Planning Commission on 
September 24, 2012, at which time the comment period was closed.  Each Draft EIR 
reviewer that submitted written comments is listed below.  The letters are listed by 
respondent, in alphabetical order.  Oral comments received during the public hearings 
before the Sacramento County Planning Commission are also included and are 
organized in accordance with the order in which they spoke.  Oral comments begin after 
the written comments. 

Individual comments addressing separate subjects within each letter are labeled in this 
chapter based on the letter’s numeric designation and comment number (e.g. 1-1).  
Where a letter essentially addresses only one subject, comment numbers are not 
assigned.  The text of the comments on DEIR adequacy has been provided, followed by 
a response.  In cases where there is substantial letter text (spanning multiple pages), 
but little or none of the text addresses DEIR adequacy or this specific Project, the text of 
the comment has not been provided and reviewers are directed to the appropriate page 
of the attached comment letters.  Also note that the preface language of the letters is 
often excluded (where the text consists of salutations and brief descriptions of the 
commenting organization).  Oral comments have been paraphrased with a response 
following each comment.  Oral comments which duplicated written comments submitted 
by the speaker are not presented; the text instead refers the reader back to the letter 
submitted by the speaker (this text is presented in brackets). 

In some cases the response to the comment is “comment noted”.  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.  While no response to the 
comment is provided, the comment letters are forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration via this EIR. 
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LIST OF WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE EIR (WITH PAGE ON WHICH RESPONSE BEGINS) 

1. California Department of Transportation (20-5) 

2. California Native Plant Society, Sacramento Valley Chapter (20-7) 

3. California Native Plant Society, Sacramento Valley Chapter, Supplemental (20-45) 

4. California Natural Resources Protection Agency, Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board (20-53) 

5. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region (20-54) 

6. City of Rancho Cordova (20-69) 

7. Elk Grove Unified School District (20-72) 

8. Environmental Council of Sacramento (20-74) 

9. Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk (20-93) 

10. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (20-104) 

11. Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (20-105) 

12. Sacramento Area Sewer District (20-112) 

13. Sacramento County Department of Transportation (20-115) 

14. Sacramento County Department of Waste Management and Recycling (20-120) 

15. Sacramento County Environmental Management Department (20-124) 

16. Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (20-130) 

17. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (20-134) 

18. Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (20-141) 

19. Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (20-145) 

20. Southeast Capital Connector Joint Powers Authority (20-147) 
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ORAL COMMENTS: SACRAMENTO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION SEPTEMBER 24, 2012 

(BEGINS ON PAGE 20-151) 

1. Larry Greene, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (20-
151) 

2. Tom Zlotkowski, Capital SouthEast Connector Joint Powers Authority (20-152) 

3. Peter Christiansen, Environmental Council of Sacramento (20-153) 

4. Sean Worth, Environmental Council of Sacramento and Sierra Club (20-154) 

5. Keith Roberts, Environmental Council of Sacramento (20-155) 

6. Kristain Heston, Rancho Cordova resident (20-156) 

7. Glen Holstein, Environmental Council of Sacramento (20-157) 

8. Betsy Wyland, Save the American River Association (20-158) 

9. Jim Wiley, Taylor and Wiley (20-159) 
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Written Comments on the EIR 
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LETTER 1 

Eric Fredericks, California Department of Transportation; written 
correspondence; originally dated March 1, 2012 but superseded by July 6, 2012 
letter 

Comment 1-1  

 

Response 1-1  
Though Caltrans does have the means to collect fair-share funds, the statement quoted 
from page 16-50 is not general in nature, but refers only to the Zinfandel Drive and US 
50 ramp intersection.  It is accurate to state that there are no established funding 
mechanisms which are designed to collect funds for improvements to the facility where 
the Project impact is identified.  There must be a nexus between an impact and the 
identified mitigation, so a lead agency cannot properly require payment of fair-share 
funds if there is no means to ensure that those funds will be used to offset the Project 
impact identified. 

Comment 1-2  

 

Response 1-2  
The statements within this comment are not supported by the evidence.  Firstly, of the 
seven freeway segments impacted, only two are a case in which the LOS is E without 
the Project and F with the Project (both of these are Cumulative Plus Project impacts).  
The mitigation referenced by this comment is for the Existing Plus Project condition, and 
the traffic impact study indicates that it would change LOS from F to E in the westbound 
direction, and from F to D in the eastbound direction.  Though Caltrans states that they 
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do not believe the mitigation will have this effect on LOS, no evidence has been 
provided in support of this statement.  Caltrans then suggests improving a freeway 
segment which is not within the study area, and which is not impacted by the Project.  
Though Caltrans staff may think that the reach of US 50 from Folsom Boulevard to Scott 
Road is in greater need of improvements, the purpose of the EIR analysis is to identify 
Project-related impacts and appropriate mitigation with a nexus to those impacts.  
Mitigation has been included for the segment of US 50 from Sunrise Boulevard to Hazel 
Avenue, because that is the segment impacted. 

Comment 1-3  

 

Response 1-3  
The proposed SPA does include measures such as those recommended in this 
comment, including a Transit Management Association and a transit service which will 
connect to the Mather/Mills light rail station.  Refer to the SPA Master Plan “Circulation” 
chapter for detailed descriptions. 
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LETTER 2 

Glen Holstein, Botanist, California Native Plant Society, Sacramento Valley 
Chapter; written correspondence; undated (received February 16, 2012) 

Comment 2-1  
Due to length, reviewers are referred to the attached letter; the comment has not been 
included here.  The comment begins at the outset of the letter and includes two pages 
of text, with a final paragraph on the third page (the portion which precedes the heading 
“Aesthetics”). 

Response 2-1  
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  Comment noted. 

Comment 2-2  

 

Response 2-2  
Comment noted.  CEQA requires that the impacts of a project be examined in light of 
the existing conditions.  The site is vacant private property, and thus there are no 
existing public viewer groups within the Project boundaries which would be affected by 
Project construction.  The EIR properly examines the impact of Project development on 
the existing viewer groups surrounding the site.  The EIR found that the Project would 
substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the site and 
determined that the Project would have significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts.  
See Draft EIR at Pages 3-10 to 3-20.  It is also worth noting that the central drainage 
feature pointed out in this comment will be preserved within one of the Avoided Areas; it 
will not be filled and developed. 
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Comment 2-3  

 

Response 2-3  
The EPA uses the term VOC rather than ROG, and thus the term VOC was used in the 
explanation of ozone formation; however, the term ROG (reactive organic gases) is still 
the constituent reported by many models, and is still the term in use pursuant to the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s thresholds for ozone 
precursors.  A clarification has been added to the Air Quality chapter on this subject.  
Though a description of the acronym ROG was accidentally omitted, it is apparent from 
text located throughout the chapter that ROG is an ozone precursor (e.g. the impact 
heading “Impact: Operational Emissions of Ozone Precursors (NOX or ROG)”).  The 
conclusion referenced by the comment as being “hidden” is in fact clearly located under 
the major heading referenced in parentheses above. 

Comment 2-4  

 

Response 2-4  
The Project includes an internal transit system with linkages to existing external transit 
provided by Sacramento Regional Transit, and also includes other trip-reducing features 
(described in the Air Quality Mitigation Plan and the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan).  
As described in the Climate Change chapter, compared to a “business-as-usual” 
development in this location, the Project design will reduce vehicle miles traveled. 

Comment 2-5  
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Response 2-5  
The Draft EIR states on page 6-58, “The Project site was surveyed for special status 
plant species in May 2007, April and June 2008, and May and July 2010 by ECORP 
Consulting Inc.”  All plant species observed on-site during those visits were documented 
by the surveying botanists, which is consistent with standard protocols for rare plant 
surveys (Appendix BR-3).  The description of the grass species growing on the site is 
an accurate one, not just for this site but for the County’s (and even the Central Valley’s) 
grasslands as a whole.  It is well-documented that most of the Central Valley grasslands 
are now dominated by non-native grass species1.  It would be inappropriate to describe 
these grasses as “weeds”; the term “weed” is not a scientific one2, as all it means is a 
plant which is growing where it is not wanted.  Calling the grasses weeds would seem to 
imply that the grassland area is not of habitat value – not wanted – when that is clearly 
not the case.  The site supports the native plant Holocarpha virgata, commonly known 
as tarplant, but the purpose of the DEIR description was to describe the grass species 
which made up the grassland, not to describe all of the annual forbs.  It is also worth 
noting that Holocarpha virgata is actually quite common in Central Valley grasslands, 
and has no special status designation.  At the request of the commenter, a sentence 
listing some of the most common herbaceous plants on the site has been included after 
the description of the grasses on the site (page 6-1 of the FEIR). 

                                            

1 Kie, J. G. 2005. Annual grassland. In Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988. 
2 http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/weeds/weed_definition.html  
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Comment 2-6  

 

Response 2-6  
The term California Prairie and the relevant policy were not included due to some 
internal staff confusion over this policy, which was adopted two months prior to the 
release of the Project DEIR.  Most documentation of habitats in the Sacramento Valley 
refers to the habitat assemblage known as Valley Grassland3, including the anticipated 
draft South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan; these same sources document that 
the dominant species within the grasslands are non-native, not native.  It was assumed 
that the term California Prairie referred to a different type of grassland habitat than the 
term Valley Grassland, so the policy was excluded.  Further investigation found that 
usage of the term California Prairie exists within published literature, but that it is not 
broadly used, and thus has no generally-recognized scientific definition.  Examining the 
administrative record on the 2030 General Plan indicates that when the new policy was 
originally drafted, it was simply intended to apply to grasslands in general.  Thus, the 
EIR has been revised to include the policy. 

                                            

3 D’Antonio, et. al., Ecology and Restoration of California Grasslands with special emphasis on the 
influence of fire and grazing on native grassland species, page 5: “The California grassland has long 
been divided into two major community types, the Coastal Prairie and the Valley Grassland.” 
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Though the term California Prairie was not used in the DEIR and the policy was 
excluded, it should be emphasized that the EIR does in fact analyze the impacts of the 
project on the ecological integrity of grassland habitats – which is to say, on the ability of 
the grassland habitat to support special status species reliant on that habitat.  
Furthermore, the Cumulative and Growth Inducing Impacts chapter specifically 
discusses cumulative grassland loss in the eastern County, and describes that impact 
as significant.  Mitigation is also included for the loss of grassland habitat.  The only 
thing absent from the EIR is the usage of the term “California Prairie”; the impact to 
grassland habitats has been properly assessed. 

Comment 2-7  

 

 

Response 2-7  
The Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon 
(Recovery Plan) is cited on page 6-28 of the EIR, and it is disclosed that the Project lies 
within an area designated as vital to achieve the goals of the Recovery Plan.  Although 
mitigation is included to reduce project impacts, the EIR found that “given the extent of 
wetland loss (46% of the wetlands on the site) and the fact that this is in a Rank 1 
Vernal Pool Recovery Plan area the mitigation is not sufficient to reduce impacts.”  Loss 
of wetland habitat was identified as a significant unavoidable impact of the Project. 

Vernal pools are a functional part of grassland habitats in the County and in much of the 
Central Valley, and thus the inclusion of created vernal pools in grasslands – which are 
typically completed under the guidance of the Fish and Wildlife Service – does not 
degrade the ecological integrity of grasslands.  The re-creation of vernal pools has long 
been required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
as a manner of providing compensatory mitigation for lost vernal pools, with monitoring 
periods and success criteria that must be satisfied.  In fact, created vernal pools are 
noted as a recovery strategy in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Recovery Plan for 
Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon. 
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Comment 2-8  

 

Response 2-8  
This is a suite of comments which takes issue with Table BR-3 of the EIR (“Special 
Status Species Matrix”).  The reasoning behind the potential for occurrence 
designations is explained in the text preceding the table, and the probability of 
occurrence for the ferruginous hawk and golden eagle is consistent with this reasoning.  
The table simply provides a quick reference of all species considered, and provides a 
means of describing the available data for each of the species.  If habitat was present 
but no recorded sightings occurred within five miles, the potential was “moderate” and if 
sightings had occurred within five miles, the potential was “high”.  A rating of “high 
potential” versus a rating of “moderate potential” makes no difference to the subsequent 
analysis; all species with at least a moderate potential for occurrence are analyzed, 
because habitat is present for all such species.  Presence of an occurrence on the 
CNDDB was not used as the sole means to determine whether an analysis was 
warranted, as it was clearly stated that both lack of CNDDB occurrence and lack of 
adequate on-site habitat must be confirmed before a discussion of the species would be 
excluded. 

CEQA does not require the data used in an EIR to be exact, and an EIR may rely upon 
informed estimates.  Use of an industry-standard approach for assessing an impact is 
also appropriate. (See, Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka 
(2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 54 Cal.Rptr.3d 485.  Reasonable assumptions may also be 
used in the impact analysis. See, State Water Resources Control Board Cases (2006) 
136 Cal.App.4th 674, 39 Cal.Rptr.3d 189.  The CNDDB is commonly used as a 
database for the preparation of environmental documents.  Like any database, it has its 
limitations (as noted by the commenter) and – to repeat – was not the sole source of the 
biological resources information used to prepare the Draft EIR for the Cordova Hills 
Project.  There were also a number of site-specific biological surveys performed by 
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professional biologists, and a review of site habitat.  Taken together, these data sources 
demonstrate that a good faith effort was made by the preparers of the Draft EIR to 
provide accurate and sufficient information to examine the proposed Project’s impacts 
to biological resources.  Please see the sources listed in the Draft EIR at Pages 19-1 to 
19-9 and the Draft EIR Appendices BR-1, BR-2, BR-3 and BR-4. 

Comment 2-9  

 

Response 2-9  
The comment is correct that the “moderate” designation is an error, and should indicate 
“high”.  The correction has been made in the FEIR.  As discussed in Response 2-8, this 
change has no effect on the discussion for the species, because the table was simply a 
means of displaying the habitat and occurrence data for each species examined, and an 
analysis was provided regardless of whether the potential was designated as “high” or 
“moderate”. 

Comment 2-10  

 

Response 2-10  
The designation of “low potential” accurately reflects the data available for the species, 
and is consistent with the definitions described prior to the table.  Page 6-30 of the 
Biological Resources chapter indicates that if the species is listed for loss of a particular 
habitat then the likelihood of occurrence will be based specifically on that habitat type.  
The loggerhead shrike is listed specifically for loss of breeding habitat.  The California 
Department of Fish and Game Life History Account (links to these are provided at the 
end of Table BR-3 in the DEIR) indicate that the species breeds in shrublands or open 
woodlands, neither of which habitat is present on the site. 
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Comment 2-11  

 

 

Response 2-11  
Subsequent to DEIR release Environmental Review was made aware that northern 
harrier had been observed flying over the site.  On this basis, the relevant section within 
Table BR-3 of the EIR has been changed from “moderate potential” to “high potential”.  
As discussed in Response 2-8, this change makes no difference to the actual analysis 
of the Project’s impacts to the species.  Though northern harriers rarely nest within the 
Central Valley (refer to DEIR page 6-50) and the site nesting habitat is not optimal, the 
species has been added to the required raptor nesting surveys, in order to address the 
commenter’s apparent concerns. 

Comment 2-12  

 

Response 2-12  
The CNDDB occurrence listed in this comment as being 2.5 miles is noted within the 
CNDDB as “extirpated”, because the area was developed with residential uses.  The 
nearest extant occurrence is more than five miles away.  The American badger requires 
friable soils for denning; friable soils are those that break or crumble easily when 
handled.  Dens are used on a more long-term basis for breeding, but according to the 
California Department of Fish and Game Life History Account for the species, they are 
also used in the short-term for cover – in the summer, some badgers have been 
observed digging a new den every night.  This makes the presence of friable soils a 
critical habitat component.  The species also prefers areas without steep topographic 
variation.  Based on the Soil Survey of Sacramento County, the majority of site soils 
have a shallow hard-pan layer – which is not friable.  For instance, the soils on the 
eastern plateau are mainly the Redding soil series, which are described as friable only 
up to a depth of 20 inches, after which the hardpan is usually present.  This is very 
shallow for an animal the size of an adult badger (up to 40 pounds and, particularly 
when accounting for the nesting chamber necessary for the rearing of young.  Areas 
where deeper friable soils are present on the site are located in the areas of greatest 
steepness, right along the margins of the deeply incised channels on the site.  Soil 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-15 2008-00142 

conditions are described in the Biological Resources chapter and in the Geology and 
Soils chapter. 

Comment 2-13  

 

Response 2-13  
Table BR-3 of the DEIR clearly states that the suitable habitat for Tuolumne button-
celery is “mesic areas [seasonal wetland areas] within cismontane [foothills] woodland 
and lower montane [lower elevation mountains] coniferous forests”.  The species can be 
found within vernal pools, but it is found within vernal pools in the above types of 
vegetative habitats.  The site is clearly neither cismontane nor lower montane 
coniferous forest.  There is a single occurrence of the species in Sacramento County, 
as noted in this comment, and it occurs near the eastern County line in the woodlands 
of the lower foothills. 

Comment 2-14  

 

Response 2-14  
The rare plant surveys were performed consistent with the guidelines established by the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game, and 
the commenter’s group, the California Native Plant Society.  This included an 
examination of reference populations nearby the Project site, to ensure that the 
reference populations were in bloom at the time the on-site surveys were conducted.  
The EIR does conclude that wetland impacts, the habitat on which the listed rare plants 
are reliant, are significant and unavoidable despite mitigation. 
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Comment 2-15  

 

Response 2-15  
The impact of the Project to biological resources should be assessed by comparing the 
existing plus project condition to the existing condition.  In the existing plus project 
condition, the lands to the north and west of the Project site are open grassland habitat, 
and thus the Project avoided areas would remain connected to open habitat.  Certainly 
these lands are all within the Urban Services Boundary, and it is presumed that at some 
future time which is unknown these lands may develop.  However, it is speculative to 
determine when such a future project would occur, and if it did, where and how that 
future project would develop.  That being the case, it is also speculative to draw 
conclusions about the affect of such a project on the Cordova Hills avoided areas, since 
the impact would depend on the design of the future project (e.g. does it include 
preserves, and of what size, and where).  Moreover, any impact would be the impact of 
that future project, not the impact of Cordova Hills.  See, CEQA Guideline Section 
15144;  Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento (2006) 142 
Cal.App.4th 1018, 48 Cal.Rptr.3d 544;  Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo 
(2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 70 Cal.Rptr.3d 59. 

Comment 2-16  

 

Response 2-16  
The County Code referenced in the mitigation clearly indicates that projects impacting 
more than 40 acres cannot use the fee payment option, and must dedicate land.  
Mitigation Measure BR-4 also clearly indicates the amount of land which must be 
mitigated by land dedication (far more than 40 acres), and indicates that mitigation must 
be provided prior to recordation of the final map or approval of either building permits or 
improvement plans (whichever occurs first).  In short, land dedication is explicitly 
required in the mitigation. 
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Comment 2-17  

 

 

Response 2-17  
Links to the Life History Accounts published by the California Department of Fish and 
Game were provided in the DEIR at the foot of Table BR-3, and thereafter are simply 
referenced in the discussions as “the Life History Account for the species”.  In the case 
of the Project site the two species do, in fact, use the same habitat – and it is the Project 
site under discussion, not a site with cropland habitat.  Mitigation Measure BR-4, which 
requires mitigation for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, explicitly states that 
dedication land must be grassland or a similar open habitat.  This statement is included 
specifically because the grassland on the site provides habitat for other species – such 
as ferruginous hawk – and should be replaced with like habitat.  Page 4-48 of the DEIR 
accurately summarizes the basic information within the Life History Account published 
by Fish and Game for the species.  The summary includes a single sentence indicating 
that the species “has a tendency to displace red-tailed hawks and Swainson’s hawks” – 
no particular emphasis has been placed on this information. 
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Comment 2-18  

 

Response 2-18  
Refer to Response 2-17.  The Fish and Game Life History Account for the species 
states: “Uncommon permanent resident and migrant throughout California, except 
center of Central Valley”.  The sentence from Fish and Game does not use the term 
“migrate”, which would merely imply that migratory routes do not pass through the 
center of the Central Valley; it uses the term “migrant”, a term which describes all 
golden eagles which migrate.  Thus, the sentence states that while the Golden Eagle 
exists uncommonly in California, neither migrants nor resident golden eagles (and this 
captures all golden eagles) occur in the center of the Central Valley. 

The site is grassland, not cropland, and mitigation requires the dedication of grassland.  
As stated in the DEIR, to the extent that Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle individuals 
may forage in the same grassland habitat on the site, mitigation for the Swainson’s 
hawk habitat will also mitigate any impacts to golden eagle foraging habitat.  Thus, it is 
entirely accurate to state that the species use the same habitat on this particular site, 
and that mitigation is sufficient for both species; the commenter has not provided any 
substantial evidence which runs contrary to this finding.  Rough-legged hawk is not a 
special status species, and this comment has provided no evidence to support including 
a specific discussion for this species. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-19 2008-00142 

Comment 2-19  

 

Response 2-19  
Refer to Response 2-17.  The Project site is undoubtedly large, and California’s 
grassland habitats are being impacted by urbanization and agriculture, but it is unclear 
what evidentiary basis the commenter relies upon to offer the supernumerary statement 
that it is “among the largest tracts” of grassland in central California.  There are equally 
large and larger tracts even in Sacramento County, as a simple review of parcel data 
and aerial photographs will demonstrate.  Furthermore, since mitigation for lost 
Swainson’s hawk habitat specifies grassland or a similar open habitat, this will also 
mitigate for any impacts to potential grasshopper sparrow habitat. 

The Fish and Game Life History Account for the species states: “In general, however, 
Grasshopper Sparrows in California prefer short to middle-height, moderately open 
grasslands with scattered shrubs.”  The project site does not match this description, 
because while it is “short to middle-height” grassland, it is very open and contains no 
shrubs.  Thus, it is accurate to state that this may inhibit use of the site when compared 
to nearby areas which do contain some scattered shrubs. 

Comment 2-20  

 

Response 2-20  
Refer to Response 2-17.  As stated in the DEIR, to the extent that Swainson’s hawk and 
northern harrier individuals may forage in the same grassland habitat on the site, 
mitigation for the Swainson’s hawk habitat will also mitigate any impacts to northern 
harrier foraging habitat. 
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Comment 2-21  

 

 

Response 2-21  
The DEIR cites the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan published by the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, which is the source for many of the conservation lands listed as being 
regional preserves which support western spadefoot.  Western spadefoot toads have 
been documented at both the Gill Ranch Conservation Bank (as reported in the 
California Tiger Salamander Assessment-Level Aquatic Larval Survey for Gill Ranch) 
and at the Mather Regional Park (CNDDB Occurrences 56, 167, and 396).  The 
reasoning for the determination that impacts could be mitigated is explained in the 
DEIR.  The comment cites Jennings and Hayes, which is in fact the same source used 
by the EIR preparers to develop the habitat description for the species used in the EIR 
(the internet link to the publication is provided at the foot of Table BR-3).  Nothing in 
Jennings and Hayes provides information which conflicts with the information presented 
in the EIR. 

The commenter has provided no evidence that this particular population of western 
spadefoot is more “healthy” or “thriving” – terms which are subjective in any case – than 
other populations.  Even for species listed under the California or federal Endangered 
Species Act, protocol surveys are not required to provide detailed assessments of 
populations and their abundance; the purpose of a survey is simply to determine 
presence or absence, so that it can be determined whether mitigation is necessary. 

Comment 2-22  

 

Response 2-22  
Comment noted.  The Cordova Hills plant list has been amended to include the 
common vetch. 
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Comment 2-23  

 

Response 2-23  
Refer to Response 2-14.  The surveys were timed to identify rare vernal pool plants, not 
to identify a common, native species not found in vernal pools. 

Comment 2-24  

 

Response 2-24  
Refer to Response 2-13.  The source quoted by the commenter is simply an inventory 
of listed species with a very basic listing of species facts (scientific name, a bullet-list of 
habitats, elevations, etc), and does not include life history details and other background 
information.  Thus, the commenter appears to have taken the bullet-list of habitats for 
the species (cismontane woodland, lower montane coniferous forest, vernal pools) and 
erroneously determined that it occurs in vernal pools as a stand-alone habitat, wherever 
they may be found, rather than having more accurately concluded that they occur in 
vernal pools within cismontane woodlands and lower montane coniferous forest.  The 
vernal pools on the site are not within woodland or forest habitats, and thus the site 
does not include suitable habitat for the species. 

While the Tuolumne button-celery was not considered a target species for Project plant 
surveys, the surveys were floristic in nature, and would have detected and noted 
Tuolumne button-celery if it was present on-site at Cordova Hills. 
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Comment 2-25  

 

Response 2-25  
The primary purpose of a community-level Climate Action Plan is to address emissions 
from the existing built community; at this time it is the thresholds of significance that are 
intended to address whether or not proposed future projects are contributing their fair 
share of offsets.  The Climate Change chapter acknowledges well-known modeling 
limitations, but concludes that it is unknown whether removal of those limitations would 
result in higher or lower VMT – it specifically states that it should not be assumed that it 
would lower impacts.  The university/college campus center is part of the proposed 
project; it is not “bias” to analyze a project as it has been proposed. 

Comment 2-26  

 

 

Response 2-26  
There is a one-time release of greenhouse gases due to permanent changes in 
landscapes – for instance, when a forest burns down.  Areas temporarily disturbed that 
will eventually recover to become vegetated do not need to be counted as part of that 
release, nor do areas which will be avoided.  There is no standardized protocol for 
project-level modeling of greenhouse gases in California at this time.  Methodologies 
and significance thresholds differ between jurisdictions and between Air Quality 
Management Districts.  Landscape-level changes in greenhouse gas emissions can be 
a particular challenge to model, because research on the amount of sequestration 
provided by certain landscape types is highly variable.  For instance, this comment cites 
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a study identifying grassland sequestration as approximately 87 metric tons per acre 
(converted from 21.2 kilograms per square meter), while the California Air Pollution 
Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) lists a default number of 4.31 metric tons of 
CO2 accumulation per acre for grassland.  This is a dramatic difference in numbers.  
Due to these uncertainties, including the landform sequestration potential in greenhouse 
gas analyses is not the part of the standard methodology used by Sacramento County, 
nor was it required by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District.  
Sacramento County and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
have indicated an interest in calculating or otherwise including the usage of individual 
tree planting as mitigation, and thus there was a credit given for the planting of 15,000 
trees (a very conservative number).  But no credit was given for the planting of shrubs 
or groundcover, and no greenhouse gas reduction credit was taken for the removal of 
the cattle from the property, despite the fact that cattle generate methane, a high global 
warming potential greenhouse gas. 

Comment 2-27  

 

Response 2-27  
The cited policy, AG-28, is preceded by language which states that the intent of the 
policy is to reduce soil losses associated with tillage of light-textured soils in the Delta, 
which are highly susceptible to wind erosion and are prime for agricultural use.  The 
Project is not in the Delta, and does not contain light-textured soils.  The policy should 
not have been included in the DEIR for that reason and has been stricken in the FEIR.  
Mitigation for habitat on the site has been provided; refer to the Biological Resources 
chapter.  Also refer to Response 2-6.  The Project does not “conflict” with the General 
Plan policies listed, because appropriate mitigation has been provided. 
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Comment 2-28  

 

Response 2-28  
All of the land use policies described in these comments were considered in the 
analysis of the Project.  These comments are one-line statements indicating the 
commenter’s opinion about the Project’s interface with these policies.  The comments 
do not provide any discussion indicating how or where the DEIR is deficient with regard 
to these.  In fact, the comment on LU-113 states that the Project conflicts with the 
Blueprint – which is precisely the conclusion drawn in the DEIR.  The statements are 
unsubstantiated, do not always even disagree with the DEIR, and the Land Use chapter 
provides substantiated analysis of the policies.  Comment noted. 
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Comment 2-29  

 

 

Response 2-29  
Project impacts related to this policy are described beginning on page 12-32 of the 
DEIR.  The policy states that it is up to the Board of Supervisors to make a finding of 
consistency or inconsistency.  The DEIR provides the Planning section’s analysis of the 
Project in light of this policy, which concludes that the Board could find the Project is 
consistent.  Responses from the Planning section are provided in bulleted form: 

 PC-6: The policy requires an Infrastructure Financing Plan, which has been 
provided.  The Cordova Hills Financing Plan, including associated assumptions, 
was subject to an extensive review by several county and non county staff.  This 
effort was coordinated by the Infrastructure Financing Services of County’s 
Building and Code Enforcement Department.  This comment provides no 
supporting evidence for the alleged deficiency. 

 PC-8: The Project has been designed to be consistent with adopted 
infrastructure master plans.  The Cordova Hills application includes several 
General Plan Amendment entitlements to bring the project into compliance with 
the adopted General Plan including amendments to the Urban Policy Area, Land 
Use Diagram, Transportation Diagram and Bikeways Master Plan.  This 
comment provides no supporting evidence for the alleged inaccurate 
assumptions, nor does it identify the specific inaccurate assumptions. 
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 PC-9: The policy language requires such a discussion, but does not require any 
particular conclusion.  A discussion has been provided; this criteria has been 
satisfied. 

 PC-10: The Draft EIR, Appendix TR-1, Table 1 - Projected Land Use (page 152) 
identifies the 4,633 employees projected in Cordova Hills in addition to the 2,036 
employees projected at the university/college campus center for a total of 6,669 
employees.  Thus, the majority of jobs are not affiliated with the university/college 
campus center.  The non-university jobs include retail, business professional, 
public services, and schools.  Minus the university site, the Cordova Hills Land 
Use Plan designates over one million square feet of commercial and office uses.  
Jobs will also be created following the establishment of the Cordova Hills 
Community Services District or County Services Area and construction of school 
sites.  There is also an abundance of jobs within a five mile radius of Cordova 
Hills which includes the employment center along Highway 50 corridor in Rancho 
Cordova. 

Comment 2-30  

 

Response 2-30  
Comment noted.  The university/college campus center is part of the proposed Project, 
and must be analyzed as such – it should not be treated as being any more hypothetical 
than any other use in a long-term master plan. 
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Comment 2-31  

 

Response 2-31  
The Draft EIR passage cited in the comment clearly states that the performance metrics 
consider “services provided as part of the Master Plan and funded via a secure financial 
mechanism” (example CSA 10; North Natomas TMA Developer fees).  The Cordova 
Hills Master Plan includes a lengthy description of just such a transit service and finance 
mechanism.  The planned Cordova Hills transit service does not rely on the MTP or 
Regional Transit Short Range Transit Plan or RT’s Long Range Transit Plan for 
implementation.  As an example, the Draft EIR mentioned the North Natomas TMA as a 
transit system that is locally funded and does not depend on the SACOG or RT plans 
for funding.  It is not speculative or infeasible to utilize a similar system at Cordova Hills.  
The comment does not substantiate the alleged deficiency.  The appropriate County 
departments and agencies, including the Infrastructure Finance Section, have 
thoroughly vetted the adequacy of the Infrastructure Master Plans and the Financing 
Plan.  Consideration and ultimate approval of these plans by the Board of Supervisors 
will be made with the input and recommendation of the appropriate agencies and 
departments.  Commenter has not provided any substantial evidence that any specific 
assumptions used in those plans were unrealistic or inaccurate. 

Comment 2-32  

 

Response 2-32  
This statement is unsubstantiated.  The Draft EIR, Appendix TR-1, Table 1 – Projected 
Land Use (page 152) identifies the 4,633 employees projected in Cordova Hills in 
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addition to the 2,036 employees projected at the university/college campus center for a 
total of 6,669 employees.  Also see Response 2-29. Comment noted. 

Comment 2-33  

 

Response 2-33  
Consistency with PC-1 through PC-10 is mandatory, after which an applicant must be 
consistent with Alternative criteria #1 or Alternative criteria #2.  The applicant chose to 
use Alternative #1, and the Planning section reviewed the Project on that basis.  
Alternative #2 performance metrics are therefore not applicable to the project. 

Comment 2-34  

 

Response 2-34  
Refer to Response 2-27, Response 2-28, and Response 2-29.  The General Plan policy 
does not require an approved HCP to be in existence before an amendment to the 
General Plan’s Land Use Diagram can be approved, it merely indicates that a project 
must be consistent with any existing plans.  It is entirely speculative to declare that the 
Project would be inconsistent with an HCP after having just stated (correctly) that an 
HCP doesn’t exist.  The comment claims inadequacies in the financial analysis and 
numerous policy inconsistencies, but does not specifically identify any particular 
inadequacy. 
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Comment 2-35  

 

 

Response 2-35  
These comments do not appear to disagree with the analysis in the DEIR, but instead 
emphasize that the Project is inconsistent with Blueprint policies five and seven and that 
this is a significant land use impact.  With regard to grasslands, refer to Response 2-5. 
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Comment 2-36  

 

Response 2-36  
There is no inconsistency between the cited sections.  One section states that the 
onsite preserve will be connected to open space to the north and west, and the second 
section states that “some of the land to the west” (emphasis added) includes urban land 
use entitlements.  A portion of lands to the west are the subject of an approved master 
plan (the Sunridge Specific Plan), while many other thousands of acres within the limits 
of the City of Rancho Cordova are not.  The portion of land with the approved master 
plan is across from North Loop Road, while the land to the west which interfaces with 
the Project avoided area is not the subject of an approved master plan.  Furthermore, 
Page 6-43 is focused on describing existing plus Project conditions as it relates to the 
Swainson’s hawk, not cumulative conditions.  In the existing condition, land to the north 
and west is largely undeveloped.  It is also worth noting that there is connectivity to the 
Kiefer Landfill preserve areas, and that this direct connectivity links the onsite open 
space with large tracts of grassland and cropland outside of the Urban Services 
Boundary.  Additional clarifying language, which mirrors this response, has been added 
to the FEIR discussion of Swainson’s hawk. 

Comment 2-37  

 

Response 2-37  
The beginning of this comment appears to agree with Project analysis with regard to the 
Blueprint, but then discusses the planned transit system and misconstrues DEIR 
analysis by citing a section out of context.  Sacramento Regional Transit District 
(Regional Transit) has no plans to extend existing service to the Project, but the 
Cordova Hills planned transit system, as described in multiple chapters of the DEIR 
(predominantly in the Traffic and Circulation chapter), will be coordinated with the 
Regional Transit Gold Line and will connect to the Mather/Mills light rail station. 
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Comment 2-38  

 

Response 2-38  
This comment seems to assume that all non-automotive travel would be going to the 
university/college campus center, rather than to the parks, elementary schools, 
restaurants, and adjacent neighborhoods that make up the bulk of travel in most 
communities.  The university/college campus center is certainly a unique use in the 
proposed Project, but it is in the southwestern corner of the site, and is hardly the hub of 
the pedestrian and bicycle network.  The pedestrian and bicycle network is an integral 
part of the proposal regardless of the university/college campus center.  One hundred 
percent (100%) of all homes will be within ¼-mile of a park, paseo or open space 
corridor; 94% of all homes will be within ½-mile of a transit stop; 87% of all homes will 
be within ½-mile of a school; and 84% of all homes will be within ½-mile of a 
commercial service center.  The university/college campus center is part of the 
proposed Project, and must be analyzed as such – it should not be treated as being any 
more hypothetical than any other use in a long-term master plan.  The presence of 
student dormitories does increase the density of the Project. 

Comment 2-39  
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Response 2-39  
Refer to Response 2-29 and Response 2-35.  Comment noted. 

Comment 2-40  
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Response 2-40  
Refer to Response 2-29.  Responses from the Planning section are provided in bulleted 
form, numbered in the same manner as the comment: 

1. The policy language of PC-1 states that a Project must “include a vision of how the 
development will connect to other adjacent existing and potential future development 
areas within the USB, including how roadways, transit, sewer, and water could occur 
within all adjacent areas”.  The Project clearly provides all of the above 
documentation, as described in the appropriate topical chapters of the EIR. 

2. The Project proposes a local transit shuttle system consisting of two distinct but 
coordinated routes: one internal and one external.  The internal system will be 
organized in a loop within the Project, and the external system will connect to the 
Mather/Mills Light Rail station.  A transfer hub is envisioned in the Cordova Hills 
Town Center; both routes will be coordinated so that they can operate as a single 
continuous route with no transfer required.  The external transit route would depart 
the planned transit node located in the Cordova Hills Town Center on Chrysanthy 
Boulevard, head west on Chrysanthy Boulevard, north on Rancho Cordova 
Parkway, west on Douglas Road, northwest on Mather Boulevard, north on 
Whitehead Street where it becomes Mather Field Road, and a final stop at the Light 
Rail Station.  The external transit system would provide a link to employment centers 
along Highway 50 corridor in Rancho Cordova.  Development triggers have been 
identified in the Cordova Hills Development Agreement to define start up and 
operations features of this service.  The Development Agreement also provides 
additional details including the timing for such services, hours and days of operation, 
and peak and off peak frequency of operation. 

3. The Cordova Hills Financing Plan, including associated assumptions, was subject to 
an extensive review by several county and non county experts retained by the 
County.  This effort was coordinated by Infrastructure Financing Section of the 
County’s Building and Code Enforcement Department.  The commenter has 
provided no specific evidence that the Financing Plan is inadequate or based on 
specific faulty assumptions.  

4. The methodologies, assumptions, and general conclusions of the Cordova Hills 
Urban Services Plan and Governance Plan and the Fiscal Impact Report were 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-34 2008-00142 

reviewed by several county and non-county experts retained by the County and 
further verified by an outside third party consultant.  The commenter has provided no 
specific evidence that the documentation is inadequate. 

5. The Project has been designed to be consistent with adopted infrastructure master 
plans.  The Cordova Hills application includes several General Plan Amendment 
entitlements to bring the project into compliance with the adopted General Plan 
including amendments to the Urban Policy Area, Land Use Diagram, Transportation 
Diagram and Bikeways Master Plan.  Refer to Response 2-6.  The SACOG Blueprint 
was endorsed by the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors and is supported by 
the Sacramento County General Plan, but it is not a County-adopted plan. 

6. Policy language of PC-9 requires “consideration of regional planning efforts”, which 
should include a “discussion/analysis” of how the Project relates to regional planning 
efforts; it does not require absolute consistency.  The required analysis has been 
provided in the DEIR (as acknowledged in this comment) to the degree that it relates 
to environmental impacts, and complete policy-level analysis has been included 
within the staff report for the Project.  Also refer to item two of this response.  The 
Public Utilities chapter provides an analysis of the proposed water supply, which 
included coordination with the Sacramento County Water Agency – the entity which 
will supply the water.  This comment fails to support the allegations of inadequacy 
with any supporting evidence. 

7. The Cordova Hills plan will generate an estimated 6,548 jobs, and over 4,500 jobs 
will be non-university jobs.  The non-university jobs include retail, business 
professional, public services (Cordova Hills CSD) and schools.  Minus the university 
site, the Cordova Hills Land Use Pan designates over one million square feet of 
commercial and office uses.  Jobs will also be created following the establishment of 
the Cordova Hills Community Services District or Community Services Area and 
construction of school sites.  There is also an abundance of jobs within a five mile 
radius of Cordova Hills which includes the employment center along Highway 50 
corridor in Rancho Cordova. 

8. Cordova Hills achieves a density of 10.1 dwelling units per acre based upon 8,000 
residential units and 1,010 university residential units.  A majority of residential units 
proposed in Cordova Hills are non-university housing units. 

9. The Cordova Hills Land Use Plan has been designed to ensure that over 90 percent 
of all residential units are located within one mile of the following four amenities:  
transit, schools, shopping and parks/paseos/recreation.  Several exhibits have been 
prepared to illustrate one-quarter and one half mile walking radius for each of the 
four destination land use categories.  These exhibits are included in the SPA Master 
Plan.  These linkages are also observable on the proposed land use master plan 
found in the DEIR, which clearly shows the integrations of parks, commercial, and 
institutional uses throughout the Project. 

10. Refer to item two of this response. 
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11. Development triggers have been identified in the Development Agreement to define 
start up and operations features of Cordova Hills’ internal and external transit 
service.  The Development Agreement also provides additional details including the 
timing for such services, hours and days of operation, and peak and off peak 
frequency of operation. 

12. Refer to item seven of this response.  

Comment 2-41  

 

Response 2-41  
The reason that the Land Use chapter and the Cumulative and Growth Inducing 
Impacts chapter differ is explained on the cited page 12-34.  The Land Use chapter 
narrowly focuses on the impacts of the policy language, not the overall effects of the 
physical Project on growth inducement.  With regard to Policy LU-12, the full text of the 
policy requires adjacency to “city boundaries, or existing planned communities or 
master plan areas”.  Though the policy states “or”, and thus the Project need only 
satisfy one of these, the Project satisfies all of them.  The Project is adjacent to the City 
of Rancho Cordova Boundary, and is adjacent to the existing planned communities 
within the existing approved master plan area called the Sunridge Specific Plan.  The 
policy does not require that a project be adjacent to an existing built community. Refer 
to Response 2-36. 

Comment 2-42  
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Response 2-42  
Refer to Response 2-31 and Response 2-37. 
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Comment 2-43  
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Response 2-43  
The Project is following the appropriate procedural pathway for the formation of a 
Community Services District, which obviously cannot be formed until the community it 
would serve is approved.  Thus, at this stage, the requirement is to provide a plan for 
services.  The remainder of this comment deals with the infrastructure financing for the 
project.  This comment indicates that the issue being taken with the infrastructure 
financing plan is not that the plan inaccurately describes the costs, but rather that the 
reviewer believes that the profit margin for the project is too low to be viable given the 
high costs of infrastructure.  It is the duty of the EIR preparers to describe what is 
physically necessary to complete a project, and what the potential environmental 
consequences of that will be; it is not to determine the profit margin of the Project. 

The “half-built’ communities referenced by the comment resulted from the fact that 
market conditions trended downward while projects were mid-stream in construction.  
That is not the case here; the current down conditions are well-known.  Thus, even if the 
commenter is correct and the profit margin at this time is too low, the only potential 
result would be that the land would continue to be vacant until the market improved; it 
would not be a half-built “husk”.  Also, to bolster this statement the commenter presents 
an unsupportable calculation that purports to equate local residential absorption with the 
entire land mass of the United States.  Then, in another calculation, the commenter 
uses the total housing proposed over a 30-year buildout and compares it with the real 
estate sales in a single down-market year.  The Cordova Hills Project is estimated to 
have a 30-year buildout, not a one-year buildout.  The comment concludes by asserting 
that a variety of taxes will increase in order to support Project infrastructure, which is not 
a comment on the adequacy of the EIR, and also ignores the funding which will be 
provided through the Infrastructure Financing Plan. 
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Comment 2-44  

 

Response 2-44  
The purpose of policy CO-23 is to protect rivers and other water bodies, where water 
supplies are extracted, from experiencing the negative impacts of extraction.  This 
policy is unrelated to the fill or excavation of seasonal wetlands. 

Comment 2-45  

 

Response 2-45  
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis.  The water supply 
for the Project will require extension from an off-site location, and to that extent can be 
described as “problematic”.  There are several means of conveying the water, only one 
of which the Sacramento County Water Agency has indicated is not supported for policy 
reasons.  Instead, they prefer to use the North Vineyard well field, which was one of the 
delivery systems analyzed.  It is not accurate to state that the Sacramento County 
Water Agency opposes the Project’s water plan.  Comment noted. 

Comment 2-46  
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Response 2-46  
The financing of the sewer system improvements is addressed in the Finance Plan.  
The commenter’s presumption that the cost of improvements will fall on ratepayers 
outside of the Cordova Hills Project is incorrect.  The Project will fund its fair share of 
the off-site sewer improvements through payment of SRCSD impact fees.  It is the 
SRCSD that plans, designs, and constructs regional sewer infrastructure.  With regard 
to sewer trunk infrastructure owned and operated by the SASD and required for the 
Cordova Hills Project, it is customary that such sewer trunk infrastructure would be 
constructed by the Cordova Hills Project.  SASD will then give fee credits and 
reimbursements against the SASD sewer impact fees that Cordova Hills will otherwise 
have to pay to offset those construction costs. 

Please see the “Cordova Hills Technical Dry Utilities Study” dated April 2010, prepared 
by Capitol Utility Specialists, and contained as Appendix PU-6, for a comprehensive 
description of the funding of the utility construction costs for electricity and natural gas. 

The Project is not inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-XX; this policy does not 
exist in the General Plan at this time.  Pages 15-45 and 15-46 describe that because 
the Project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-57, the Project includes a 
request to amend the policy and add the language in LU-XX.  The amended language 
would make the Project consistent with the General Plan. 

Comment 2-47  
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Response 2-47  
Sacramento Regional Transit District (Regional Transit) has no plans to extend existing 
service to the Project, but the Cordova Hills planned transit system, as described in 
multiple chapters of the DEIR (predominantly in the Traffic and Circulation chapter), will 
be coordinated with the Regional Transit Gold Line and will connect to the Mather/Mills 
light rail station.  The Project is consistent with Policy CI-4.  The Project will reduce 
vehicle miles traveled when compared with a “business as usual” project in the same 
location, and is thus consistent with policy CI-5 (Response 2-4).  The Project includes a 
Public Facilities Financing Plan and an Urban Services Plan which lays out the costs for 
the transit system; the Project is consistent with policy CI-27. 

Similar to earlier comments, this one takes the stance that the university/college 
campus center is the sole destination and primary job source in the Project.  In a 
previous comment it was asserted that pedestrian and bicycle trips were going 
“nowhere” (see Response 2-38).  In this comment it is asserted that the “only rationale” 
for the internal transit system is to shuttle people to the university/college campus 
center, and that absent the university/college campus center the Project provides “no 
realistic significant local employment”.  None of these assertions are supported by the 
evidence.  Refer to Response 2-32.  It is certainly not true that without a university there 
is no point to non-automotive forms of travel, or that no one will have a place to work. 

Refer to Response 2-31, Response 2-37, Response 2-38, and Response 2-40.  Even if 
a university/college campus center were not constructed, residents would still need a 
transit system connection to light rail and would still benefit from a system connecting 
the community to the Town Center retail and employment area.  The data on page 16-
38 of the DEIR supports this response, not the comment, as it indicates that 34% of 
person trips are to non-university internal uses, while only 11% of person trips are to the 
university.  The Draft EIR, Appendix TR-1, Table 1 - Projected Land Use (page 152) 
identifies the 4,633 employees projected in Cordova Hills in addition to the 2,036 
employees projected at the university/college campus center for a total of 6,669 
employees; thus, the majority of Project jobs are not associated with the university. 

Comment 2-48  
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Response 2-48  
Comment noted.  Refer to Response 2-28, Response 2-38, and Response 2-40. 
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Comment 2-49  
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Response 2-49  
Most of these comments simply state facts and conclusions reported in the DEIR, which 
are sometimes followed by the commenter’s opinion.  Some refer back to previous 
comments on topical chapters, which have already been addressed in this response to 
comments.  Refer to Response 2-6, Response 2-15, Response 2-26, Response 2-43, 
and Response 2-48.  The only comment needing more specific response here is #9, 
which indicates that the cumulative land use discussion is in conflict with the topical 
chapter on land use.  As stated on page 18-11, the cumulative land use discussion is 
restricted to the issue of compatibility with adjacent uses, as that is the only land use 
topic which changes between the existing and the cumulative condition.  There is no 
conflict between the chapters. 

Comment 2-50  

 

Response 2-50  
Comment noted. 
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LETTER 3 

Carol W. Witham, CNPS Treasurer, California Native Plant Society, Sacramento 
Valley Chapter; written correspondence; dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 3-1  

 

 

 
Response 3-1  
This section is preface language which does not provide any explicit comments on the 
integrity of the EIR analysis.  Comment noted. 
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Comment 3-2  

 

 
Response 3-2  
Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time; 
however, measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the 
significant effect of the project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B)).  Mitigation 
Measure BR-1 establishes a minimum mitigation ratio of 1:1, and describes the 
interface between this requirement and the regulatory permitting process.  It is possible 
that the mitigation plan will involve construction of created wetlands, but it is also 
possible that it will be achieved through other means (such as purchase of mitigation 
credits from wetlands which have already been created).  Measures which defer these 
particular details to a later time have been challenged in the courts numerous times, but 
these challenges have failed.  A recent example in our region is the Clover Valley 
Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 200, in which it was stated that “a 
condition requiring compliance with environmental regulations is a common and 
reasonable mitigating measure”.  This statement was, in fact, a quote from yet another 
court case: Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308.  Courts 
have approved deferring the formulation of the details of a mitigation measure where 
another regulatory agency will issue a permit for the project and is expected to impose 
mitigation requirements independent of the CEQA process, so long as the EIR included 
performance criteria and the lead agency committed itself to mitigation.  Mitigation 
Measures BR-1 and BR-7 commit the County to ensuring that mitigation is provided at a 
minimum 1:1 mitigation ratio, which is a sufficient and common performance standard 
and is also consistent with County policy. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-47 2008-00142 

Comment 3-3  

 

Response 3-3  
Refer to Response 3-2.  All of the mitigation measures within the document specify 
minimum performance standards, including the noise measures mentioned in this 
comment.  The Noise measures indicate that developments must be consistent with the 
noise standards of the General Plan, and list potential options for achieving those 
standards.  It is impossible at the master plan level to be more precise than this, 
because noise levels are highly dependent on specific lot layout details and construction 
designs which are not available until small-lot tentative maps and specific commercial 
site plans are proposed.  The mitigation ensures that when these future project-level 
plans are submitted to the County, that they will comply with County noise standards.  
See CEQA Guideline 15126.4. 
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Comment 3-4  

 

 

Response 3-4  
Once adopted as part of an approved project, a mitigation measure cannot simply be 
deleted outside of a public hearing process.  If Mitigation Measure BR-1 is adopted, 
then the applicant must provide 1:1 mitigation before building permits will be issued.  
The scenario posited by this comment, that unbeknownst to the public, the mitigation 
will fail to be carried out and yet the Project will be allowed to develop, is impermissible.  
Refer to Response 3-2.  The final question posed by the comment is a policy question 
about regional prioritization of development.  This is not an issue which can be or ought 
to be addressed by this individual master plan’s CEQA document.  Furthermore, it 
should not be assumed that the same conditions included in the Record of Decision for 
the Sunridge project will apply here. 

Comment 3-5  

 

Response 3-5  
Refer to all of the responses to this letter.  Recirculation is not required. 
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Comment 3-6  

 

Response 3-6  
Refer to Response 3-2. 

Comment 3-7  

 

Response 3-7  
Refer to the responses to Letter 2.  Lytta molesta, also called the molestan blister 
beetle, has no federal or state special status designation through any agency4.  It is 
tracked through the California Natural Diversity Database, and as part of that tracking is 
given a global and state rank of 2.  This means that there are six to twenty element 
occurrences in the California Natural Diversity Database, and is on this basis 
considered through that database to be at high risk.  The species is found on flowers, 
where they forage, and has been associated with dried vernal pools; very little is 
actually known about the life history of this species.5  The comment requests inclusion 
of this species, but does not explain why it is felt to be necessary.  The species is not 
included – or even mentioned – in the anticipated draft South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Plan, and it has not been collected in Sacramento County.  In addition, 
there are no documented occurrences of this species in the adjacent areas of Placer 
County and San Joaquin County.  Nonetheless, the species has been added to Table 
BR-3, with a potential for occurrence designation of “low” – which means that no further 
discussion is included. 

It is worth noting that Project mitigation already requires full replacement of all wetland 
and upland habitat which will be lost, and given that the molestan blister beetle is not 
agency-listed, it is reasonable to assume that this mitigation already in place would 
prevent substantial impacts to the species in the extremely unlikely event that it may 
use the site.  It is thus unclear why the respondent wishes for the EIR to include 
treatment of this species, given the lack of any known occurrence in the County or 
adjacent counties and the fact that it would have no effect on the mitigation or 
conclusions of the EIR. 

                                            

4 www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/spanimals.pdf 
5 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/invert/Insects_-_Coleoptera/Lytta_molesta.pdf  
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Comment 3-8  

 

Response 3-8  
The only ground-nesting (or near-to-the-ground) bird species listed as having a low 
potential for occurrence in Table BR-3 is the loggerhead shrike.  As discussed in the 
table, this species nests in shrubs or low in trees, and the site contains neither shrubs 
nor trees.  Thus, the site does not contain nesting habitat for this species and mitigation 
is not required to offset an impact.  Nonetheless, since pre-construction nesting surveys 
will already be performed for many other species, it is not burdensome to add this 
species, in an overabundance of caution.  To try and alleviate any concerns, the 
species has been added to the pre-construction nesting survey mitigation. 

Comment 3-9  

 

Response 3-9  
Refer to Response 2-21.  The statement that the Mather Specific Plan proposes to 
impact a breeding pool of western spadefoot without providing mitigation is not correct.  
Firstly, federal and state permits are required for any destruction of wetlands, and a 
minimum 1:1 mitigation typically results from this process – sometimes more.  Secondly, 
the EIR for the Mather Specific Plan includes policy language requiring that future 
projects in the Specific Plan obtain the appropriate permits, and that replacement 
mitigation be provided for all wetland habitat lost.  With regard to the request for detailed 
surveys of populations and numbers, even for amphibian species where protocols have 
been developed for surveys, the level of detail requested by this comment is not 
required (e.g. California tiger salamander).  The purpose of a survey is simply to 
determine presence or absence, so that it can be determined whether mitigation is 
necessary.  Presence of the western spadefoot is already known, and mitigation is 
being provided for all wetlands and uplands lost. 
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Comment 3-10  

 

Response 3-10  
As indicated by the “ALT” acronym, the measure referenced applies to a CEQA 
Alternative to the Project and is found within the EIR section describing impacts related 
to Alternative 1.  The applicants have not proposed this measure for the Project, given 
that the Project avoids all impacts to wetlands containing rare plants.  It is common 
practice for the terms and conditions of Section 404 Permits to require the translocation 
of inoculum to preserve the genetic diversity of the affected species.  (See, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers San Francisco District’s Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal 
Guidelines, dated December 20, 2004, at Pages 7 and 13; See also, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, Regulatory Guidance Letter, dated December 24, 2002).  The statement 
of 60% survivorship has been misconstrued by the commenter, and has been clarified 
to prevent future confusion.  Survivorship should be measured based on the population 
density in the destroyed pool, meaning that the population in the created or inoculated 
pool cannot fall below 60% of the population which had been present in the destroyed 
pool.  The point is taken that stand-alone, this could result in the applicant either having 
a standard which is too high or too low in any given year, as populations would naturally 
be more abundant or less abundant depending on climatic conditions.  Comparison to 
an undisturbed reference pool has been included in the measure, to take this into 
account.  Also note that any such plan would require the review and approval of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as inoculum collection from a vernal pool is prohibited 
without their express approval.  A note has also been added to state that the measure 
may be superseded by any plan approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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Comment 3-11  

 

Response 3-11  
Comment noted.  See prior responses. 
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LETTER 4 

James Herota, Staff Environmental Scientist, California Natural Resources 
Agency, Central Valley Flood Protection Board; written correspondence; dated 
February 6, 2012 

Comment 
Please refer to the letter, which begins on page 28 of the “Cordova Hills FEIR: 
Comment Letters”.  The letter explains when a permit from the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board is required, and describes the types of issues which could impact flood 
control facilities. 

Response 
This is a standard comment letter, which has typically been received for many EIRs 
published in Sacramento County.  The impacts of the Project on floodplains and 
hydrologic conditions have been examined, and impacts addressed in the Hydrology 
and Water Quality chapter.  The Project does not involve levees and there are no 
existing structures on the site. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-54 2008-00142 

LETTER 5 

Genevieve Sparks, Environmental Scientist, California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Central Valley Region; written correspondence; dated February 
22, 2012 

Comment 5-1  
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Response 5-1  
Though the comment includes substantial text describing the Basin Plan and its 
adoption procedures, the only sentence which discusses the EIR is the final one, which 
simply requests an expansion of the discussion to tie the analysis of surface and 
groundwater quality to the Basin Plan.  The Basin Plan is a broad-level policy document, 
while the Project is specific to a small area within the total area encompassed by the 
Basin Plan.  Given this fact, it is typical for an analysis to focus on the specific local 
water quality rules and regulations which have been enacted as a means of determining 
consistency with overarching policy documents such as the Basin Plan.  This is 
consistent with case law, which has found that an EIR need not contain an exhaustive 
description of the regulatory requirements and plans that may apply to a Project6.  For 
clarity, text has been added to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act section of the 
Hydrology and Water Quality chapter to explicitly reference the Basin Plan as one of the 
enacting frameworks for Porter-Cologne.  Discussion has also been added which 
describes the “Implementation” section of the Basin Plan, because the implementing 
programs are those which are discussed in the DEIR.  In the DEIR it was determined 
that the Project would have no adverse impacts to surface water quality (pages 11-23 to 
11-27), or to groundwater/groundwater recharge (pages 15-51 to 15-52). 

                                            

6 City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School District (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889 at 918-919, 98 
Cal.Rptr.3d 137 at 163. 
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Comment 5-2  

 

 

Response 5-2  
Refer to Response 5-1.  Also see pages 11-23 to 11-27 of the DEIR, where it was 
determined that the Project would have no adverse impacts on water quality, and pages 
15-51 to 15-52 where it was determined that the Project would not have adverse 
impacts on groundwater quality or recharge.  Since the DEIR determined that the 
Project would not result in adverse impacts, there is no need to provide an expansive 
discussion of consistency with Resolution No. 68-16.  The comment does not provide 
any evidence to the contrary. 
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Comment 5-3  

 

Response 5-3  
The DEIR discussion uses what this comment refers to as the 2010 Clean Water Act 
303(d) list, but calls it the 2008 list.  It appears that the State Water Board website 
needs updating.  The comment directs the lead agency to the website 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/integrated2010.shtml, while the 
information from the chapter was obtained from 
www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb5/water_issues/tmdl/impaired_waters_list/303d_list.shtml.  The 
latter website indicates that the current version is the 2006 list, and that the update is 
called the “2008 Update”.  The website referenced by the letter indicates that the list 
was approved in November 2010, and that it is called the 2008 – 2010 303(d) list.  In 
either case Environmental Review has reviewed both sources cited and determined that 
it is the same list.  Page 11-15 of the DEIR indicates the status of all three rivers to 
which Project waters will flow, via onsite tributaries, and notes the constituents for which 
they are listed.  There are no TMDLs for these waterways.  The text of the DEIR has 
been revised to reflect the current adoption status and nomenclature of the relevant 
303d list. 
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Comment 5-4  

 

 

Response 5-4  
The DEIR describes all of the grading permit requirements referenced by this comment, 
including that the County will not issue a grading permit until proof is submitted showing 
that a Notice of Intent was filed with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and until 
submission of a site-specific SWPPP showing compliance with standards set forth in the 
County’s Municipal Stormwater Permit (see page 11-9 of the DEIR).  The DEIR does 
discuss construction stormwater impacts which could result from future developments, 
and describes common best management practices used to avoid impacts (see page 
11-25).  A master planned project of this size will be developed in increments over a 
long time period.  Site-specific SWPPPs can only be prepared for specific areas when 
project-level proposals (small-lot subdivision maps, improvement plans, etc) are 
submitted. 
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Comment 5-5  
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20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-61 2008-00142 

 

Response 5-5  
A discussion of hydromodification is included on page 11-24, and the EIR includes a 
detailed hydromodification technical appendix.  A discussion of the SQIP for the region 
is provided beginning on page 11-26 of the DEIR.  Also note that the proposed Cordova 
Hills Master Plan includes a section listing the low impact development proposals which 
will apply in the Project area (Chapter 7, Section 7.7.1 of the Master Plan).  More 
detailed discussion cannot be included at this time because this is a plan-level proposal, 
and specific grading plans and other details will not be prepared until subsequent 
requests for subdivision maps and other discretionary approvals are submitted. 
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Comment 5-6  

 

 

Response 5-6  
Comment noted.  Page 6-8 of the DEIR indicates that any activities requiring a Section 
404 permit will likewise require a Section 401 permit.  The applicant has submitted a 
single application for a Section 404 permit which would cover the entire site, and will 
seek a Section 401 permit in the same manner. 
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Comment 5-7  

 

 

Response 5-7  
Mitigation Measure BR-1 already requires 1:1 mitigation of wetlands, regardless of 
federal jurisdictional status, consistent with County policy.  Though already required by 
law, the mitigation has been amended to require that the applicant obtain all applicable 
federal and state permits (the term “permit” covers either a Section 401 permit or Waste 
Discharge Requirements).  Any conservation easements used to implement the 
compensatory mitigation will comply with California Civil Code Sections 815 – 816.  All 
wetlands on the site are both Waters of the U.S. and Waters of the State. 
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Comment 5-8  

 

Response 5-8  
Page 6-8, which describes the Clean Water Act permits, specifically states that although 
the SWANCC decision limits the applicability of federal jurisdiction over isolated waters, 
state and local jurisdiction still applies.  A second note to this effect has been added to 
the Porter-Cologne discussion section on page 6-11, as requested by this comment.  
Rather than revising all exhibits, as this comment requests, a sentence has been added 
to the beginning of the “Wetlands and Surface Waters” section of the impact 
discussions noting that all delineated waters on the site are both Waters of the State 
and Waters of the United States; there are no “isolated” waters present.  Also note that 
the wetland delineations of the Project site, as included in the DEIR, have already been 
verified by Army Corps and an application for a Section 404 Clean Water Act Permit is 
currently pending with the Army Corps. 
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Comment 5-9  

 

 

Response 5-9  
This is simply a preface to the comments below.  Refer to the comments and responses 
which follow. 

Comment 5-10  

 

Response 5-10  
Page 10-4 simply provides a brief background of contamination present at Aerojet; it is 
not intended to serve as a comprehensive description of all contamination present.  The 
section states that the Aerojet site is a Federal Superfund site – it does not merely 
indicate that contamination is due to leaking tanks – and states that there is 
contamination of wells and groundwater from “volatile organic compounds and solvents 
(among other contaminants)”.  A comprehensive list of the hundreds of known and 
potential contaminants would be unnecessary for the purposes of this EIR – it is simply 
necessary to establish that Aerojet is a Federal Superfund site which involves 
contamination of both soil and groundwater.  The analysis section of the DEIR, which 
begins on page 10-14, gives a more detailed account of contaminants and their 
sources, to the extent that they are relevant to Project impacts. 
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Comment 5-11  

 

Response 5-11  
The EIR does not mistakenly conflate the Aerojet Superfund and the IRCTS.  An EIR 
will sometimes characterize or frame issues more simplistically, provided that the more 
precise or technical realities are not necessary in order to understand the outcome of 
the analysis.  The EIR notes that the Aerojet Superfund and the IRCTS are two 
separate areas, but then notes that for the purposes of analysis they will both be 
referred to as Aerojet, given that they are adjacent, are both associated with the Aerojet 
company, and that soil and groundwater contamination are the relevant issues of 
concern for both areas.  There was no need to discuss each separately for the purposes 
of describing probable impacts to the Project. 

Comment 5-12  

 

Response 5-12  
Comment noted. 
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Comment 5-13  

 

Response 5-13  
The EIR contains a link to a map showing the various areas of groundwater 
contamination (including the IRCTS).  All of the various groundwater contamination 
plumes and their direction of migration are shown.  There is a plume to the north of the 
Project site, but as stated in the comment this is nearly two miles from the site.  The 
analysis focuses on the plumes closest to the Project site.  At a distance of nearly two 
miles, it would take a serious and long-term containment failure before such a plume 
could reach the site.  Such a serious failure is highly unlikely given that the scope of the 
problem is known, a plan for remediation is in place, and that similar remediation efforts 
in other Aerojet areas have been proceeding successfully.  Also, the Project will be 
relying entirely on a public water system, not on groundwater beneath the site; the 
Project does not include drilling any groundwater wells. 

Comment 5-14  

 

Response 5-14  
The White Rock Road North Dump was included in the EIR, but it was included in the 
section on landfills, not in the “Aerojet” section.  Refer to page 10-5 of the DEIR. 

Comment 5-15  
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Response 5-15  
The line in the EIR was meant to refer specifically to the GET system for the 
Administration Area of the IRCTS, which came online in 2002 and is the source of the 
nearest contaminated groundwater to the site.  The section has been clarified. 
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LETTER 6 

Ted A. Gaebler, City Manager, City of Rancho Cordova; written correspondence; 
dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 6-1  

 

 

Response 6-1  
The Project includes an Urban Services Plan (See Appendix PS-1 to the Draft EIR) that 
describes the service levels and financing strategy to fund an urban level of services 
that will be provided to future residents, businesses, and employees in the Project area.  
Services to be provided by independent agencies and by the County will be funded from 
the County General Fund, user fees, and existing property tax allocations.  The services 
provided by the Cordova Hills Local Services District (which may consist of a County 
Service Area or a Community Services District) will be funded by user fees and special 
taxes or assessments on those utilizing those services.  Other details regarding the 
funding of facility construction and operation are described within the Public Services 
and Public Utilities chapters of the DEIR, and are also considered in the required 
Infrastructure Financing Plan.  This comment does not provide any evidence that these 
analyses are insufficient.  There is also no evidence that if the County provides services 
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to areas which lie within the County, that this will negatively impact the City of Rancho 
Cordova.  CEQA does not obligate the EIR to discuss the possibility of having the City 
provide services for an area within the County. 

Comment 6-2  

 

Response 6-2  
Part of the implementation of the various transportation measures includes 
requirements within the Development Agreement that the County and the Project 
developer must pursue a reciprocal funding agreement between the County of 
Sacramento and the City of Rancho Cordova, since the County does not have the land 
use authority to implement mitigation within the City.  CEQA Guideline 15091 and Public 
Resources Code 21081 both recognize that the lead agency cannot take responsibility 
for mitigation for the construction of roadway improvements outside of the lead agency’s 
jurisdiction.  The Conditions of Approval specify when the need for mitigation will be 
triggered (in terms of equivalent dwelling units), but the actual construction of those 
improvements is at the discretion of the City of Rancho Cordova, and is thus not a 
proper topic for a mitigation measure being adopted by the County.  The County of 
Sacramento is without the legal authority to require a project applicant to construct 
roadway improvements that are within the exclusive jurisdiction and control of another 
government jurisdiction, and any mitigation measure that sought to do so would be 
infeasible.  Fair-share mitigation fees are being required for impacts within Rancho 
Cordova, but Sacramento County cannot issue any requirements regarding the 
construction of those improvements.  Consequently, the EIR was required to conclude 
that cross-jurisdictional roadway impacts were significant and unavoidable. 

Regarding the interface between other reasonably foreseeable projects and the subject 
Project, the existing plus project and the cumulative plus project traffic modeling 
scenarios were developed consistent with CEQA provisions.  Traffic modeling scenarios 
are intended to be constructed by including the existing conditions and then including 
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the Project, and by including cumulative conditions (including all reasonably foreseeable 
projects) and then the Project.  This is the only way to clearly determine the additive 
impact of an individual Project.  It would be infeasible to speculate about when all of the 
various reasonably foreseeable projects would be constructed relative to the Project in 
question, and to attempt to build a modeling scenario on that basis. 

Comment 6-3  

 

Response 6-3  
Refer to Response 6-2.  It is entirely proper to assume that roadway projects identified 
for construction within a Capital Improvement Program will be in place in the cumulative 
model condition.  With each additional or new travel lane added to a roadway, a 
roadway’s vehicle capacity jumps a substantial amount (i.e., thousands of vehicles).  
While the Cordova Hills Project benefits from the existing and cumulative constructed 
roadway network within the City of Rancho Cordova, the same can be said for new 
projects within the City of Rancho Cordova which will benefit from the existing and 
cumulative constructed roadway network within Sacramento County.  The City’s 
comment is more related to an economic issue than a CEQA issue. 
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LETTER 7 

William Heinicke, Director of Planning, Elk Grove Unified School District; written 
correspondence; dated February 27, 2012 

Comment 7-1  

 

Response 7-1  
The Applicant has agreed to show a school size of eight (8) acres at the Town Center 
elementary school site in response to this comment, and will make corresponding 
changes in the Cordova Hills Large Lot Tentative Map, Cordova Hills Master Plan and 
the Cordova Hills SPA to reflect that change in size.  The FEIR also has been revised 
accordingly.  Furthermore, since a precise acreage must be shown on the Land Plan, 
not a range between 7 to 10 acres, the Cordova Hills Master Plan has been amended to 
allow flexibility on the school site size.  In an email to the applicant from the school 
district dated March 13, 2012, it was confirmed that Section 8.9 of the SPA Master Plan 
would have the following language incorporated into it in order to allow flexibility for the 
8 acre school site noted on the land plan: 

“Elementary school site sizes can be adjusted in size and configuration at 
the small lot subdivision level. Elementary schools in University/College 
Campus and East Valley are anticipated to be approximately 10 acres in 
size. The Town Center elementary school size may vary from 7 to 10 
acres depending on educational programming, site design, and use of 2-
story structures. Also, there may be joint use facilities of parks and 
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schools that may warrant a smaller school footprint. . A smaller school site 
in Town Center will be pursued if possible. However a 10-acre size may 
be needed if the above strategy is not practicable.  The Town Center 
elementary school would ultimately serve the elementary education needs 
of students in the Town Center, but could be used to serve portions of 
other villages during phased development of Cordova Hills.” 
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LETTER 8 

Jonathan Ellison, President, Environmental Council of Sacramento; written 
correspondence; dated February 21, 2012 

Comment 8-1  

 

Response 8-1  
Comment noted.  While CEQA allows the preparation of a joint EIR/EIS, it is not 
mandatory (see Public Resources Code Section 21083.70).  CEQA Guideline Section 
15170 provides that a “… lead agency under CEQA may work with a federal agency to 
prepare a joint document …” [emphasis added].  Comment noted. 

Comment 8-2  
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Response 8-2  
The premise of this argument is that the loss of an identified end-user for the proposed 
university/college campus center means that the proposed use itself must be eliminated 
from the Project as part of the analysis.  It has been consistently held by the courts that 
the identity of the end user of a project is irrelevant to CEQA review.  See, Maintain Our 
Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 430, 15 Cal.Rptr.3d 
322; American Canyon Community v City of American Canyon (2006) 145 CalApp.4th 
1062, 52 Cal.Rptr.3d 312; also see, Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000) 83 
Cal.App.4th 1004, 100 Cal.Rptr.2d 413.  In Maintain Our Desert Environment v. Town of 
Apple Valley the judicial opinion reads:  

It is common knowledge that projects are often developed without any knowledge 
of who the user/tenant will be. If CEQA was to be interpreted as the Attorney 
General suggests, no such projects could ever proceed until all potential 
user/tenants were identified and subsequently investigated by the lead agency. 
In addition to being completely impractical, this interpretation finds no support in 
the sphere of law and regulation encompassed by CEQA, as we now explain. 

No portion of a Project can simply be excluded from analysis at the discretion of the EIR 
preparers; this could be characterized as an improper segmentation, as CEQA requires 
analysis of the whole of a Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378.a).  The analysis 
examines the Project application which has been submitted to, and accepted by, the 
County.  The identification of the end user of a project is not required under CEQA for 
purposes of the project’s environmental analysis. 

The University as a land use has garnered much attention because it is unique, but in 
terms of the Project Description required to be analyzed pursuant to CEQA, we see no 
reason why it should be treated differently than any other land use proposed within the 
Project.  It has been argued by these and other comments that many of the residential 
uses proposed are unlikely to develop, based on the current low housing demand and 
other market factors.  CEQA does not allow the analysis to exclude examination of 
some portion of the residential land proposed because the current housing market is not 
presently growing at historic rates.  The proposed Town Center of the project is unique 
in character, and contains many design characteristics which have an overall positive 
effect on trip lengths and trip number; this land use cannot be excluded or revised 
because no tenants have been identified and current market conditions do not support 
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this large amount of mixed-use development.  It would set enormous precedent for the 
EIR preparers to undertake an analysis of the advisability, profitability, or potential 
market success of a long-term master plan proposal and then refuse to analyze the 
Project as submitted on the basis of that examination.  Furthermore, such an analysis 
would be entirely speculative, because it presumes a knowledge of future market 
conditions. 

What the commenter suggests – the segmentation of the Project based on speculation 
about the market suitability of one of the Project uses – is not within the scope of the 
EIR preparer’s authority.  Nor is it the directive of CEQA to define an Alternative on that 
basis.  The primary purpose of an Alternative is to reduce identified Project impacts.  
None of the significant effects of the Project are tied to the fact that one of the proposed 
uses is a university/college campus center.  In fact, this comment alleges that impacts 
would increase if the university/college campus center were removed, which is contrary 
to the primary purpose of identifying alternatives. 

Comment 8-3  

 

Response 8-3  
Refer to Response 8-2.  The phasing exhibit is conceptual, and simply shows that 
development will occur from Grant Line Road – the area closest to existing 
infrastructure and other development – toward the east, which is simply the logical 
means of progression.  The EIR analysis is not compromised, because the analysis has 
properly examined the impact of the Project as a whole on the existing conditions and 
on cumulative conditions – no phasing was used in any portion of the analysis, because 
doing so would be entirely speculative.  For this reason, mitigation is developed by 
looking at the impact of the entire project as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15378.a. 

Comment 8-4  
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Response 8-4  
The EIR concludes that the Project results in significant impacts with respect to 
conformance with Blueprint smart growth principles, precisely because the two 
referenced principles are so central to smart growth.  It is also a true statement that the 
Project conforms to all the smart growth principles related to community design (mix of 
housing, etc).  All of these community design parameters would still be present if the 
university/college campus center were not present. 

Comment 8-5  

 

Response 8-5  
The Project description chapter describes the intended uses within the area outside of 
the Urban Services Boundary (beginning on page 1-32), as well as how those uses will 
be supported.  As described, most of the uses will not require sewage disposal because 
they are not associated with permanent staff (transit parking lots, park and rides, 
corporation yard, etc).  The General Plan Amendment is being pursued to provide 
water; septic systems will be installed for sewage disposal.  The policy amendment itself 
explicitly states that any uses reliant on this extended water should strengthen and 
preserve the existing Urban Services boundary (as stated on page 12-35 of the DEIR). 

None of the proposed uses which will be within the area affected by the new policy 
require a rezone or General Plan Amendment to be approved.  All of the proposed uses 
are those which are permissible or conditionally permissible within an agriculturally-
zoned property in the existing condition.  Furthermore, the majority of the uses do not 
involve the use of water (e.g. park and rides, roads, utility infrastructure, etc).  Some of 
the uses allowed outright in the SPA would require a Use Permit in the existing 
condition, including a solar facility, an energy plant, and a corporation yard (plus fueling 
station).  The potential impacts of developing the areas where these uses are proposed 
have been assessed in this EIR.  Furthermore, as indicated on page 1-32 of the DEIR, 
Planning Division staff reviewed recent similar projects in Sacramento County (solar 
facilities, parks, etc) and have included appropriate conditions in the SPA which would 
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apply to these uses (see Section 4-7 of the SPA Master Plan).  Thus, approval of water 
for these uses does not set a precedent which would result in growth inducement either 
in this location or elsewhere, because the types of facilities being enabled by the water 
supply are not those which induce growth, and are those which are already permitted or 
conditionally permitted by the zoning code outside of the Urban Services Boundary. 

Comment 8-6  

 

 

Response 8-6  
The comment states that mitigation is available, but then does not provide any 
suggested measures.  Other than the No Project alternative, the EIR preparers are 
unaware of any measures which could avoid inducing growth north and south of the 
site.  The Urban Services Boundary itself is the means of avoiding growth east of the 
site.  Only agricultural, agricultural-residential, and similar low-intensity uses are 
permissible outside of the Urban Services Boundary.  Furthermore, the land east of the 
site drops sharply downward in elevation to Carson Creek, and there is a floodplain 
associated with this waterway.  Some of this property is also owned by Sacramento 
County, and is not available for private development.  Ultimately, the presence of the 
Urban Services Boundary, the topographic change, and the creek and associated 
floodplain would prevent the extension of development from the site to the east. 

Comment 8-7  

 

Response 8-7  
The Summary of Impacts section referred to summarizes the land use policy impacts 
described in the Land Use chapter, which are in fact less than significant.  This does not 
need to be corrected.  The conclusion of significance is found in the Cumulative and 
Growth Inducing Impacts chapter, and deals with impacts which go beyond policy 
impacts. 
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Comment 8-8  

 

Response 8-8  
The impacts discussed in this comment are described by the DEIR as significant and 
unavoidable - the most serious impact statement provided under CEQA. 

Comment 8-9  

 

Response 8-9  
Refer to Response 8-2. 

Comment 8-10  

 

Response 8-10  
Some of the numbers in the comment have been misused or misunderstood.  It is 
accurate that the traffic analysis showed that 43% of university-associated trips would 
use non-automobile modes, and that 11% of trips not associated with the university 
would use non-automotive modes.  But the comment then concludes that the project 
would result in even more automobile uses if the university were excluded.  The figure 
reported as 11% already measures only those trips unaffiliated with the university, so 
that figure would not change (worsen).  Later on the cited page (DEIR page 16-38) it is 
stated that combining the university-affiliated and non-affiliated trips results in a non-
automotive mode share of 12%, which demonstrates that as a proportion of overall trips, 
the large non-automotive mode share of the university has a very small impact on 
overall mode-share. 
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An issue similar to the one described above occurs in the commenter’s discussion of 
trip rates.  The actual numbers reported are correct, but the conclusion is not supported 
by evidence.  This comment assumes – with no supporting documentation – that all or a 
major portion of the trip rate reduction occurred due to the presence of the 
university/college campus center, but this is not the case.  Trip reductions were 
included, but these were based on factors such as the proposed transit system, 
Neighborhood Electric Vehicle system, pedestrian and bicycle trails, and proximity to 
uses.  One hundred percent (100%) of all homes will be within ¼-mile of a park, paseo 
or open space corridor; 94% of all homes will be within ½-mile of a transit stop; 87% of 
all homes will be within ½-mile of a school; and 84% of all homes will be within ½-mile of 
a commercial service center.  It is expected that the trip rates would increase to some 
degree if the university/college campus center were excluded, but it would not be 
expected to eliminate all or even most of the trip reductions seen in the analysis. 

Lastly, while the comment emphasizes the positive impact that university-affiliated trips 
have on internal trip dynamics, the comment neglects to account for the effect of the 
trips on the external environment.  Removal of the university/college campus center 
would alter the trip rates for other uses to some degree, but would also remove nearly 
9,000 daily trips, so it cannot be stated that removal of the university/college campus 
center is certain to be a “worst-case” traffic scenario.  Furthermore, the same could be 
said for the removal of any of the other components of the Project, such as the high 
density residential uses or commercial uses.  The removal of any component of a 
master planned land use proposal would always result in changes to its trip generation 
and distribution.  An analysis would be required to determine how impacts would 
change, and with respect to that, refer to Response 8-2.  CEQA does not require an 
analysis of a dissected project with and without its primary land use components. 

Comment 8-11  
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Response 8-11  
The comment is incorrect and ignores the information provided in the Cordova Hills 
Master Plan, Figure 6.14 – External Transit Shuttle Route (At Page 6-41), and Table 6.5 
– Proposed Service & Operating Characteristics for the External Transit Shuttle (At 
Page 6-40) or any of the other detailed information provided in the plan that describes 
the proposed transit system.  The proposed transit system is directly linked to the time 
and frequency of light rail trains at the Mather/Mills Light Rail station and the Project 
proponents have coordinated the transit system with Regional Transit staff.  The 15-
minute headways during peak hours for both the internal and external transit routes are 
equal or superior to any service provided by Regional Transit.  Please refer to Table 6.4 
– Proposed Service & Operating Characteristics for the Internal Transit Shuttle in the 
Cordova Hills Master Plan (At Page 6-39).  The Draft EIR states that the performance 
metrics consider “services provided as part of the Master Plan and funded via a secure 
financial mechanism (example CSA 10; North Natomas TMA Developer fees).”  The 
Cordova Hills Master Plan includes a lengthy description of just such a transit service 
and finance mechanism.  The planned service does not rely on SACOG’s MTP or 
Regional Transit’s Short Range Transit Plan or Regional Transit’s Long Range Transit 
Plan for implementation.  Similar to the example of the North Natomas TMA cited in the 
Draft EIR, the Cordova Hills transit system is locally funded and does not depend on 
SACOG or Regional Transit plans for funding. 

Comment 8-12  
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Response 8-12  
Refer to Response 2-5 and Response 2-6. 

Comment 8-13  

 

Response 8-13  
Page 6-27 of the DEIR specifically references the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool 
Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon, and describes that the Project site lies 
within an area identified as rank 1, which is the highest priority for recovery. 

Comment 8-14  

 

 

Response 8-14  
The DEIR concludes that impacts to wetlands are significant and unavoidable 
specifically because of the amount of wetland loss and the fact that these are within a 
Rank 1 area.  This loss has been addressed both on a Project-specific level in the 
Biological Resources chapter and in the Cumulative and Growth Inducing Impacts 
chapter.  A public draft of the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan has not 
been released, and the preferred preservation areas have not been finalized.  It is not 
the duty of this EIR or Project to describe impacts to an unpublished draft habitat 
conservation plan.  It is the purpose of the habitat conservation plan, not the purpose of 
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this project-specific EIR, to define and describe the creation of a viable regional 
preserve network. 

In addition, as noted by the commenter, the size and location of any wetland preserves 
on the southwestern side of Grant Line Road remains unresolved and unknown.  
Consequently, it would be speculation for the Draft EIR to attempt to discuss in detail 
any indirect connectivity and isolation issues with regard to other possible wetland 
preserves outside of the boundaries of the Cordova Hills Project area that may or may 
not be created.  CEQA does not require speculation on such issues. See, CEQA 
Guideline Section 15145; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento 
(2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018, 48 Cal.Rptr.3d 544; Anderson First Coalition v. City of 
Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 30 Cal.Rptr.3d 1652; Residents Ad Hoc 
Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 152 Cal.Rptr. 585. 

Comment 8-15  

 

Response 8-15  
As discussed in Response 2-8, presence of an occurrence on the CNDDB was not used 
as the sole means to determine whether an analysis was warranted, as it was clearly 
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stated that both lack of CNDDB occurrence and lack of adequate habitat must be 
confirmed before a discussion of the species would be excluded.  All species with either 
a rating of “moderate” or “high” potential were analyzed, and the analysis was 
conducted to the same level of detail regardless of whether the rating was “moderate” or 
“high”.  The remainder of this comment repeats comments found in Letter 2.  Refer to 
Response 2-9, Response 2-10, Response 2-12, Response 2-13, and Response 2-14. 

Comment 8-16  

 

Response 8-16  
The Project analysis used the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
(“CAPCOA”) mitigation measures to assess emission reductions from greenhouse gas 
mitigation measures, which is the same technical study which was used to design 
CalEEMod.  SMAQMD has recommended usage of CalEEMod for projects with a Draft 
EIR published after January 1, 2013.  The Cordova Hills DEIR was published nearly one 
year prior to that date.  Furthermore, the methodology used in the analysis for the 
Project was reviewed and found to be appropriate by County staff and by SMAQMD. 
(Note that though SMAQMD has expressed concerns in their comment letter, these 
concerns are unrelated to the methodology used.) 

Comment 8-17  

 

Response 8-17  
This measure cannot be written as suggested, because this is a master plan which will 
not be fully developed for decades.  The intention of Title 24 is to eventually require that 
buildings achieve a net-zero energy use, and it would not be feasible for buildings to be 
20% more efficient than net-zero.  It is true that over time buildings will be required to be 
more efficient than current mitigation requires, but it is not uncommon for mitigation on a 
master plan to eventually be supplanted by future regulations which become more 
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stringent.  Mitigation is based on what is deemed feasible and reasonable based on 
current technologies and evidence, which is the appropriate measure. 

Comment 8-18  

 

Response 8-18  
The TMA and the transit service are core services of the proposed Cordova Hills County 
Service District, which will also provide parks, landscape maintenance, community 
internet, and other services for the residents, institutions, and businesses in the 
Cordova Hills Project.  The Cordova Hills Master Plan includes a lengthy description of 
just such a transit service and finance mechanism.  The planned service does not rely 
on SACOG’s MTP or Regional Transit’s Short Range Transit Plan or Regional Transit’s 
Long Range Transit Plan for implementation or funding.  Many of the economic 
questions raised by this comment are beyond the purview of CEQA analysis, and the 
other questions are answered within the Master Plan and Urban Services Plan.  With 
regard to peak time periods, these represent the standard peak commute hours used in 
transportation analysis (7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.). 

Comment 8-19  

 

Response 8-19  
Comment noted.  The Project incorporates a mix of uses required for daily life within ¼- 
to ½-mile of all residential areas.  In addition, all of these uses are directly accessible by 
the proposed bike and pedestrian network system.  In the Cordova Hills Master Plan, 
Table 6.3 – Proximity to Services (at page 6-27) summarizes the connectivity afforded 
by the bike and pedestrian trail linkages to major destinations.  One hundred percent 
(100%) of all homes will be within ¼-mile of a park, paseo or open space corridor; 94% 
of all homes will be within ½-mile of a transit stop; 87% of all homes will be within ½-
mile of a school; and 84% of all homes will be within ½-mile of a commercial service 
center.  The comment offers no evidence that the calculations were incorrect.   
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Comment 8-20  

 

Response 8-20  
Attachment 2 of the comment letter takes Table C of Appendix AQ-2 and adds several 
new columns with calculations and factors generated by ECOS.  The fundamental 
assumptions of these calculations are in error.  Firstly, the commenter has attempted to 
calculate the total Project population in a manner which is different than the way it was 
calculated for the DEIR.  The population estimate in the DEIR of 25,419 residents is 
based upon a simple calculation of the average number of persons per household for 
each residential dwelling unit (du) times the total number of dwelling units in that 
category7, plus adding a student population of 4,040.  Attachment 2 of the comment 
letter, on the other hand, includes a column titled “conversion”, in which a population 
factor of unknown source is applied to every land use – including non-residential uses 
such as a racquetball court or a gas pump – in order to attempt to derive the total 
population.  The calculations provided in this comment letter are in error. 

Comment 8-21  

 

Response 8-21  
Table C of the AQMP does not include any data on employees.  The land uses 
identified in Table C are described in terms of size, not occupancy, (e.g. number of 
dwelling units or thousands of square feet of non-residential floor area).  No correlation 
factors for re-interpreting that data to generate population or the number of employees 
for a particular use was provided or intended; thus there is no correlation between the 
estimated employment at the Cordova Hills Project shown in the AQMP’s Table 3 and 
the commenter’s effort to estimate 1,583 employees by using the size metrics contained 
in Table C. 

Comment 8-22  

 
                                            

7 2.71 people per single-family dwelling unit and 2.54 people per multi-family dwelling unit.  The 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is the source of these persons per household 
figures (see Appendix AQ-2, Page 14, Table 1 Master Plan and Table 2: Cordova Hills Population 
Estimate). 
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Response 8-22  
The commenter’s number of 209 million miles is a figure which has been calculated by 
ECOS, and does not appear in the AQMP.  This calculation is incorrect, because it uses 
the incorrect trip generation rates.  The trip generation figures used by ECOS are those 
which were initially input to the SACMET model as part of the traffic analysis for the 
Project, while the trip generation used in the DEIR and reported in Table C of Appendix 
AQ-2 is the output trip generation of the SACMET model.  The Traffic and Circulation 
chapter simply reports the major assumptions which were used to define the Project for 
the purpose of modeling, and the unadjusted trip generation is only the first of many 
such input factors.  Other input factors include pass-by rates, trip redistribution rates, 
and reductions taken for transit availability.  These other factors reduce the total number 
of trips, the total trip lengths, or both; thus, it is only by looking at the output of the traffic 
modeling that the final trip generation can be obtained.  The correct calculation of 
annual VMT generated by the Cordova Hills Project is shown in the AQMP’s Table F: 
“Overall Annual VMT Reduction 2035.” 

Comment 8-23  

 

Response 8-23  
Refer to Response 8-22.  The VMT calculations included in the ECOS letter are in error.  
The remainder of this comment is an opinion on whether or not the Project ought to be 
approved.  Comment noted. 

Comment 8-24  

 

Response 8-24  
Refer to Response 8-2 and Response 8-10.  The DEIR reports the proportion of trips 
which are external to the Project and have the university/college campus center as their 
destination/origin (page 16-38), but it is not possible or necessary to parse out the trips 
to the refined detail recommended by this comment.  Also note that the 
university/college campus center is not a mitigation measure, it is a component of the 
Project. 
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Comment 8-25  

 

Response 8-25  
Refer to Response 8-2 and Response 8-10.  In addition, payment of funds to SMAQMD 
would not be appropriate mitigation because SMAQMD has not established a program 
at this time to ensure that those funds would be used for demonstrable mitigation 
projects.  The “fee” suggested by this comment of $20.00 per metric ton is not 
supported by any documentation indicating why this number was chosen by the 
commenter.  A lead agency cannot arbitrarily determine a mitigation “fee”; any funding 
amount must be supported by evidence in the record which demonstrates both that the 
amount would be sufficient to offset the impact and that there is an identified means of 
implementing demonstrable mitigation projects with the funding.  The comment has 
satisfied neither requirement. 

Comment 8-26  

 

Response 8-26  
Mitigation Measure CC-1 is intended to require any amendment to the SPA to meet the 
threshold of 5.80 MTCO2e per capita for the overall Project.  If an amendment to the 
SPA meets the 5.80 MTCO2e per capita threshold, then there would be no need to 
amend the GHG Reduction Plan.  In order to clarify the matter, Mitigation Measure CC-
1 has been revised in the Final EIR as follows: 
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CC-1.   The following text shall be added to the Cordova Hills SPA:  All amendments to 
the SPA with the potential to change SPA-wide GHG emissions shall include 
an analysis which quantifies, to the extent practicable, the effect of the 
Amendment on SPA-wide greenhouse gas emissions.  The Amendment shall 
not increase SPA-wide greenhouse gas emissions above an average 5.80 
metric tons per capita (including emissions from building energy usage and 
vehicles).  If the SPA amendment would require a change in the approved 
GHG Reduction Plan in order to meet the 5.80 MT CO2e threshold, then the 
proponent of the SPA amendment shall consult with the Sacramento 
County Environmental Coordinator on the revised analysis and shall 
prepare a revised GHG Reduction Plan for approval by the County, who 
will coordinate with SMAQMD. 

Comment 8-27  

 

Response 8-27  
The discussion referred to by ECOS was part of a meeting between the proponent and 
the applicant at which County staff were not present.  As described in Response 8-2 
and Response 8-10, the university/college campus center is a part of the Project as it 
has been proposed, and has been analyzed as such.  Surrendering the property to the 
County if it were to remain undeveloped is not a mitigation measure in the DEIR; it is 
part of the Development Agreement.  The transfer of a property from one owner to 
another is unrelated to any physical impact, and is not a mitigation measure.  The 
proposed condition is also unrelated to the use of the site, because even if this condition 
were to come into effect, the property would still be designated for a university.  This 
may be a policy consideration for the County, but is not a CEQA issue. 
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Comment 8-28  

 

Response 8-28  
The DEIR specifically addresses the issues of water conservation on climate change.  
As stated in the Draft EIR, the Project’s water will be supplied by the Sacramento 
County Water Agency’s (SCWA) Zone 40, which is a conjunctive use water system.  
SCWA has taken climate change into account in its water supply planning, having 
assumed that surface water supplies could diminish by 25% (according to the 
Programmatic Water Supply Assessment prepared for the Sacramento County Draft 
2030 General Plan Update).  In addition, the 2010 California Green Building Standards 
Code requires the installation at the Cordova Hills Project of water-efficient fixtures in all 
new construction, including low-flow showerheads, faucets, and toilets.  The Cordova 
Hills Special Planning Area ordinance also indicates that many of the public landscaped 
areas within the Project will consist of drought-tolerant species fed by drip irrigation or 
similar low-water systems.  Taken together, the requirements for water efficiencies and 
the planning for water reduction would ensure that the Project has adequate water 
supply in the long-term. (See, Draft EIR, Page 7-31). 

Commenter also asked for a description of the steps the Cordova Hills Project would be 
taking to reduce its overall demand for water, and thereby reduce its effects on climate 
change.  The Cordova Hills Master Plan (“CHMP”) contains substantial documentation 
on the conservation design measures that will reduce the Project’s water, sewer and 
storm drainage demands on the regional systems. CHMP Section 2.4 on Water 
Conservation (CHMP, at Page 2-5) describes detailed measures included in the CHMP 
to reduce water demand.  Also see the CHMP’s Table 2-1 for water measures that 
describes the individual measures that will be applied throughout the Cordova Hills 
Project, including water efficient landscapes, water efficient irrigation, water efficient 
fixtures, and reduced turf in landscape and lawns (CHMP Section 2.5 on stormwater 
management, CHMP Section 4.41 on landscape design guidelines, and CHMP Section 
7.7 on water quality protection and enhancement).  With regard to wastewater, CHMP 
Section 2.6 describes wastewater management. 
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Comment 8-29  

 

Response 8-29  
The availability of gray water to operate a recycled water distribution system is 
determined by the water services provider, not by the developer.  During the preparation 
of this Final EIR, the County determined that there were no plans to provide future non-
potable water to the Cordova Hills Project area and no funding for the County or the 
water and sewer agencies to maintain a recycled water distribution system at Cordova 
Hills until non-potable water could be provided.  Consequently, in conformance with the 
County’s current plans, it was decided that the Cordova Hills Project will not be installing 
a recycled water distribution system and the pertinent sections in the CHMP have been 
revised in this regard.  The feasibility of local scalping plants is another service 
determined by the sewer services provider, not the developer.  However, the 
requirement to otherwise implement water efficiency measures in plumbing fixtures and 
exterior landscape irrigation continues to be addressed in the CHMP’s Section 2.4 on 
Water Conservation (See, CHMP at Page 2-5).  Low impact storm water management 
was extensively described in the CHMP’s Section 2.5.1.  With regard to storm water and 
sewers, both the CHMP’s Figure 8.5 “Cordova Hills Waste Water System” (CHMP at 
Page 8-14) and the CHMP’s Figure 8.6 “Cordova Hills Storm Water Management Plan” 
(CHMP at Page 8-15) depict totally segregated sanitary sewer and storm water 
systems.  In the CHMP, Section 8.5 on “Storm Drainage” states that “[t]he storm water 
detention and water quality features throughout Cordova Hills are designed as an 
integrated management system.  Implementation of LID measures throughout Cordova 
Hills will help reduce overall development impacts on the quality of storm water runoff 
from the project.”  (See, CHMP at Page 8-16). 

Comment 8-30  

 

Response 8-30  
Refer to Response 8-29.  Commenter has fundamentally expressed an economic 
opinion, and not raised an issue concerning the environmental analysis in the DEIR.   
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Nonetheless, the Cordova Hills water, waste water, and storm water systems as 
described in the references cited in the preceding responses demonstrate the water 
conservation and system efficiency improvement measures that were designed into the 
Cordova Hills Project.  The comment poses an opinion regarding economic equity that 
is beyond the scope of the DEIR and overlooks the efficiency measures already 
incorporated into the design of the Cordova Hills Project. 

Comment 8-31  

 

Response 8-31  
CEQA does not require EIR’s to evaluate and speculate as to what the environmental 
impacts of a project would be if specific components of the proposed project are not 
built.  Lead agencies are not required to foresee the unforeseeable or to speculate 
about hypothetical future conditions, which include speculation about when or even 
whether a user may be found for the university/college campus center.  See, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15144; Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 
Cal.App.4th 1173, 30 Cal.Rptr.3d 738; Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board 
of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 152 Cal.Rptr. 585.  Also refer to Response 8-2. 
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LETTER 9 

Judith Lamare, Ph.D., President, Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk; written 
correspondence; dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 9-1  
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Response 9-1  
Refer to Response 2-8 and Response 8-15.  Environmental Review staff had multiple 
phone conversations and a meeting with California Department of Fish and Game as 
part of assessing the extent of the Project impacts and establishing appropriate 
mitigation. 

Comment 9-2  
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Response 9-2  
At the outset of this comment letter, Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk (FOSH) agrees 
that the entire site is foraging habitat and that a 1:1 mitigation ratio is appropriate.  It is 
unnecessary to know exactly how many nests are located within a given radius of a site 
in order to determine whether impacts to a species will occur, and thus whether habitat 
mitigation is required.  The amount of habitat mitigation is rarely tied to the number of 
species which may use the site.  It is typical simply to require a set proportion of 
mitigation if a site contains habitat, regardless of the number of individuals which are 
proximate to a site.  This is the case for Swainson’s hawk mitigation, which is required 
at a standard 1:1 ratio.  Furthermore, the number of known nests within a five or ten 
mile radius of a site does not correlate to the relative use of that particular site as 
foraging habitat.  According to both CNDDB data and the data referred to by this 
comment letter, the vast majority of Sacramento County – including urbanized areas 
such as the City of Sacramento – are within five miles of multiple nests.  Yet, the 
intensity of Swainson’s hawk foraging is not identical throughout all of Sacramento 
County.  The DEIR discloses the nearest known Swainson’s hawk nest, just as it 
discloses the nearest occurrences for other species.  The nearest known nest disclosed 
in the DEIR is the same nearest nest shown in the exhibits which accompany this 
comment letter. 
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Comment 9-3  

 

Response 9-3  
The California Department of Fish and Game has published guidelines on the 
assessment of nest disturbance impacts, as described on page 6-41 of the DEIR.  The 
DEIR analysis is consistent with those guidelines, and the analysis recommends 
mitigation to avoid nesting disturbance or take of Swainson’s hawk (note that Mitigation 
Measure BR-3 has been amended to include the ½-mile survey radius specified in the 
discussion, which was inadvertently excluded from the measure).  Mitigation has 
likewise been included for loss of foraging habitat, to ensure the survivability of 
Swainson’s hawk.  Cumulative loss of the grassland habitat on the site is addressed on 
DEIR page 18-8.  Commenter has not presented any substantial evidence that the 
findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR were in error. 
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Comment 9-4  

 

Response 9-4  
This comment refers to Mitigation Measure BR-3, which requires preconstruction 
nesting surveys for raptors.  As stated in the text of the DEIR (page 6-45 and 6-47), the 
lack of detailed avoidance and minimization measures is because the appropriate 
measures will depend on many variables, including the distance of activities from the 
found nest, the types of activities, and whether the landform between the nest and 
activities provides any kind of natural screening.  Depending on these factors, a 
biological monitor may be deemed by Fish and Game to be unnecessary.  While 
including a large amount of language related to the recommended biological monitor, 
the proposed measure does not indicate the time of year that the surveys should be 
conducted or recommend an appropriate survey distance.  These are critical factors 
which are included in existing Mitigation Measure BR-3. 
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Comment 9-5  

 

 

Response 9-5  
While stating that the DEIR conclusion is unsupported, the commenter does not provide 
any evidence of this, and in fact makes several unsupported statements of its own.  For 
instance, the comment states that “normally, raptors are reluctant to forage on lands 
adjacent to, or surrounded by, intensive new uses”.  This is true for some raptor 
species, but is not true of raptors in general.  Many species of raptor are quite tolerant 
of urbanized environments, such as falcons which nest on buildings and feed on 
pigeons8 and Cooper’s hawk which are regularly found in residential backyards9. 

With regard to Swainson’s hawk, what the comment describes is the impact of urban 
edge conditions on the overall suitability of a habitat patch.  There is abundant research 
on the suitability of different cover types (e.g. grassland, crops, orchards, etc) and on 
the size of home ranges, but to the lead agency’s knowledge there is no research which 
defines when edge conditions render a habitat patch unsuitable.  The commenter has 
also not offered any published studies or reports stating a minimum acreage threshold 
at which Swainson’s hawks no longer forage where prey are otherwise abundant and 
available. 
                                            

8 http://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/Peregrine_Falcon/id 

9 http://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/Coopers_Hawk/id 
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The commenter also states that the EIR should have been prepared in consultation with 
Fish and Game.  The analysis was formed with the input of Fish and Game, as the 
County had multiple phone conversations and a meeting with California Department of 
Fish and Game staff to discuss the Project’s impacts on Swainson’s hawk; however, the 
agency has declined to take a public position, on the basis that the County is lead 
agency.  The analysis included in the EIR is based on reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and on expert opinion supported by facts.  Though the 
commenter disagrees with the EIR conclusion, no evidence has been presented by the 
commenter which would require a contrary finding. 

Comment 9-6  

 

Response 9-6  
See Response 2-15.  The EIR is not required to speculate about the potential future 
rezoning of adjacent lands outside the Urban Services Boundary into smaller 
agricultural-residential uses, and their impact on the Project and its Avoided Areas.  See 
CEQA Guideline 15144; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of Sacramento 
(2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018, 48Cal.Rptr.3d 544. 
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Comment 9-7  

 

Response 9-7  
Edge treatments outlined in the Draft EIR have been designed to minimize impacts from 
adjacent development and incorporate native plantings as appropriate.  Also refer to the 
CHMP Section 7.6 (“Edge Conditions”).  This section of the CHMP describes that there 
will be post and cable or split rail fencing along the Avoided Area boundaries and along 
the trail boundaries, educational signage describing the importance of staying outside of 
the fenced area, plus a swale and native plantings to further define the boundary and to 
buffer the grasslands from the urban environment.  This section also describes that 
cattle grazing will be continued, as appropriate.  The only trails through the primary 
Avoided Area are the two shown on the Project exhibits.  Long-term management will 
be determined in conjunction with the County and resources agencies, as required by 
the various biological mitigation measures, and are required to be fully funded. 

Comment 9-8  

 

Response 9-8  
See Response 2-15 and Response 9-6. 
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Comment 9-9  

 

Response 9-9  
Refer to responses to prior comment Response 9-5 and Response 9-7.  The EIR 
preparer’s disagree with the commenter’s opinion that the description of retained habitat 
is inaccurate.  Please see Mitigation Measure BR-4, subsection B, which requires the 
Swainson’s hawk mitigation plan to be prepared and implemented for the protection of 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to the satisfaction of the California Department of Fish 
and Game.  Also, the conservation easement is designed to prevent the loss of the 36 
acres which will be within the easement, not to mitigate for other impacts elsewhere. 

Comment 9-10  

 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-102 2008-00142 

Response 9-10  
Comment noted.  The provision of adequate water and other urban services for the 
Project is discussed in the Chapters 14 and 15 of the Draft EIR, and all affected 
agencies participated in the development of an Infrastructure Finance Plan for the 
Project.  Commenter has also raised a number of policy issues related to decisions 
which were made during the hearings on the 2030 General Plan, which are not required 
to be addressed in an EIR whose discussion is confined to environmental issues related 
to this specific Project. 

Comment 9-11  
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Response 9-11  
Commenter has not provided any substantial evidence that the Cordova Hills Project 
would result in or cause urban decay of other areas.  See, Melom v. City of Madera 
(2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 41, 106 Cal.Rptr.3d 755.  The court cases which have 
concluded that an urban decay analysis was required were all for project-level 
proposals, not for multi-decade land use master plans which are not intended to be 
immediately and fully constructed. 
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LETTER 10 

Donald Kennedy, Pacific Gas and Electric Company; written correspondence; 
dated February 9, 2012 

Comment 
Refer to the 2-page letter which begins on page 75 of the “Cordova Hills FEIR: 
Comment Letters”.  The letter explains the services provided by PG&E and explains the 
processes the developers in the Project area will need to follow in order to develop 
within utility easements and to develop detailed utility designs. 

Response  
There will be no improvement plans submitted for areas within the easement as part of 
this proposal, because it is a land use master plan, not a project-level application.  This 
is essentially a standard comment letter, advising the applicant of the restrictions within 
the PG&E easement on the property.  An evaluation of the Project impacts related to 
gas transmission facilities was included in the DEIR.  Comment noted. 
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LETTER 11 

Tricia Hedahl, Executive Director; Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates; written 
correspondence; dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 11-1  

 

Response 11-1  
The DEIR describes the proposed connections to the regional transportation network, 
with the costs to be borne by the Cordova Hills Local Service District (for the mass 
transit portion) and by development fees.  The costs and timing of this infrastructure are 
described in the required Infrastructure Financing Plan.  The Project transit system will 
provide a direct linkage to the Sacramento County Regional Transit District’s light rail 
system.  Furthermore, the internal bike trails network in Cordova Hills will connect to 
bike commuting routes at two major locations on the west side of the Cordova Hills 
Project: Chrysanthy Boulevard and the Laguna Creek Trail. 

Chrysanthy Boulevard includes a 10’ wide multi-use path and a 5’ Class II bike lane in 
Cordova Hills and in the City of Rancho Cordova to the west of Grantline Road.  (See 
Cordova Hills SPA, Table 6.1: Cordova Hills Road Summary, page 6-13, and SunCreek 
Specific Plan (Draft) Figure 4-2 Major Streets Master Plan, page 1.4-5, and Figure 4-4 
Minor Arterial Street, page 1.4-7). 

The major east-west multi-use trail in Cordova Hills is a central spine that connects to all 
other trails in the Cordova Hills Project and provides a connection to the west along a 
10’ multi-use path parallel to University Boulevard.  At the intersection with Grant Line 
Road, the trail will connect to the Laguna Creek Trail shown in the County Bikeway 
Master Plan.  Options for connection include an undercrossing of Grant Line Road 
where the road crosses the tributary to Laguna Creek, a signalized at-grade crossing, or 
a bike path integrated in a future interchange structure constructed as part of the Capital 
Southeast Connector.  This link between the Cordova Hills primary trail network and the 
Laguna Creek Trail is clearly illustrated in the Cordova Hills Master Plan, Figure 6.12: 
Potential Links to Conceptual Regional Bike Trail System (Page 6-35). 
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Comment 11-2  

 

Response 11-2  
The terminology used in both the Cordova Hills Master Plan and the Draft EIR is 
consistent with the terms in the Sacramento County General Plan Circulation Element 
(November 9, 2011) and the Sacramento County Bikeway Master Plan (April 2011).  
The Circulation Element uses the term “multi-use trails” in policies CI-34, CI-35 and CI-
37 when addressing the development of trail systems (page 22), but also refers to Class 
I bike paths in the description of thoroughfares and arterial streets “Bikeways along 
designated thoroughfares may be Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities” (page 7). 

Likewise the Bikeway Master Plan references the County General Plan in noting the 
policy “Construct and maintain bikeways and multi-use trails to minimize conflicts 
between bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists” (page 16) , and uses the hybridized term 
“Class I- Multi-use Path” in Figure 1 (page 7). 

In the Cordova Hills Master Plan, the term “multi-use path” is used consistently to refer 
to all off-street bike and pedestrian paths.  Bicycles will be allowed to use the NEV lanes 
on arterial streets, but a separate multi-use trail will be located in the corridor adjacent 
to the street where a dedicated NEV lane is included.  The use of the term “Class 1” in 
the draft Cordova Hills Master Plan was incorrect and was corrected to read “multi-use 
trail” in the Cordova Hills Master Plan.  The correction was made before the Master Plan 
was forwarded to the Sacramento County Planning Commission. 

The term “Class I” describes a very specific standard established by the Highway 
Design Manual, CHAPTER 1000, BIKEWAY PLANNING AND DESIGN.  The design of 
off-street trail systems in Cordova Hills demands flexibility to accommodate differing 
terrain, resource avoidance, and other factors that occur in the Cordova Hills Master 
Plan; thus, not all off-street bike and pedestrian trails could meet strict standards in the 
Highway Design Manual, therefore the more flexible multi-use path terminology is 
applied. 
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In all instances the terms “multi-use path,” is used correctly with respect to the intended 
character of the bike and pedestrian facility. 

Comment 11-3  

 

Response 11-3  
The Cordova Hills Project is designed to be consistent with Sacramento County 
Improvement Standards and was developed with direction and input from the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation.  The Project entitlements listed in 
the Draft EIR (including the large lot tentative map, rezoning, and other master plan 
level entitlements) do not deal with the level of design detail that will be found in 
subsequent project-level entitlements such as small-lot tentative maps.  Consequently, 
the level of design detail that addresses certain issues such as intersection design can 
only be addressed in this EIR on the basis of approved County policies and standards 
that would apply to such improvements.  These include the Sacramento County 
Improvement Standards and the Sacramento County Bicycle Master Plan.  The issues 
of safety on multi-use bike and pedestrian facilities were considered in the design of the 
plan and the environmental analysis of the project.  Subsequent design of specific 
improvements in the context of small-lot tentative maps and improvement plans will 
require additional environmental analysis at the level of individual intersection designs. 

Comment 11-4  

 

Response 11-4  
The comment states that “NEVs will be allowed to use Class II bicycle lanes”, which is a 
mischaracterization.  There are some street sections where bicycles will be allowed to 
use the 8-foot NEV lanes, and these are designated as NEV/bike lanes.  Though 
mischaracterized, the overall point of this statement is that there are sections where 
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NEVs and bicycles will be permitted to share the same facility, and this is true (though 
bicycles will not have to use this pathway – see Response 11-5).  Throughout California 
and elsewhere, bicycles are permitted to share roadways with vehicles.  Research has 
shown that accidents of the type described here – a vehicle striking a bicyclist from 
behind or swiping alongside – is the least frequent type of accident10.  Research has 
likewise shown that when vehicle speeds are low, as they will be in the case of a NEV – 
accidents are rarely severe11.  There is also still debate – including amongst bicycling 
advocates12 – about whether shared facilities are more or less safe than dedicated 
bicycle lanes.  In this case, the shared facility will involve low vehicle volumes, low 
speeds, and more than adequate paved width.  Bicyclists will have the option of sharing 
a lane with NEVs or of using the paved side pathway where no vehicles will be present.  
The comment provides no evidence that allowing bicycles to use the NEV lane would be 
unsafe. 

Comment 11-5  

 

Response 11-5  
The comment discounts the 10-foot, paved multi-use trail (for pedestrians and bicycles) 
which will also be present whenever a shared NEV/bike lane is present.  Though the 
comment states that such a multi-use trail would not be useful to utilitarian riders, there 
is contrary evidence within Sacramento County.  The most classic of these is the 
American River Bicycle Trail, which is used by large numbers of pedestrians, and yet is 
also used by large numbers of bicyclists for commuting and race training.  The 
commenter presents no evidence in support of the statement that utilitarian riders will be 
unwilling to use the multi-use paved trail. 

Comment 11-6  

 

                                            

10 Forrester, J. (1993).  Effective Cycling (6th ed.). Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. 

11 Cross, K.D. (1978) Bicycle-Safety Education: Facts and Issues. Falls Church, VA: AAA Foundation for 
Traffic Safety. 

12 http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/faqs/answer.cfm?id=971 
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Response 11-6  
The design speed for arterial streets is established by the Department of Transportation 
based on anticipated traffic volumes and level of service standards.  The NEV lane 
width (8 feet) and the vehicle travel lanes on the arterial street configurations (12 feet 
and 11 feet) were developed in collaboration with the Sacramento County Department 
of Transportation based on the Sacramento County Development Standards.  
Alternative lane configurations would require modification of existing Development 
Standards.  The NEV cannot exceed 25 mph regardless of the lane speed designation 
(California Vehicle Code Section 385.5), and the street design for the NEV lanes 
already includes striping with a rumble strip to establish the boundary between the NEV 
lane and the rest of the roadway. The comment suggests allowing NEV traffic to mix 
with the higher speed traffic, but this would violate the California Vehicle Code. 

Comment 11-7  

 

Response 11-7  
The Cordova Hills Project entitlements, and thus the level of analysis in the Draft EIR, 
do not extend to the level of street design that would include intersection designs.  Such 
designs are addressed in the Sacramento County Development Standards that will 
apply to subsequent applications for street design and small lot tentative maps and will 
include that more finite level of detail.  The Development Standards in Sacramento 
County have already been designed to consider safety.  Intersections that mix various 
modes of transportation inherently involve potential conflicts not only between the 
different modes, but between any single mode (car vs. car; bicycle vs. bicycle).  Care in 
designing all intersections to minimize potential conflicts and reduce the potential 
hazard is inherent in the more refined level of design that will occur in subsequent 
applications. 

Comment 11-8  

 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-110 2008-00142 

Response 11-8  
The Cordova Hills Master Plan, Figure 6.1, “Traffic Mode Alternatives” identifies the 
range of travel mode alternatives within the Cordova Hills area and the description of 
bicycles being serviceable in a three mile range is consistent with the Plan description 
because the Plan area is three miles in its greatest dimension.  The overall Project 
analysis does consider the use of alternative modes of transportation off-site as well.  
The Cordova Hills Project is designed to facilitate bicycle commuters to other 
employment centers, parks, schools, and shopping in other projects, to link to the 
regional bike trail network, and to utilize light rail at the Mather/Mills Light Rail Station for 
extended travel throughout the region.  Mitigation Measure TR-7 requires Cordova Hills 
to fund its fair share of the construction cost of bicycle lanes that connect to Rancho 
Cordova. 

Comment 11-9  

 

 

Response 11-9  
The detailed design of intersections is not included in the Cordova Hills Master Plan or 
Draft EIR analysis because they are premature.  However, the intersections of North 
Loop Boulevard and University Boulevard with Grant Line Road will conform to the 
Sacramento County Development Standards (unless unique design treatments occur in 
the context of the Capital Southeast Connector improvements).  Based on the County 
Development Standards, the intersection of Chrysanthy Boulevard with Grant Line Road 
will also be a conventional intersection with Class II bike lanes.  The design of this 
intersection will not pose an unusually greater risk than other comparable intersections 
throughout the County.  Though not required to mitigate an impact, the applicant has 
added the following language to the SPA. 

“Evaluate and, where feasible, incorporate design features that enhance the safety of 
bicyclists, pedestrians, NEV operators, and drivers at arterial street intersections such 
as described in, but not limited to the National Association of City Transportation 
Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guidelines.” 
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Comment 11-10  

 

Response 11-10  
None of the intersection and roadway widenings identified as mitigation for the Project 
go beyond what is planned in either the City of Rancho Cordova General Plan or the 
Sacramento County General Plan.  The timing of these impacts is related to the timing 
of the proposed Project and other reasonably foreseeable projects, but the fact of the 
actual facility widths were already analyzed and approved as part of the City and 
County General Plans.  Thus, if there is a safety impact associated with allowing these 
widths – and the comment has provided no substantial evidence that the facility widths 
are substantially less safe – it was the impact of the General Plans, not of this particular 
project.  At the request of SABA and to enhance the existing safety features of the City 
and County Improvement Standards, the requested language has been included in the 
SPA (see Response 11-9). 
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LETTER 12 

Amandeep Singh, P.E.; Sacramento Area Sewer District; written correspondence; 
dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 12-1  
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Response 12-1  
The relevant sections of the EIR have been updated to reflect the most current adopted 
plans, and clarifications to the text have been made in response to these comments.  
The County will require annexation of the Project area into the SRCSD and SASD as 
part of the Conditions of Approval for the Project’s large lot tentative subdivision maps. 

Comment 12-2  

 

Response 12-2  
The EIR preparers acknowledge that various service providers, including sewer service, 
will not “reserve” capacity for any upcoming project until such time as impact fees have 
been paid.  To this extent, SASD considers service “constrained”; however, this does 
not mean that there is evidence that capacity will be unavailable.  The DEIR uses the 
term “not constrained” to mean that there is adequate planned capacity to serve the 
Project, which is correct.  As identified on Page 15-49 of the DEIR, the “SRWTP has a 
permitted average dry weather flow (ADWF) design capacity of 181 mgd and wet 
weather flow (AWWF) of 392 mgd.”  Cordova Hills will generate an ADWF of 4.99 mgd 
at buildout.”  Therefore, as identified in the Draft EIR, the Project’s sewage disposal 
demand can be met by the existing capacity of the SRWTP.  This is the sense in which 
the DEIR uses the term “not constrained”. 

Comment 12-3  

 

Response 12-3  
SASD and SRCSD’s master planning documents address permanent sewer facilities 
(both existing and contemplated), their timing of implementation based on sewerage 
demand, as well as the cost of their implementation.  They do not address interim 
facilities to be constructed by development projects; facilities that may be required to 
provide sewer service to development areas that cannot yet be served by permanent 
facilities that have not yet been extended to those new development areas.  
Additionally, the District periodically updates its master plans to address changes in the 
short-, mid-, and long-range development forecasts and associated sewer capacity 
demands.  According to SASD’s current planning document, “Since the 2010 SCP is a 
high level planning document, the expansion trunk projects developed in this study may 
not be final projects.  Expansion project alternatives may be further evaluated and 
developed through SASD’s mid-range planning efforts if necessary.”  For the Cordova 
Hills Project, the SASD master plan document prior to the current 2010 SCP Update 
identified the Mather Interceptor project as one downstream facility capable of providing 
sewer service to Cordova hills ahead of the expansion of the Laguna Interceptor.  Now 
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that neither of those two interceptors is contemplated any longer, extension of a force 
main by the Cordova Hills Project to the Mather Interceptor is no longer contemplated 
either.  However, extension of a force main to the existing Bradshaw Interceptor may 
still be a feasible and practicable alternative, should capacity demands by the Project 
precede the extension of the Douglas Interceptor as contemplated by the SASD’s 2010 
SCP.  As extension of this interim force main would follow existing road alignments and 
be located beneath existing pavement, extension of the force main would not cause any 
facility-specific physical impacts. 

Comment 12-4  

 

Response 12-4  
See Response 12-2.  It is a correct statement to say that neither SASD nor SRCSD 
indicated that there would be insufficient planned capacity to serve the Project, which is 
the sense in which the EIR uses the term ”constrained”.  The Sewer Master Plan 
prepared for the Project was reviewed and approved by the Sacramento Area Sewer 
District, and deemed to be adequate to provide service to the Project.  Additionally, the 
SASD comment letter submitted on the Notice of Preparation stated that Project 
impacts to sewer facilities were expected to be less than significant. 
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LETTER 13 

Kamal Atwal, P.E.; Sacramento County Department of Transportation; written 
correspondence; dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 13-1  

 

Response 13-1  
Comment noted.  Based upon this comment, additional analysis was performed to 
determine if the signal required by mitigation would still be necessary.  As a result, the 
Final EIR has deleted the requirement for Mitigation Measure TR-1.B. since there is no 
longer any significant adverse impact from the Project to the intersection of Mather 
Boulevard and Douglas Road.  Refer to the amended Traffic and Circulation chapter. 
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Comment 13-2  

 

 

Response 13-2  
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure TR-1.E. has been revised in the Final 
EIR to read as follows: 

“TR-1:   The applicant shall construct or fund, as set forth in the phasing and financing 
plan approved by the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, the below 
mitigation measures.  The phasing and financing plan shall ensure commencement of 
construction of traffic improvements prior to degradation of LOS below applicable 
County standards.  This mitigation measure recognizes that should any of the measures 
below benefit other projects, a reimbursement agreement and/or a fee credit to the 
applicant may be considered. 

… 

 E.  Grant Line and White Rock Road.  Construct a new Modify the intersection 
and traffic signal to provide dual left turn lanes and a separate two through lanes on 
the northbound approach; provide a two through lane and a separate right turn lane on 
the southbound approach; and provide separate two left turn lanes and a separate right 
turn lane on the eastbound approach. Also an extra The westbound departure lane 
shall be extended to accommodate is needed for the dual northbound left 
movement.” 
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Comment 13-3  

 

Response 13-3  
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure TR-4. has been revised in the Final 
EIR to read as follows:   

 “TR-4:  The applicant shall construct or fund, as set forth in the phasing and financing 
plan approved by the Sacramento Department of Transportation, and in consultation 
with the City of Elk Grove if the City has entered into a reciprocal funding 
agreement with the County at the time of implementation of the Public Facilities 
Financing Plan, the below mitigation measure.  If the City has not entered into such 
an agreement with the County at the time of implementation of the Public 
Facilities Financing Plan, then the applicant shall only be responsible for funding 
its fair share of improvements located in the County of Sacramento.  The phasing 
and financing plan shall ensure commencement of construction of traffic improvements 
prior to degradation of LOS below the applicable County or City standards.  This 
mitigation recognizes that should any of the measures benefit other projects, a 
reimbursement agreement may be considered.  Grant Line Road from Sheldon Road to 
Calvine Road.  Increase roadway capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and 
upgrading the capacity class to an arterial with moderate access control.” 

Comment 13-4  

 

Response 13-4  
Mitigation Measure TR-7 has been revised in the Final EIR to read as follows:  

“TR-7: The Applicant shall be responsible for a fair share of the below mitigation 
measure.  The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of the Sacramento 
County Department of Transportation any may be up to 100% of the cost of 
improvements.  
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Construct interim sidewalk improvements (typically a detached asphaltic concrete 
path) and bicycle lanes along Grant Line Road from Douglas Road to White Rock Road 
and on Douglas Road from Rancho Cordova Parkway to Grant Line Road, to the 
satisfaction of the Sacramento County Department of Transportation.” 

Comment 13-5  

 

Response 13-5  
Changes have been made, as noted in the responses to the comments above. 

Comment 13-6  

 

Response 13-6  
The mitigation identified throughout the chapter are those which were determined to be 
appropriate to avoid impacts to the facility being analyzed.  This results in cases where 
an intersection and roadway segment analysis require different facility sizes in order to 
effectively mitigate (e.g. a two-lane roadway, but a four-lane intersection).  The 
appropriate place to address this issue is through conditions of approval, not through 
mitigation.  The purpose of a mitigation measure is to identify the minimum facility 
change required to offset the identified impact, which has been done.  A condition of 
approval would then identify how the County Improvement Standards should be applied 
in areas where the segment mitigation and the intersection mitigation interface. 

Comment 13-7  

 

Response 13-7  
As stated in this comment, this would be addressed through conditions of approval, 
which would require the queuing analysis at the time when the more refined maps are 
submitted and the length of queue can be determined. 
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Comment 13-8  

 

Response 13-8  
Refer to Response 13-6.  As stated in this comment, this would be addressed through 
conditions of approval. 

Comment 13-9  

 

Response 13-9  
Refer to Response 13-6.  The measure has identified the type of facility necessary to 
offset the impact.  The detailed design considerations should be carried forward 
pursuant to the existing County Improvement Standards and through conditions of 
approval. 

Comment 13-10  

 

Response 13-10  
Refer to Response 13-6.  This comment is in the form of a recommended condition of 
approval related to detailed design considerations. 
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LETTER 14 

Dave Ghirardelli; Sacramento County Department of Waste Management and 
Recycling; written correspondence; dated February 21, 2012 

Comment 14-1  

 

Response 14-1  
Landfill gas collection systems are referenced in many publications as being an 
important source of odor control.  This includes CalRecyle13, which specifically states 
that odor is controlled both through the use of daily cover, which helps address the 
newly-delivered landfill materials described in this comment, and a landfill gas collection 
system, which addresses the odors generated by the buried waste.  A properly-
designed landfill gas capture system can significantly reduce odors from the buried 
waste, and in that respect is a critical component of landfill odor control.  The analysis 
has used the methodology recommended by SMAQMD, and this comment has not 
provided any substantial evidence that this analysis was flawed. 

                                            

13 http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Archive/IWMBAR/2000/Enforcement/  
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Mitigation has been included requiring disclosures on properties within one mile of the 
landfill.  It is important to realize that CEQA was not enacted to protect people from the 
environment.  Instead, CEQA was enacted to examine the impacts that new projects 
have on the environment (See, South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of 
Dana Point (2011) 127 Cal.Rptr.3d 636, at 646; Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 
32 Cal.App.4th 1464, 38 Cal.Rptr.2d 93).  Buyers of properties within the Project area 
will have the potential nuisances of landfill proximity fully disclosed, and it is then up to 
that buyer’s discretion to decide whether to purchase.  In order to ensure that the 
disclosure concerns of Sacramento County Department of Waste Management and 
Recycling (DWMR) are addressed, Environmental Review coordinated with DWMR on 
modifying the mitigation measure requiring disclosure to list specific design details of 
the landfill which must be disclosed, as follows: 

LU-2. The location and nature of the Kiefer Landfill facility shall be disclosed to all 
prospective buyers of properties within one mile of the ultimate active landfill 
boundary.  The disclosure notice shall include: 

A. A statement substantially consistent with the following: “The landfill will 
expand in height and land area over time, and thus the visibility and 
proximity of the landfill from the property at the time of purchase does 
not reflect how visible or proximate the landfill will be in the future.”  
This statement shall be supplemented with relevant facts about ultimate 
landfill design, including the distance of the property to the ultimate 
planned edge of the landfill waste disposal area (to the nearest 100 feet) 
and the ultimate planned height of the landfill (as set forth in the Solid 
Waste Facilities Permit). 

B. Notification that the landfill operates under a Solid Waste Facilities 
Permit and is required to control pests, vectors, litter, and odor to the 
extent practicable, but that it is not possible to eliminate all of these 
nuisances.  For this reason, property owners may experience some of 
these nuisance conditions. 

C. Notification that the active landfill area is lighted at night. 
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Comment 14-2  

 

Response 14-2  
This comment is describing potential aesthetic impacts associated with the cumulative 
development of the landfill on the Project.  The DEIR discusses the visual impacts of 
Kiefer landfill on the Project in order to inform the land use analysis section on land use 
incompatibility.  The ultimate permitted boundary of the landfill was the reference point 
for the analysis, not the current boundary – which, as noted by this comment, is 
currently set farther back.  Refer to Response 14-1.  Buyers of properties within the 
Project area will have the potential nuisances of landfill proximity fully disclosed, 
including features which could negatively impact their views, and it is then up to that 
buyer’s discretion to decide whether to purchase. 

Comment 14-3  

 

Response 14-3  
In South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 127 
Cal.Rptr.3d 636, at 646, the Wastewater Authority requested that an EIR be prepared 
which would assess the impacts of wastewater odor on the proposed Dana Point 
development, and further requested mitigation to offset impacts which is similar to the 
mitigation being requested in this comment.  The court declined, on the basis that this 
was not an impact of the project on the environment.  The Dana Point project 
“contemplated no changes in the sewage plant or in its odor-producing operations”.  
The case is the same here.  Also see Baird v County of Contra Costa County (1995) 32 
Cal.App. 4th 1464, 38 Cal.Rptr. 2d 93.  The issues raised within this comment are thus 
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more properly addressed as a policy matter by the decision-makers, not as a CEQA 
issue. 
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LETTER 15 

Lea Gibson, Environmental Specialist; Sacramento County Environmental 
Management Department; written correspondence; dated February 21, 2012 

Comment 15-1  

 

Response 15-1  
See Response 14-2 and Response 14-3. 

Comment 15-2  

 

 

Response 15-2  
See Response 14-1 and Response 14-3. 
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Comment 15-3  

 

Response 15-3  
The vast majority of the Project site is outside the 2,000-foot buffer around the ultimate 
landfill boundary, so the likelihood of any structure being built within 1,000 feet of the 
buried waste or proposed buried waste at the Kiefer Landfill is remote.  Please see 
Plate HM-2 on Page 10-18 of the DEIR.  Mitigation Measure HM-1 has been revised by 
the FEIR to read as follows: 

“Any structure within the Project boundaries (including but not limited to, 
buildings, subsurface vaults, utilities, or any other areas where potential 
landfill gas buildup may cause adverse impacts to the public health or 
safety of the environment) within 1,000 feet of buried waste or proposed 
buried waste at Kiefer Landfill (refer to Plate HM-2 of the EIR) shall be 
continuously monitored by the owner/operator of said structure for 
landfill gas and be designed and constructed to prevent landfill gas 
accumulation in those structures.” 

As with the other Project mitigation, the enforcement of this Mitigation Measure will be 
part of the responsibility of the Department of Community Development for overseeing 
the measures which will be implemented within the SPA. 

Comment 15-4  
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Response 15-4  
The second paragraph in the DEIR description of the Kiefer Landfill on Page 12-37 has 
been revised for the FEIR consistent with the clarifications provided in the comment. 

Comment 15-5  

 

Response 15-5  
The NOP for the proposed Project was released in June of 2010 while the NOP for the 
Kiefer Landfill Special Planning Area/GreenCycle was released in July 2011.  The 
existing conditions at the time the NOP was issued normally form the baseline 
conditions for analysis; the Kiefer SPA/GreenCycle Project was not part of baseline 
conditions.  By the time the Kiefer SPA/GreenCycle NOP was published, most of the 
major technical studies for the Cordova Hills Project were complete.  Based on the fact 
that the Kiefer SPA/GreenCycle Project NOP was published subsequent to the Cordova 
Hills NOP, it is the duty of the EIR for the Kiefer SPA/GreenCycle Project to describe 
impacts to the Cordova Hills Project, not the other way around.  South Orange County 
Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 127 Cal.Rptr.3d 636 and Baird v 
County of Contra Costa County (1995) 32 Cal.App. 4th 1464, 38 Cal.Rptr. 2d 93. 

Comment 15-6  

 

Response 15-6  
It is simpler to describe what “close proximity” is not, when it comes to vectors and 
pests; a distance of ½-mile, which is the minimum distance of all residential and 
commercial uses proposed within the Project area, is not close proximity (see Plate AQ-
1, on page 5-35).  The agricultural land within the Project area is all currently grazing 
land, and will remain grazing land, because it is not suitable for row crops or the other 
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intensive agricultural uses.  It is intensive agriculture, not grazing land, which tends to 
support higher numbers of rodents. 

Comment 15-7  

 

Response 15-7  
This comment cites Title 27, Section 20830, which states that litter shall be controlled 
and that “control shall prevent the accumulation, or off-site migration, of litter in 
quantities that create a nuisance or cause other problems”.  With regard to the 
collection trucks, it is a violation of California Vehicle Code Section 23115 for any 
vehicle transporting garbage, refuse, or trash to be driven or moved upon any highway 
unless the load is totally covered in a manner that will prevent the load or any part of the 
load from spilling or falling from the vehicle.  There are thus existing regulations in effect 
which will prevent litter from the landfill from being a substantial impact on the Project. 

Comment 15-8  

 

Response 15-8  
The text has been amended in the FEIR consistent with the clarifications provided in the 
comment. 
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Comment 15-9  

 

 

Response 15-9  
Refer to Plate AQ-1, on page 5-35, which shows the location of the ultimate active 
landfill boundary.  This is the ultimate permitted boundary of the active disposal area.  
As part of real estate transaction, the prospective buyer is by law provided with a series 
of disclosures about the property under consideration.  Standard items which must be 
disclosed include radon zones, whether a floodplain is present, fire hazard designations, 
and other items.  This mitigation measure would add the Kiefer Landfill disclosure to all 
parcels created within the SPA, and this would become part of the required real estate 
disclosures.  Additional language has been included in the mitigation measure to specify 
the minimum information which must be disclosed (see Response 14-1). 

Comment 15-10  

 

Response 15-10  
Roadway noise analyses used cumulative noise levels, and these are provided in the 
traffic noise analysis section.  The 1989 study was the most recent noise analysis 
available for the landfill, and was used as a screening tool.  As stated on page 13-39, 
based on the location of the ultimate active landfill boundary, noise levels at the nearest 
noise-sensitive uses would be 44 dB.  This is far below the noise standards.  
Furthermore, noise on the site itself would need to far exceed the safe limits for 
workplaces established by California Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
before noise nearly ½-mile away would exceed General Plan standards.  An updated 
noise study was not necessary in order to conclude that impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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Comment 15-11  

 

Response 15-11  
The text has been amended in the FEIR consistent with the clarifications provided in the 
comment. 
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LETTER 16 

Donald J. Lockhart, Assistant Executive Officer; Sacramento Local Agency 
Formation Commission; written correspondence; dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 16-1  
Refer to page 92 of the “Cordova Hills FEIR: Comment Letters”.  The comment spans 
slightly more than six pages, and ends with the paragraph preceding the “Recreation” 
subheading on page 98.  This portion of the letter describes various analysis sections 
within the DEIR, and concurs with those analyses. 

Response 16-1  
Comment noted. 
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Comment 16-2  

 

Response 16-2  
The current tax revenue to County Service Area 4B (“CSA 4B”) is modest and reflects 
the current low value agricultural use, therefore the impact of detachment from CSA 4B 
would be modest.  Future revenues will be considerably higher with the development of 
the Cordova Hills Project, but along with that revenue would come the obligation to 
provide a considerably higher level of recreational services that are beyond CSA 4B’s 
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capacity.  Currently, funding for the Sacramento County Regional Parks Department is 
from a combination of general fund revenues, grants, and access fees.  The increased 
population in Cordova Hills will contribute to the regional parks support through property 
taxes and by access fees when individuals choose to visit a County park facility.  The 
open space and recreation facilities in Cordova Hills will meet the recreation demand of 
the Project residents. 

Comment 16-3  

 

Response 16-3  
Comment noted. 

Comment 16-4  
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Response 16-4  
Comment noted.  It is acknowledged that LAFCo is required to consider environmental 
justice pursuant to Government Code Section 56668.   As defined in that Section, 
“environmental justice” means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and 
incomes with respect to the location of public facilities and the provision of public 
services.  Public facilities located in the public areas of the Cordova Hills Project will not 
have any limitation on access to any individuals regardless of race, color, culture, 
national origin, income, and educational levels, and will comply with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act.  CEQA analyses may peripherally address environmental justice, simply 
because of the requirement to identify impacts compared to baseline environmental 
conditions, but “environmental justice” is not an impact topic requiring analysis under 
CEQA.  So, for instance, the significance criteria for noise impacts recognizes that the 
louder the existing noise environment, the smaller an increase needs to be in order to 
result in an impact.  In this respect, CEQA significance criteria and the nature of the 
analysis recognizes that some communities may be more sensitive to impacts than 
others, but there is no CEQA mandate to determine whether the community in question 
contains a disproportionate number of minorities or low incomes. 
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LETTER 17 

Larry Greene, Executive Director; Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District; written correspondence; dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 17-1  
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Response 17-1  
While the Project exhibits include a conceptual phasing plan showing the 
university/college campus center within Phase I, a condition to require early 
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development of the university/college campus center was not part of the Project 
application, and was not included in the Project description.  In fact, the Project 
Description chapter of the DEIR specifically notes that no phasing was used in the 
analysis.  This information was relayed to SMAQMD, along with the information that an 
“early development” condition was not required by CEQA and would not be in the EIR, 
but was being considered by other County staff for inclusion in the Development 
Agreement.  See Response 8-3.  That this condition was ultimately not included in the 
Staff Report or Draft Development Agreement has no bearing on the EIR analyses. 

The GHG Plan and the AQMP were both developed based on the cumulative, full-build 
out development conditions; the analyses ignored the timing of all of the various land 
uses, and simply looked at the effect of the completed Project, as is appropriate and 
required by CEQA.  The methodology which used full-build out for analysis was deemed 
technically adequate by SMAQMD, and neither mitigation plan refers to phasing.  
Exclusion of an “early development” requirement does not constitute a revision of the 
Project.  Also see Response 8-2, Response 8-10, Response 8-24, Response 8-27, and 
Response 8-31. 

Though removal of the university/college campus center could be expected to increase 
per-capita emissions (while reducing total emissions), the same could be said for the 
removal of many of the other components of the Project, such as the high density 
residential uses or commercial uses.  The removal of any component of a master 
planned land use proposal would always result in changes to its trip generation and 
distribution.  An analysis would be required to determine whether impacts would 
increase or decrease, and to what degree this would occur, and with respect to that, this 
response has already indicated that such an analysis is not required or even consistent 
with CEQA. 

In addition, phasing or the project’s elements was not included in either the SMAQMD 
 endorsed air quality mitigation plan or the SMAQMD endorsed greenhouse gas 
reduction plan.  The emissions modeling for both plans was based upon emissions at 
full build out as required by CEQA and SMAQMD’s model, not the emissions generated 
when any specific phase of the project was developed.   Further, the university/college 
campus center component of the project has always been presented as one of the 
proposed land use types whose approval is being sought as part of the project.  It was 
never required or included in either plan as a mitigation measure.  As stated in the Draft 
EIR and again at the Planning Commission hearing for the project, the air quality and 
greenhouse gas impacts of the project will be significant and unavoidable. 
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Comment 17-2  

 

Response 17-2  
See Response 8-26.  CC-1 has been amended in the Final EIR. 

Comment 17-3  

 

Response 17-3  
Comment noted.  For a master plan such as this, in which much of the development will 
occur over multiple decades and only after additional discretionary entitlements, it is 
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typical that an MMRP is not maintained for the life of the master plan.  The MMRP on a 
master plan is usually only maintained until it has been verified that the measures have 
been included as zoning conditions and/or land use master plan conditions, at which 
time the MMRP is closed.  CEQA Guideline 15097 (b) specifically allows this, stating: 
“Where the project at issue is the adoption of a general plan, specific plan, community 
plan, or other plan-level document (zoning, ordinance, regulation, policy) . . . the 
monitoring plan may consist of policies included in the plan-level documents.”  Thus, the 
mitigation measure would simply require that the GHG Plan be included as part of the 
SPA.  The GHG Plan has already been added as a section of the SPA, but Measure 
CC-1 has nonetheless been amended to refer to the GHG Plan (See Response 8-26). 

Comment 17-4  

 

Response 17-4  
No greenhouse gas reduction credit was given for the use of low carbon fuels in the 
analysis of the Project.  Should the use of low carbon fuels be implemented by the State 
of California in the future, then the actual greenhouse gas emissions of the Project are 
likely to be lower than estimated in the Draft EIR. 

Comment 17-5  

 

Response 17-5  
In response to this comment, the FEIR has modified Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to include 
language which is similar to measure CC-1, to address the effect of a possible future 
amendment to the Cordova Hills SPA that has the potential to impact the Project’s 
ozone precursor emissions: 

AQ-2.   Comply with the provisions of the Air Quality Management Plan dated June 1, 
2011, and incorporate the requirements of this plan into the Cordova Hills 
Special Planning Area conditions.  Also, the following text shall be added to 
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the Cordova Hills SPA: “All amendments to the Cordova Hills SPA with the 
potential to result in a change in ozone precursor emissions shall include 
an analysis which quantifies, to the extent practicable, the effect of the 
proposed SPA amendment on ozone precursor emissions.  The 
amendment shall not increase total ozone precursor emissions above 
what was considered in the AQMP for the entire Cordova Hills project.  If 
the amendment would require a change in the AQMP to meet that 
requirement, then the proponent of the SPA amendment shall consult with 
SMAQMD on the revised analysis and shall prepare a revised AQMP for 
approval by the County, in consultation with SMAQMD.” 

Comment 17-6  

 

 

Response 17-6  
All Project impacts were analyzed by examining the impact of full-build out, and thus the 
timing of construction of the university/college campus center (or any of the other 
proposed land uses) is not relevant to the analysis.  See Response 8-2, Response 8-3, 
and Response 8-10.  The text has been amended so as not to imply that reductions 
have already occurred, but the statement about early campus construction has not been 
included. 
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Comment 17-7  

 

Response 17-7  
Experience with implementation suggests that actually including the language “current” 
at the time of approval leads to confusion.  This project will remain active for decades, 
and it is certain that the current language will become obsolete during that timeframe.  
There have been unfortunate circumstances when a County staff member simply uses 
the “fall-back” language, and fails to check and see whether there are more current 
standards in place.  This experience has led to the conclusion that for multi-decade 
projects it is more effective to have the mitigation direct staff to look up the most current 
language, rather than providing a fall-back. 

Comment 17-8  

 

Response 17-8  
Comment noted.  This is a policy matter for consideration by the decision-makers, and 
has been addressed via conditions of approval recommended by the Sacramento 
County Department of Transportation. 

Comment 17-9  

 

Response 17-9  
See Response 17-1. 
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LETTER 18 

Sarenna Moore; Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District; written 
correspondence; dated February 21, 2012 

Comment 18-1  

 

Response 18-1  
Comment noted.  The County will require annexation of the Project area into the 
SRCSD as set forth in draft Conditions of Approval for the Project’s large lot tentative 
subdivision map.  The Project Description chapter also discussed that annexation would 
be required. 

Comment 18-2  
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Response 18-2  
Comment noted.  At the time of preparation of the Draft EIR, the Cordova Hills Sewer 
Facilities Master Plan was consistent with the then-current SASD and SRCSD planning 
documents.  Since then, however, the SASD Board of Directors has, as part of its 
periodic update of its planning documents, approved the 2010 Sewer Capacity Plan 
Update.  This update eliminates the previously planned future offsite Laguna Interceptor 
and Mather Interceptor in favor of the proposed Aerojet-2 Interceptor and Douglas 
Interceptor.  Those two newly proposed interceptors will be constructed in the future by 
SRCSD to provide ultimate sewer service to the East Rancho Cordova sewer shed, 
which includes Cordova Hills.  CEQA review of those two facilities would occur as part 
of the SRCSD’s planning document update and prior to construction.  Additional offsite 
revisions impacting the Cordova Hills Sewer Facilities Master Plan are the elimination of 
Alternative Points of Connection 4 and 5 associated with elimination of the Laguna and 
Mather Inceptors.  Onsite sewer facility revisions associated with the 2010 Sewer 
Capacity Plan Update are limited to a downsizing of previously contemplated trunk 
sewer facilities, including elimination of sewer service provisions to the area north of 
Cordova Hills via facilities that Cordova Hills would need to construct for its own sewer 
service requirements.  Actual onsite sewer facility alignments have not changed from 
what was contemplated in the Cordova Hills Sewer Facilities Master Plan.  Detailed 
“Level -3” sanitary sewer studies will be prepared as part of small lot tentative 
subdivision map preparation, and will reflect the most current SASD and SRCSD 
planning information available at that time. 

Comment 18-3  

 

Response 18-3  
Comment noted.  Please see the Draft EIR at Pages 15-38 to 15-39, at Page 15-49, 
and at pages 18-1 through 18-4.  Environmental impacts that would arise from the 
offsite sewer facilities that would be constructed by the project applicant to serve the 
Cordova Hills Project were examined by the Draft EIR’s chapters on Air Quality, 
Biological Resources and Cultural Resources, and compliance with mitigation measures 
AQ-1, BR-1, BR-3, BR-4, BR-5, BR-6, BR-7, BR-8, and CR-1 will be required to reduce 
those environmental impacts.  As noted on Page 15-39, the construction of regional 
sewer infrastructure would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to biological 
resources, namely significant impacts to wetlands and invertebrates, notwithstanding 
implementation of mitigation measures BR-1 and BR-7 to reduce those impacts.  Any 
significant impacts to nesting raptors, Swainson’s hawks, burrowing owls, tricolored 
blackbirds and special status vernal pool plants would be mitigated to a less than 
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significant level by compliance with Mitigation Measures BR-3, BR-4, BR-5, BR-6 and 
BR-8.  Impacts arising from construction activities that could increase NOx emissions 
would be avoided and be rendered less than significant by compliance with Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1.  Potentially significant impacts to cultural resources arising from the 
construction of offsite sewer infrastructure by the applicant would be mitigated to a less 
than significant level by compliance with Mitigation Measure CR-1. 

Comment 18-4  

 

 

Response 18-4  
The EIR description is much simpler than the description included in this comment, but 
it is not incorrect.  The EIR states that the facility is a “high-purity oxygen-activated 
sludge facility”, while this comment describes all the details that make up such a facility.  
At the request of this comment, these details have been added to the FEIR. 

Comment 18-5  

 

Response 18-5  
The DEIR indicates that the permitted capacity is 181 mgd ADWF (page 15-6), and 
uses this figure throughout the analysis.  The only place where a larger capacity is 
referenced is in the description of the 2020 Master Plan, where it states that the Master 
Plan would increase capacity to 218 mgd ADWF, but that the environmental document 
was invalidated.  It is not clear from this comment where the EIR is felt to be in error.  
The information about the new NPDES permit has been added to the FEIR. 
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Comment 18-6  

 

Response 18-6  
The information provided by the commenter has been added to the EIR description of 
the Water Recycling Program by revising the first paragraph on Page 15-9 of the DEIR. 

Comment 18-7  

 

Response 18-7  
Comment noted.  The Cordova Hills “Non-potable Water Master Plan” only referred to 
the SRCSD as a “potential source” of non-potable water, not as “the source” of non-
potable water.  That reference was based upon the SRCSD’s own “Water Recycling 
Opportunities Study” dated February 2007.  It was mentioned as a possible source of 
recycled water because the SRCSD Study identified “Reclaimed Water Supply facilities” 
as a conceptual source of reclaimed water that might one day be able to provide 
reclaimed water in its identified target area”, with Cordova Hills being within that target 
area.  It was actually planned that SCWA would be the purveyor of reclaimed water to 
Cordova Hills, but SCWA has since determined that there are no plans to provide future 
non-potable water to the Cordova Hills Project area and no funding for the County or the 
water and sewer agencies to maintain a recycled water distribution system at Cordova 
Hills until non-potable water could be supplied.  Consequently, in conformance with the 
County’s current plans, it was decided that that the Cordova Hills Project will not be 
installing a separate recycled water distribution system. 
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LETTER 19 

Terry Davis, Director; Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter; written correspondence; 
dated February 21, 2012 

Comment 19-1  

 

Response 19-1  
Comment noted.  The SCS is discussed on page 7-8 of the DEIR.  The applicant did 
coordinate with the County and Fish and Wildlife to design the preserve in a manner 
which was consistent with the preserve boundaries contemplated at the time, but the 
South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) has not been published at this time 
and the preserve areas in the conservation plan have not been finalized.  Given that the 
HCP has neither been published nor finalized, it cannot be said that the Project is 
inconsistent. 
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Comment 19-2  

 

Response 19-2  
See Response 3-2 and Response 8-1. 

Comment 19-3  

 

Response 19-3  
See Response 8-2, Response 8-3, and Response 8-10. 
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Comment 19-4  

 

Response 19-4  
Refer to the responses to the ECOS letter. 
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LETTER 20 

Tom Zlotkowski, Executive Director; Capital SouthEast Connector Joint Powers 
Authority; written correspondence; dated February 22, 2012 

Comment 20-1  
The first page of this comment letter is not included, because it is not a comment on the 
DEIR; it is a description of the Connector project.  Refer to “Cordova Hills FEIR: 
Comment Letters” page 122. 
 

 

Response 20-1  
The Connector was a transportation concept at the time of release of the Cordova Hills 
NOP and had a number of different conceptual routes.  In addition, the Connector is not 
consistent with the recently adopted 2030 Sacramento County General Plan, and was 
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not even mentioned in the General Plan.  The Cordova Hills Project is required to be 
consistent with the County’s adopted General Plan as a matter of state planning law; 
the General Plan is the overriding land use document in the County.  The County 
General Plan shows Grant Line Road as a six lane thoroughfare, not the four lane 
expressway concept now being proposed by the Connector JPA in the PEIR now being 
considered by the JPA.  Insofar as the Connector is not yet approved by Sacramento 
County, and is not a funded transportation project, the Cordova Hills EIR is not required 
to speculate about the specific impacts of the Connector on the Cordova Hills Project 
because they were not reasonably foreseeable at the time the Cordova Hills NOP was 
issued.  See, Ebbets Pass Forest Watch v. California Department of Forestry & Fire 
Protection (2008) 43 Cal.4th 936, 77 Cal.Rptr.3d 239.  In order to inform the decision-
makers about the potential interface of the Connector concept and the Project, a 
sensitivity analysis was included in DEIR Chapter 18.  In this chapter, the potential 
access conflicts between the Connector and the Project are described, but these are 
not impacts of the Project. 

Comment 20-2  

 

 

Response 20-2  
Should the Board of Supervisors choose to initiate a General Plan Amendment project 
to adopt the design concepts of the Connector, it would be necessary to adopt 
improvement standards which would apply to this unique facility.  As noted in this 
comment, environmental analysis would be required – but the analysis would fall to the 
Connector General Plan Amendment project, not to this Project.  At this time, the 
Connector project has not been initiated by Sacramento County, and thus the analysis 
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of the Cordova Hills Project is based on the adopted General Plan.  No mitigation is 
required.  This issue is a matter of policy, which the Sacramento County Department of 
Transportation has attempted to address through recommended Conditions of Approval.  
These recommended Conditions are intended to preserve the ability to consider a 
Connector project General Plan Amendment in the future. 
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Oral Comments on the EIR 
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ORAL COMMENTER 1 

Larry Greene, Executive Director; Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District; Sacramento County Planning Commission dated 
September 24, 2012 

Comment 
[The oral comments mostly repeated some of the points made in the comment letter 
submitted on the Project, and involved discussions with the Planning Commission about 
the desire to continue to work with County staff to address their concerns.  The Planning 
Commission also asked several questions, including: what kind of condition would you 
like to see on the Project, how much time would you anticipate discussions with County 
staff on this issue would take, and can you explain the concept of “per capita” 
emissions.  Only one of the points made was both new and addressed the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis.  That point has been paraphrased below.]   

We think that about 15% of the 35% ozone precursor emissions reduction was due to 
the presence of the University, and this represents the amount which would be 
unmitigated if the University were never constructed. 

Response 
The comment that 15% of the emissions reduction would be “lost” if the 
university/college campus center remained undeveloped could easily be made about 
any of the other components of the Project.  If the Town Center remained undeveloped, 
a certain proportion of the 35% reduction calculated through the Air Quality Mitigation 
Plan would be “lost”.  We must analyze the whole of the action, and cannot create 
speculative future scenarios in which the Project did not develop in the manner currently 
proposed.  Given that fact, no attempt has been made to verify whether we agree with 
the stated 15% loss.  Refer to Letter 17. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-153 2008-00142 

ORAL COMMENTER 2 

Tom Zlotkowski, Executive Director; Capital SouthEast Connector Joint Powers 
Authority; Sacramento County Planning Commission dated September 24, 2012 

Comment 
[The oral comments repeated the points made in the comment letter submitted on the 
Project, and indicated a desire to continue working with the County and the applicant.] 

Response 
Refer to Letter 20. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-154 2008-00142 

ORAL COMMENTER 3 

Peter Christiansen; Environmental Council of Sacramento; Sacramento County 
Planning Commission dated September 24, 2012 

Comment 
[The oral comments repeated the points made in the comment letter submitted on the 
Project.] 

Response 
Refer to Letter 8. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-155 2008-00142 

ORAL COMMENTER 4 

Sean Worth; Environmental Council of Sacramento and Sierra Club Mother Lode 
Chapter; Sacramento County Planning Commission dated September 24, 2012 

Comment 
[The oral comments repeated the points made in the comment letters submitted on the 
Project.] 

Response 
Refer to Letter 8 and 19. 

 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-156 2008-00142 

ORAL COMMENTER 5 

Keith Roberts; Environmental Council of Sacramento; Sacramento County 
Planning Commission dated September 24, 2012 

Comment 
[The oral comments repeated the points made in the comment letter submitted on the 
Project.] 

Response 
Refer to Letter 8. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-157 2008-00142 

ORAL COMMENTER 6 

Kristain Heston; Rancho Cordova resident; Sacramento County Planning 
Commission dated September 24, 2012 

Comment 
[These comments touched on a wide array of topics, but were not related to the 
adequacy of the EIR.  For this reason, the comments are not paraphrased, but a brief 
summary is provided within these brackets.  The commenter expressed concerns that 
she and others in her neighborhood did not receive sufficient notice of the hearing, 
asked a variety of questions about the process for amending the SPA, asked for 
explanations about the planned transit system use fees for non-residents, expressed 
that one of the proposed transit routes was preferable to the other, and expressed 
property value concerns related to the inclusion of affordable housing in the Project.] 

Response 
Comment noted. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-158 2008-00142 

ORAL COMMENTER 7 

Glen Holstein; Environmental Council of Sacramento; Sacramento County 
Planning Commission dated September 24, 2012 

Comment 
[The oral comments repeated the points made in the comment letter submitted on the 
Project.]   

Response 
Refer to Letter 8. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-159 2008-00142 

ORAL COMMENTER 8 

Betsy Wyland, Land Use Chair; Save the American River Association; 
Sacramento County Planning Commission dated September 24, 2012 

Comment 
We oppose this project because it is disorderly development.  We wish to comment on 
the issue of parks.  I would hope the Commission would not move forward without 
talking to the Regional Parks Director to ensure that the project is general-fund-neutral.  
We are still very loosy-goosy about how the parks within the project are going to be 
funded and governed, and we do not want the project to impact the regional park 
system.  Sacramento County Regional Parks is faced with a crisis; we are in the 
process now of dismantling our regional parks.  Whatever agreement is put in place had 
better have the approval of the Regional Parks Director, to be sure that it will not 
negatively impact the regional parks. 

A more specific question is about the bufferlands: will those be managed as open 
space, and/or are they mitigation for habitat loss, and how does that work with the 
location of  a proposed solar farm there. 

On water supply, where is the Zone 40 surface water coming from?  If it is the Freeport 
Project, we need to hear about that.  There is the issue of Aerojet contamination, so 
how much water can we support without drying up our rivers? 

Response 
The Regional Parks Director, Jeff Leatherman, was one of the speakers during staff 
presentations at the Planning Commission hearing during which these comments were 
made.  It was indicated that the Project parks plan was adequate, and the Infrastructure 
Financing Plan describes the funding sources, which have been deemed to be neutral 
with regard to the general fund. 

The bufferlands described in this comment are the lands designated as “Agriculture” in 
the Project Master Plan, which is not a habitat preserve designation, but would allow a 
variety of low-intensity uses (including a solar facility).  Refer to the Project Description 
chapter of the EIR, and to the proposed SPA. 

With regard to water, the proposed water supply was described in detail within the 
Public Utilities chapter (Chapter 15).  Please refer to that chapter. 



20 - Response to Comments 

Cordova Hills FEIR 20-160 2008-00142 

ORAL COMMENTER 9 

Jim Wiley; Taylor and Wiley; Sacramento County Planning Commission dated 
September 24, 2012 

Comment 
I am only coming forward to disclose that we may be submitting a comment letter in a 
week or so. 

Response 
Comment noted.  No letter was received by the time this FEIR was processed for 
publication. 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT CORDOVA HILLS DEIR 
 
INTODUCTION TO COMMENTS 
 
Like a Bernie Madoff prospectus, this Cordova Hills DEIR reads like a relic from the Great Bubble 
that collapsed the world’s economy.  In 2003 housing starts began exceeding projected demand.  By 
2005 home sales started falling.  By 2006 so did home prices.  By 2007 the entire financial industry 
ground to a halt with worldwide effects (Ritholtz 2009; Zandi 2009).  By 2008 when the initial 
environmental documents for this Cordova Hills project were submitted the party was already over 
and not coming back.  That the project continues in 2012 is bizarre and incredibly dumb.  The DEIR 
is not dumb though.  It’s like a sophisticated ad campaign to convince consumers Twinkies are 
health food. 
 
The events that pushed millions around the world into poverty are no mystery.  Their epicenter was 
California and their cause was projects like Cordova Hills. These were encouraged by bipartisan 
federal programs to make everyone a home owner while other federal policies had suppressed wages 
and caused incomes of most Americans to remain flat in constant dollars for a long time (Reich 
2007).  Such conflicting policies created a housing market that was ultimately unsustainable. 
 
Like the irrational exuberance of all bubbles, things did look good for awhile even as speculators 
were pushing home prices higher and thus more and more out of reach of most potential buyers.  
Securitization of mortgage debt, which scarcely existed before the early nineties, expanded rapidly 
during the bubble even as home sales stalled.  Soon trillions of dollars from around the world were 
being invested American real estate markets in general and California markets in particular (Zandi 
2009).  During the bubble 80 per cent of American GDP growth came from mortgage equity 
withdrawal as home values soared on paper while traditional elements of GDP like manufacturing 
declined rapidly relative to the rest of the world.  Soon securitized mortgages, especially in 
California, became our largest export and building houses California’s biggest industry (Ritholtz 
2009).  California and other states boomed as foreign investors bought shares in their mortgages, 
creating a vast conveyor belt of money that became critical for sustaining their economies. Money 
from around the world, especially China, flowed to America through investment in its securitized 
mortgages.  The resulting inflated home values provided equity Americans drew on to buy the 
products from around the world, especially China, they no longer manufactured (Ferguson 2008). 
 
Those were the good times.  As in any boom, money flowed freely as long as the conveyor belt 
worked.  And because we all knew it depended on building houses, nobody cared much where they 
were built as long as they got built.  It was a great system while it lasted.  What could possibly go 
wrong?  Everybody knew the conventional wisdom that real estate only rises in value. 
 
What could go wrong is that, just like Bernie Madoff’s Ponzi scheme, it depended on the number of 
buyers for those houses constantly increasing.  To provide those buyers, credit standards got looser 
and looser.  Before long you could get a mortgage to buy a house with no traditional indications of 
ability to pay like having a job, assets, or income.  As long as the bubble kept inflating, anything was 
OK.  Soon such subprime loans, once again especially in California, became a major element of the 
home mortgage market.  They were deliberate federal policy.  In  his autobiography written just 
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before the bubble collapsed Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan defended them while 
indicating awareness of their risk as follows: 
 
“I was aware that the loosening of mortgage credit terms for subprime borrowers increased financial 
risk, and that subsidized home ownership initiatives distort market outcomes.  But I believed then, as 
now, that the benefits of broadened home ownership are worth the risk. (Greenspan 2007, p. 233).”   
 
 That risk soon became reality as mortgage loan defaults started growing exponentially in 2006 even 
before Greenspan’s book was released.  It started first in California among subprime borrowers who 
lacked means to pay but spread across America in subsequent years even among traditional 
mortgage holders.  The conveyor belt had stopped and the entire economy began grinding to a halt as 
foreign investors learned their investments in the American housing market were now worthless.   
Jobs and income became increasingly scarce and even those who kept good jobs increasingly found 
themselves underwater with mortgages larger than their rapidly falling home values.  So many of the 
financial incentives to home ownership were now gone that people began realizing what had been 
true for a long time: it was cheaper to rent (Zandi 2009). 
 
Other factors were involved in California’s real estate boom and bust.  Houses were increasingly 
built in greenfield locations far distant from employment sites, but few cared while house prices 
were rising and gas was cheap.  The latter didn’t last either.  Between 2007 and 2008, just as 
collapse of the real estate bubble caused the conveyor belt to stop and the global economy to freeze, 
the price of oil doubled from 61 to 130 dollars per barrel.  This was just a brief speculation bubble in 
a trend of generally rising fuel prices but it was enough to deal the auto industry a nearly fatal blow.  
Long commutes by car to distant homes also suddenly became much less attractive (Yergin 2011). 
 
Simultaneously it was realized long commutes by car were a significant source of carbon dioxide 
emissions expected to contribute to catastrophic climate change.  Prevention of development 
involving long vehicle commutes became integral elements of government policies seeking to slow 
climate change (Yergin 2011) that coincided with earlier smart growth policies concerned with the 
negative effects of sprawl and loss of open space (Duany et al. 2000).   
 
Cordova Hills is typical of California projects during the real estate bubble in its greenfield location 
and isolation from employment opportunities.  It is natural to hope it will bring back those good 
times just as pits salted with gold dust once brought hope that the gold rush would come back.  But 
projects like Cordova Hills are what caused the real estate bust and all the misery it brought.  It is 
based on economic fantasies like its claim it has a university site to provide employment.  That 
started with plans by the Catholic congregation Legionaries of Christ to build a college there, but 
these ended abruptly when the Legionaries were informed of the site’s environmental sensitivity and 
possibly for other reasons.  Now California higher education struggles to survive in a very weak 
economy.  No significant California colleges have been built on greenfield locations since UC 
Merced in 2005 at the building boom’s peak.  To expect a new one at Cordova Hills now is like 
expecting sales of its projected homes to inhabitants of earth-like planets just now being discovered 
in distant solar systems light years away. 
 
Once burned twice shy.  Burst bubbles rarely if ever re-inflate.    Tulips never regained their 1637 
price when a single bulb cost thirty per cent more than the most expensive house in Holland (Pavord 
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1999; Pollan 2001).  Cordova Hills is utterly out of sync with today’s dominant trend of renting as 
close as possible to where one works.  Fully 5 years after the crash that is evident in the fewest new 
home sales since relevant statistics began being kept in 1963 despite a vast increase in American 
population since then (Kravitz 2012). The 8,000 new homes proposed for Cordova Hills would 
actually exacerbate the recession by adding to the glut of unsold homes.  Developing it profitably is 
consequently infeasible, but much damage can be done before that’s confirmed.  That is evident in 
this DEIR.  Comments on its specific sections are provided below. 
 
AESTHETICS 
 
Page 3-6 of the DEIR provides color examples of high and low visual quality places.  The high 
quality example looks much like the Cordova Hills site does now except for its lack of oaks, while 
the low quality example resembles numerous places littering California left half built when the 
bubble burst and money ran out.  The proposed Cordova Hills project promises to provide one more.  
 
Subsequent photos in the aesthetics chapter suggest the project will have little visual impact, but all 
views are from outside the project site looking in.  None examine the visual impact the project would 
cause inside its 2,669 acres.   This is a significant omission since it is theoretically possible to cover 
the Grand Canyon’s walls with condominiums invisible just a few yards from the its rim.   
 
That’s relevant to Cordova Hills since its central stream valley and the Grand Canyon share similar 
origins.  Both are incised by erosion into nearly level flat-lying sediments (Twidale 1976).  The 
central stream valley at Cordova Hills is tiny relative to the Grand Canyon, of course, but its relief is 
a rare and significant aesthetic resource in mostly level Sacramento County equal to 12.5% of total 
county relief (Suttle 1994).  The central stream valley at Cordova Hills may be the last place in the 
county where natural landscapes free from the works of man can be seen.  This place largely hidden 
from current public view is where the Cordova Hills project proposes to develop most intensively. 
 
AIR QUALITY 
 
At the beginning of the air quality chapter (chapter 5) several air pollutants are defined but in latter 
parts of this chapter a pollutant category (ROG) appearing often in tables and text is left completely 
undefined.  That kind of editorial carelessness suggests DEIR preparers were more interested in 
producing large numbers of pages than informing the public.  Hidden in this lengthy chapter on Page 
5-28 is the important conclusion that the proposed project would “exceed daily emissions 
thresholds” for NOx and ROG ozone precursors that contribute significantly to unhealthful air 
pollution.  Consequently Page 5-30 concludes that implementation of the project would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact on implementation of regional air quality plans.  The project’s 
distant location from places of employment is also in clear conflict with Sacramento County General 
Plan Policy EN-5 to “Reduce travel distances and reliance on the automobile and facilitate increased 
use of public transit through appropriate land use plans and regulations.” 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Environmental setting and Sacramento County General Plan policies: 
 
On the very first page of this chapter the DEIR completely mischaracterizes vegetation of the 
Cordova Hills project site by stating: “The dominant vegetation is non-native grassland comprised of 
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ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), wild oats (Avena fatua), barley 
(Hordeum species), and ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum).” 
 
In fact these are only the site’s weeds.  Similar areas in the site’s vicinity are native California prairie 
dominated by the native non-grass species Holocarpha virgata (Holstein 2001), and that author 
found during visits to Cordova Hills it also likely dominates there.  Nothing in the DEIR suggests 
any effort was made to survey the site’s vegetation.  Consequently its statement above about 
dominance by non-native grasses is utterly without supporting evidence.  
 
This is extremely significant because among the 32 Sacramento General Plan policies cited on pages 
6-3 to 6-6 are: 
 
CO-59. Ensure mitigation occurs for any loss of or modification to the following types of acreage 
and habitat function: native vegetative habitat.  (California prairie is native vegetative habitat.) 
 
CO-70. Community Plans, Specific Plans, and Master Plans, and development projects shall include 
the location, extent, proximity, and diversity of existing natural habitats and special status species in 
order to determine potential impacts, necessary mitigation and opportunities for preservation and 
restoration. 
 
Most significantly not included among the 32 Sacramento County General Plan policies cited in 
these pages, however, is the following one perhaps most relevant of them all to Cordova Hills: 
 
CO-135. Protect the ecological integrity of California Prairie habitat. 
 
Since that is unquestionably the actual dominant habitat at Cordova Hills (Burcham 1957, p. 80; 
Shelford 1963, pp. 354-355; Keeler-Wolf et al. 2007, p. 22; Lulow & Young 2009), the proposed 
development project there would be a clear and utterly unmitigated violation of this Sacramento 
County General Plan policy.  Cordova Hills is over 2,600 acres of the finest quality California 
Prairie habitat and is among the largest and most pristine areas of this habitat in Sacramento County.  
It is exactly what CO-135 intends to protect. 
 
Consequently it violates the major goal outlined in the Conservation Element of the General Plan of 
management and protection of natural resources for the use and enjoyment of present and future 
generations while maintaining the long-term ecological health and balance of the environment. 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Wetlands and surface waters. 
 
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of 
California and Southern Oregon to achieve self-sustaining populations of many species which rely 
on vernal pools identifies Cordova Hills as part one of its highest priority core areas vital to 
achieving the plan’s goals (Page 6-26).  Despite this the project proposes to eliminate 46% wetlands 
and 33% vernal pools at Cordova Hills (Page 6-28).  Such deliberate destruction of these vital 
wetlands would be an unconscionable environmental crime exacerbated by the project’s dubious 
economic prospects. 
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Despite DEIR discussion of mitigating this net loss, loss of vernal pools especially is essentially 
unmitigatable because they require specific intact soil profiles with permanent aquacludes to pond 
water and thus function (Ferren & Gevirtz 1990; Leidy & White 1998).  The typical mitigation 
project of creating artificial vernal pools is also usually done in natural California prairie landscapes.  
Since such construction of artificial vernal pools violates the ecological integrity of these prairie 
landscapes it is in direct conflict with Sacramento County General Plan policy CO-135. 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Special status species. 
 
Special status species sections of the DEIR contain numerous errors of fact and interpretation.  These 
errors do not appear to be accidental or random since they consistently minimize the impact of the 
proposed project on these species.  Random errors are expected to be a mixture of those maximizing 
and minimizing impact.  Examples of such errors are: 
 

1. On Page 6-33 Ferruginous Hawk is listed as having moderate potential for occurrence on the 
site because “the nearest recorded occurrence is just under 6 miles west of the site.”  It is well 
known that the recorded occurrence grid for this and several other highly vagile species is 
very incomplete.  Consequently they must be assumed to at least occasionally use all 
available good habitat within their range.  Since that includes all the Cordova Hills site 
(Small 1994, Wheeler 2003), Ferruginous Hawks have high rather than moderate potential 
for occurrence there. 

2. On Page 6-33 Golden Eagle is listed as having moderate potential for occurrence on the site 
because “there are no recorded occurrences of this species within ten miles” although it is 
acknowledged that the species “could forage on the grassland of the site.”  This is another 
vagile species with a very incomplete occurrence grid.  Consequently they must be assumed 
to at least occasionally use all available good habitat within their range.  Since that includes 
all the Cordova Hills site (Small 1994, Wheeler 2003), Golden Eagles have high rather than 
moderate potential for occurrence there.   

3. On Page 6-33 Grasshopper Sparrow is listed as having moderate potential for occurrence 
despite being recorded “2.5 miles east of the site [,which] contains potential foraging and 
nesting habitat.”  The DEIR thus violates its own criteria for high potential, which Page 6-31 
gives as “Habitat is present and the species has been observed within five miles of the site.”  
The DEIR emphasizes the site’s lack of shrubs in an apparent attempt to minimize its habitat 
value for Grasshopper Sparrows, but they don’t require habitat with shrubs (Small 1994).  
Their nests that I’ve personally seen were in areas completely lacking shrubs. 

4. On Page 6-34 Loggerhead Shrike is listed as having low potential for occurrence even though 
“the site contains foraging habitat” and “The nearest recorded occurrence is just over three 
miles to the west.”  Thus by the DEIR’s own criteria given on Page 6-31 Loggerhead Shrike 
has high rather than low potential to occur on the site. 

5. On Page 6-34 Northern Harrier is listed as having moderate potential for occurrence on the 
site because “no occurrences are recorded within ten miles” even though it is acknowledged 
that “foraging habitat is present on the site.”  This is another vagile species with a very 
incomplete occurrence grid, but in suitable habitat like Cordova Hills it is seasonally 
abundant in Sacramento County (Bell et al. 1983).  The DEIR emphasizes that the site lacks 
shrubs sometimes used by the species for nesting, but their use is only occasional since they 
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often nest directly on the ground (Wheeler 2003).  Since Cordova Hills is excellent habitat 
for Northern Harriers, their potential for occurrence there is high rather than moderate. 

6. On Page 6-34 American Badger is listed as having low potential for occurrence on the site 
for no apparent reason.  Once again the DEIR violates its own criteria since Page 6-34 states 
that this species occurs in “grasslands” and “The nearest recorded occurrence is 
approximately 2.5 miles to the west.”  According to Page 6-1 of the DEIR “grassland” is the 
site’s “dominant vegetation type”, and according to Page 6-31 species like American Badger 
for which “Habitat is present” that have “been observed within five miles of the site” have 
high, not low, potential for occurrence. 

7. On Page 6-38 Tuolumne Button-celery (Eryngium pinnatisectum) is listed as “Not Present” 
for no apparent reason.  Since it is known to occur in vernal pools and in Sacramento County 
(Tibor 2001), its potential to occur at Cordova Hills is at least moderate and probably is high. 

8. On Pages 6-38 – 6-39 five rare vernal pool annual plants Dwarf Downingia, Bogg’s Lake 
Hedge Hyssop, Ahart’s Dwarf Rush, Pincushion Navarretia, and Slender Orcutt Grass are 
listed as not present at Cordova Hills because plant surveys didn’t find them.  Such vernal 
pool annuals may not appear every year, however, even though they are present as seeds 
undetectable by standard plant surveys (Holland & Jain 1981).  One such California annual, 
although not a vernal pool species, apparently survived exclusively as seeds for 102 years.  
Long thought extinct, it was rediscovered when its seeds finally germinated (McCune 2005).  
Many other examples of such rediscoveries are known in California although the duration of 
their presumed extinction is usually not a century long (Tibor 2001).  In all such cases soil 
profiles have remained intact so seeds could germinate when conditions were favorable.  
There is at least some potential that any or all of the five rare vernal pool annuals not found 
by Cordova Hills plant surveys may exist there as seeds.  As long as the site’s natural soil 
conditions are intact they might reappear at any time.  The project’s proposal to destroy 33% 
of the site’s vernal pools significantly diminishes this possibility. 

9. On Pages 6-43 – 6-45 & 6-51 mitigation for Swainson’s Hawk habitat loss is discussed in a 
mishmash of statements.  Some are quite strange like the claim on 6-43 that proposed 
avoided areas “will be connected to thousands of acres of open space to the north and west.” 
That conveniently ignores the likelihood of growth inducement by the proposed project that 
would encourage elimination of this open space.  The many potential mitigation measures 
discussed on 6-44 – 6-45 promise or propose nothing specific.  On 6-45, for example, it is 
stated that “Projects impacting 40 acres or more of foraging habitat must provide land 
acceptable to CDFG and County.”  The proposed project would clearly impact far more than 
40 acres but makes no commitment to provide any land at all. 

10. On Page 6-48 a “Fish and Game Life History Account” is listed as a source but not 
referenced in the DEIR’s bibliography.  That may be another careless oversight or deliberate 
avoidance of sometimes inconvenient information from this source (Zeiner et al. 1990). For 
example the claim that “since [Ferruginous and Swainson’s hawks] use the same habitats, 
additional mitigation is unnecessary” is unsupported by either the source or the DEIR.  
Swainson’s Hawks primarily use cropland while Ferruginous Hawks mostly use rangeland 
(Zeiner et al. 1990), and the DEIR proposes no specific mitigation for destroying habitat of 
either species.  The DEIR particularly emphasizes a brief and apparently casual statement in 
Zeiner et al. that Ferruginous Hawks successfully compete with Swainson’s Hawks to clearly  
imply they threaten them.  If this occurs, it is likely very insignificant since in California 
Swainson’s are mostly present only in summer and confined to cropland while Ferruginous 
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are present only in winter and confined to rangeland (Small 1944), and such interaction is 
unmentioned in modern surveys of western raptors like Wheeler’s (2003).  Since Cordova 
Hills is significant as one of the largest remaining intact tracts of ideal wintering habitat for 
rare Ferruginous Hawks in the region, the DEIR’s claim that “The Development of the 
Project site would not result in substantial negative effects to the sustainability of the species 
and thus impacts to ferruginous hawk habitat are less than significant” is patently absurd. 

11. Also on Page 6-48 the DEIR even more blatantly misrepresents the Golden Eagle life history 
account in Zeiner et al. (1990) than that of Ferruginous Hawk.  The DEIR states Zeiner et al. 
says Golden Eagle “does not occur in the center of the Central Valley.”  What it actually says 
is Golden Eagles don’t permanently reside in or migrate through that area.  It makes quite 
clear, however, that they forage there in winter at places like Cordova Hills (Zeiner et al. 
1990), a widely recognized fact (Wheeler 2003) even the DEIR acknowledges.  Its claims 
that “mitigation for the golden eagle is unnecessary” because “Mitigation for foraging habitat 
loss has already been required as part of Swainson’s hawk impacts” and “The development 
of the project site would not result in substantial negative effects to the sustainability of the 
species, and thus impacts to golden eagle habitat are less than significant” are once again 
absurd since Golden Eagles and Swainson’s Hawks use completely different habitat and the 
DEIR identifies no specific mitigation plan for either species.  It also fails to even mention 
Rough-legged Hawk, another raptor species that, like Ferruginous Hawk and Golden Eagle, 
uses prairie/grassland habitat for winter foraging but is somewhat less uncommon (Bell et al. 
1983).  Consequently it is likely to use Cordova Hills even more frequently. 

12. On Pages 6-48 – 6-49 the DEIR associates another species, Grasshopper Sparrow, with 
Swainson’s Hawk despite very different habitat requirements.  Grasshopper Sparrow, a 
California Species of Special Concern, is the California passerine species most obligately 
associated with undisturbed prairie/grassland habitat, and Cordova Hills is among the largest 
tracts of it in central California.  While the species may use shrubs while singing, the DEIR’s 
implication that lack of shrubs at Cordova Hills reduces its habitat value for this species is 
incorrect (Small 1994, Shuford & Gardali 2008).  Once again the DEIR claims that the 
proposed project won’t negatively impact this species because a non-existent mitigation plan 
for Swainson’s Hawk will protect it are completely inaccurate.  Large contiguous tracts of 
prairie/grassland habitat like Cordova Hills are the most important Grasshopper Sparrow 
habitat requirement, and urbanization by projects like the one now proposed there is the 
greatest threat to its survival (Shuford & Gardali 2008). 

13.  On Page 6-49 the claim is again made that a non-existent mitigation plan for Swainson’s 
Hawk will greatly reduce the impact of development at Cordova Hills on a California Species 
of Special Concern, the raptor Northern Harrier, despite DEIR acknowledgement that 
thousands of acres of ideal harrier habitat would be lost.  Contrary to the DEIR claim such 
“impacts to northern harrier are less than significant”, California Department of Fish and 
Game states that “The primary threats to breeding harriers are loss and degradation of nesting 
and foraging habitat” (Shuford & Gardali 2008). 

14. On Pages 6-53 – 6-54 the DEIR claims “Project impacts to western spadefoot toad are less 
than significant” because various “conservation lands” it names are preserved, but it provides 
no evidence Western Spadefoot actually exists at any of them.  Numerous places with 
apparently suitable habitat lack records of Western Spadefoot, a California Species of Special 
Concern that requires a specific pattern of wetland and upland habitat and associated fauna to 
survive (Jennings & Hayes 1994).  The thriving population of Western Spadefoot at Cordova 
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Hills confirms it has these suitable conditions, but the named “conservation lands” lack its 
unique wetland/upland geometry or any evidence provided by the DEIR of spadefoot 
presence.  The healthy Western Spadefoot population at Cordova Hills makes it a biological 
treasure of great value.  Wanton destruction of that treasure would be a crime against nature.  

15. On Pages 6-54 to 6-55 the DEIR acknowledges that several special status invertebrates are 
expected  to occur in Cordova Hills wetlands.  These are three Federal Special Concern 
Species (California Linderiella, Ricksecker’s Water Scavenger Beetle, and Midvalley Fairy 
Shrimp) and one Federal Threatened Species (Midvalley Fairy Shrimp).  It also 
acknowledges that the project’s proposal to eliminate 43% of  Cordova Hills wetlands 
providing their habitat would be a “significant and unavoidable” impact to them. 

16. On Page 2 of BR-3 (Special Status Plant Survey Reports) the presence of common vetch at 
the site is mentioned but it is not included in the site plant list (Attachment C).  That’s a great 
rarity for this DEIR, an honest mistake. 

17. On Page 6 of BR-3 it is reported that the earliest rare plant surveys started April 21, 2008, 
and even later in other years.  Starting that late and only including a single year of any April 
surveys may cause species to be missed, especially in years with early heat waves like 1988 
when 90 degrees was recorded on March 28 at Sacramento (The Weather Channel 2012).  
The latest surveys ended August 9, too early to clearly record the site’s dominance by native 
Holocarpha virgata. 

18. Page 12 of BR-3 states that Tuolumne button-celery was not surveyed for because it occurs 
in cismontane woodland and conifer forest, which aren’t present at Cordova Hills, but it also 
occurs in vernal pools and in Sacramento County (Tibor 2001), which makes it a potential 
Cordova Hills rare species that should have been surveyed for. 

 
CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
This chapter is a vast haystack of information about climate change that’s mostly irrelevant to 
Cordova Hills, but hidden in that haystack are a few very relevant needles.  They are: 

1. On Page 7-13 there is very brief reference to the Sacramento County Climate Action Plan 
goals of “reductions in vehicle miles traveled” and “higher density development”.  The 
proposed Cordova Hills development plan’s great distance from existing communities and 
realistic employment opportunities is in direct conflict with these goals. 

2. On Pages 7-26 – 7-27 it is acknowledged the proposed project would exceed acceptable 
levels of greenhouse gas emissions because its isolation from existing communities would 
cause too many long car trips.  Consequently “it is concluded that [its] impacts [on 
greenhouse gas emissions] are significant and unavoidable.”  The DEIR also suggests the 
model determining the project would violate greenhouse gas reduction targets is biased 
against it in various ways, but the model is actually strongly biased in the project’s favor 
since it assumes a university at Cordova Hills will provide employment and reduce car trips 
despite lack of evidence or any prospect such a university will ever be built (see above). 

 
The DEIR’s climate change chapter completely ignores an important and very relevant issue 
regarding its mitigation.  The over 2,600 acres of natural California prairie habitat at Cordova Hills 
currently provides a critical ecological service of sequestering the atmospheric carbon dioxide that 
primarily contributes to climate change.  This habitat has greater and more sustainable capacity to 
provide this ecological service than the better known contribution made by forests in comparable 
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climate zones since temperate prairies, grasslands, and steppes sequester an average of 21.2 
kilograms of carbon per square meter while temperate forests sequester an average of only 19.8 
(Schlesinger 1991).  The Cordova Hills development project proposes eliminating the critical 
climate change mitigation ecological service California prairie currently provides there. 
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
Page 9-19 acknowledges Sacramento County General Plan policy AG-28 requires “The County shall 
actively encourage conservation of soil resources.”  That is necessary in general for implementation 
of policy CO-59 ensuring that mitigation occurs for any loss of native vegetative habitat and in 
particular for implementation of policies CO-134 to maintain and establish a diversity of native 
vegetative species in Sacramento County and CO-135 to protect the ecological integrity of 
California Prairie habitat.  Cordova Hills are almost entirely California Prairie habitat and currently 
support a diversity of native vegetative species highly dependent on soil resources with intact and 
undisturbed soil profiles (Jackson et al. 2007).  The proposed Cordova Hills project thus directly 
conflicts with Sacramento County General Plan policies AG-28, CO-59, CO-134, and CO-135 
because it would eliminate over 2,000 acres of intact soils and native California Prairie vegetation. 
 
LAND USE 
 
This chapter attempts to spin the unspinnable fact that the proposed Cordova Hills project is the 
opposite of smart growth and violates numerous policies encouraging it.  Among them are the 
following Sacramento County General Plan policies: 

1. LU-1 (P. 12-2) – “The County shall not provide urban services beyond the Urban Policy 
Area.”  The proposed project is beyond the Urban Policy Area. 

2. LU-12 (P. 12-2) – “The County will prohibit land use projects which are not contiguous to 
the existing UPA, city boundaries, or existing planned communities or master plan areas (i.e. 
leapfrog development.”  The proposed project is a textbook example of leapfrog 
development. 

3. LU-21 (Pp. 12-2 – 12-3) – “Promote a better balance of employment, neighborhood services, 
and different housing types by reviewing development projects and the surrounding 
community and designing new projects wherever feasible so that they maintain or improve 
the mix of uses in the community.”  The proposed project has no surrounding community and 
depends for employment on a hypothetical university with no realistic prospect of ever 
existing. 

4. LU-22 (P. 12-3) – “Specific Plans and Community Plans should provide a balance of 
employment, neighborhood services, and different housing types wherever feasible.”  The 
proposed project’s Specific Plan depends on a hypothetical university with no realistic 
prospect of ever existing for employment. 

5. LU-113 (P. 12-4) – The County shall work with SACOG to support implementation of 
Blueprint’s policies and land use objectives.”  The proposed project massively conflicts with 
those objectives. 

6. LU -120 (Pp. 12-4 – 12-5) – “The County shall only consider approval of a proposed UPA 
expansion and/or Master Plan outside the UPA if the Board finds that the proposed project is 
planned and will be built in a manner that: meets all the requirements per PC-1 through PC-
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10 and; meets one of two alternative performance metrics.”  The proposed project meets 
neither all the requirements nor the performance metrics.  Among requirements not met are:  

7. PC-6 (P. 12-7) – “Inclusion of an infrastructure Master Plan and Financing Plan [is 
required].”  While such a plan is provided, its assumptions are unrealistic as discussed below. 

8. PC-8 (P. 12-8) – “Consistency with all applicable County adopted plans not sought to be 
amended by the proposed project [is required].”  The proposed project is inconsistent with 
numerous elements of the adopted Sacramento County General Plan as discussed in these 
comments. 

9. PC-9 (P. 12-8) – “Inclusion of a discussion/analysis of how the proposed UPA 
expansion/Master Plan relates to broad-based and regional planning efforts, such as 
SACOG’s adopted Blueprint Vision and Metropolitan Transportation Plan, Sacramento 
County’s Visioning documents created for the Jackson Highway and Grant Line East Areas, 
any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan(s), The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District’s State Implementation Plan, and Regional Transit’s Master Plan [is 
required].”  While discussion/analysis of how the proposed UPA expansion relates to these 
broad-based regional planning efforts is present, it clearly shows it violates their spirit and 
letter as is discussed elsewhere in these comments. 

10. PC-10 (P. 12-8) – “Inclusion of a discussion/analysis of the proposed UPA expansion/Master 
Plan’s jobs-housing balance [is required].  Master Plans should provide an internal jobs-
housing balance and/or improve jobs-housing balance within the project’s vicinity.”  The 
proposed UPA expansion depends for jobs on a hypothetical university with no realistic 
prospect of ever actually existing. 

11. In Alternative #1 Criteria-based performance metrics the DEIR uses to justify a proposed 
UPA expansion increase desirable densification by counting group quarters at this entirely 
unrealistic hypothetical university (P. 12-10). 

12. In Alternative #1 Criteria-based performance metrics “Planned transit service shall be 
defined as service identified in SACOG’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), Regional 
Transit’s (RT) Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP), and/or service to be provided as part of the 
Master Plan and funded via a secure financial mechanism (example: CSA 10; North Natomas 
TMA/developer fees).  The MTP has a 20+ year planning horizon and is updated every four 
years; the SRTP has a 10-year planning horizon and is updated every year.  Both the MTP 
and SRTP must be “financially constrained” in that only transportation projects and programs 
for which funding is reasonably expected to be available may be included in the plan.  
Therefore there is high likelihood that transit service identified in these plans will ultimately 
be provided.  Service to be provided as part of a Master Plan and funded via a secure 
financial mechanism would provide similar assurances that identified service will ultimately 
be provided.  In contrast transit service envisioned in RT’s long range TransitAction Plan 
cannot be implemented until a significant new revenue source is secured, making such 
service far more speculative.  For example, a new ½ cent sales tax increase would only 
partially fund transit service envisioned in the TransitAction Plan.  Therefore, service(s) 
identified in the TransitAction Plan and similar visioning documents will not be considered.” 
As discussed elsewhere in these comments, financing for transit and other services for the 
proposed project are hypothetical, highly speculative, and ultimately infeasible. 

13. In Alternative #1 Criteria-based performance metrics (P.12-14) “Analysis of existing 
employment/jobs within a five mile radius of the proposed UPA/Master Plan boundary [is 
required].”  Such employment/jobs are essentially non-existent at Cordova Hills. 
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14. Low Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT)/Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emission metrics are 
Alternative #2 performance metrics (Pp. 12-14 – 12-15), but the DEIR’s climate change 
chapter determined the proposed project’s VMT and GHG are “significant and unavoidable” 
impacts on climate change (P. 7-26).  

15. Sacramento County General Plan Policy LU-123 (P. 12-15) requires that “Before granting 
approval of an amendment to the Land Use Diagram, the Board of Supervisors shall find that 
the request is consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan; the request is 
consistent with the goals and objectives of a Sacramento County adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan; approval of the proposal will not adversely affect the fiscal resources of 
the County; [and] the project will be consistent with the performance standards in this Plan 
and, for urban uses in urban growth areas, the project complies with the requirements of LU-
13.”  The proposed plan violates this plan because it is inconsistent with numerous other 
Sacramento County General Plan policies, there is no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan and 
it would be inconsistent with the goals and objectives of one if it were adopted, fiscal 
resources of the County would be adversely affected as discussed below, and financial 
aspects of LU-13 are not adequately complied with as discussed below. 

 
The proposed Cordova Hills project also directly conflicts with the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) Blueprint since it violates at least two of its seven core principles (Pages 12-
15, 12-16):   

1. Principle 5 is “strengthen and direct development toward existing communities.”  The project 
directs it away from existing communities toward open space. 

2. Principle 7 is “preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical environmental 
areas.  The project is proposed to be sited entirely on open space of great natural beauty and 
critical environmental importance.  

“The ultimate purpose of the ‘smart growth’ concept supported by the principles is sustainable 
communities, and is a reaction to the recognized health and safety impacts of urban sprawl and 
vehicle-centric development strategies.”  The latter describes the proposed project, which is 
definitely not smart growth since that “must be consistent with all seven principles” (P. 12-17). 
 
On Page 12-18 the concept of developing in existing communities is explained as follows: 
“Directing development toward existing communities is accomplished by building on infill land and 
urban brownfields before developing greenfields, building on greenfields only after the prime infill 
and brownfield land is developed and developing greenfields in a logical and phased progression 
beginning in those areas nearest to existing urban lands.”  Much Sacramento infill and brownfield 
land has not been developed, and the project proposes building on greenfields distant and isolated 
from existing urban lands (P. 12-30). 
 
Page 12-19 states that the purpose of preserving open space in Principle 7 is to “ensure that a project 
preserves the most  sensitive and prime resources within the area.  This is partly accomplished 
through principle 5, which directs development toward existing communities.”  Not only does the 
project not direct development toward existing communities, even its own inadequate environmental 
analysis acknowledges it will eliminate 43% of its environmentally critical wetlands.  Its even more 
extensive critical uplands are entirely written off and ignored by being falsely labeled non-native 
annual grassland (see above) 
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On Page 12-20 the DEIR acknowledges that “Based on the CEQA guidelines, a land use impact is 
significant if Project implementation results in …Substantial conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project.”  These comments identify 
numerous examples of such conflicts. 
 
Other conflicts arise from the DEIR’s internal contradictions.  For example in reference to 
Swainson’s Hawks P. 6-43 states “On the basis of the above research, the 298-acre Avoided Area on 
the western side of the site, plus two adjacent Avoided Areas to the north and south, will remain 
suitable habitat; this collective area is 382 acres, which will be  connected to thousands of acres of 
open space to the north and west” while P. 12-24 states that “Although the land to the west of the 
Project is currently undeveloped open space, some of this area has land use entitlements and is likely 
to develop in the near-term.”  In other words the DEIR wants it both ways.  The land to the west is 
long term open space when the goal is expanding Swainson’s Hawk habitat but soon to be developed 
urban land when the goal is adjacency to other communities. 
 
On Page 12-26 it is acknowledged that “the [SACOG] Blueprint should be city-centric, focusing 
growth within the confines of incorporated city boundaries as a logical buildout from existing urban 
areas…on this basis the Project goes beyond the level of development assumed outside the city areas 
by the year 2050.”  Could there be any more explicit violation of the Blueprint?  The same page 
states “The Project…includes a mass transit system operated by the Cordova Hills Community 
Services District.”  A reasonable person might think that means a significant mass transportation 
connection to Sacramento, but no.  Page 16-82 makes it clear that “Since there are no plans to 
expand services to the Project site, it must be assumed that extension of existing transit to the Project 
area will not occur.” 
 
Page 12-28 makes much of planned bicycle and pedestrian paths that “will make non-automotive 
routes the most direct line of travel in many cases.”  An important question is travel to where?  The 
plan is designed around a theoretical university with no realistic prospects of ever being built.  
Consequently what the project proposes are pedestrian and bicycle paths to nowhere.  On the same 
page the DEIR claims this imaginary university will increase the project’s density and thus its 
“compact building and community design.” 
 
On Page 12-29 the DEIR acknowledges that the project conflicts with SACOG Blueprint principle 5 
since it proposes development directed away from rather than toward existing communities.  It thus 
violates Sacramento County General Plan policies requiring conformance with Blueprint principles.  
The DEIR identifies the nearest existing communities to the site as being 4 and 6 miles away. 
 
Principle 7 of the SACOG Blueprint is preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical 
environmental areas.  The Cordova Hills site is 2,669 acres of such open space and has outstanding 
natural beauty.  Its wetland acreage is identified as a critical environmental area of the highest 
priority in the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool 
Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon.  Nevertheless on Page 12-31 the DEIR 
acknowledges the proposed plan would eliminate 44% of the site’s wetland acreage and 33% of its 
vernal pool acreage despite its identification by USFWS as a highest priority critical environmental 
area.  The site’s non-wetland open space, also proposed for elimination, is native California prairie 
habitat of great environmental value to many native plant and animal species, some of which are 
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discussed elsewhere in these comments.  The DEIR consequently concludes correctly that “the land 
area preserved is insufficient to meet the intent of the principle [7], and thus with General Plan 
Policy.” 
 
On Page 12-32 the DEIR further concludes correctly that “the Project’s inconsistency with this 
principle [5] is considered a substantial conflict with the Blueprint and with General Plan policy 
which supports the Blueprint.  Avoidance of this impact would require substantial Project redesign 
and relocation.  Though Alternatives have been considered which would reduce this impact, there is 
no mitigation available and impacts are significant and unavoidable.” 
 
On Pages 12-32 – 12-34 the DEIR claims the proposed Cordova Hills project does not conflict with 
Sacramento County General Plan Policy LU-120 regarding growth management based on County 
Planning Division decisions summarized in Tables LA-2 and LA-3.   These decisions so blatantly 
conflict with the plain language information both internal and external to the DEIR that they provide 
prima facie evidence of conflict of interest on the part of the Planning Division.  A kindergartener 
could tell coal is black, snow is white, and the proposed Cordova Hills plan isn’t smart growth.  It 
takes the willfully blind, the insane, or highly paid advocates to claim otherwise. 
 
Some examples in Tables LA-2 and LA-3 are: 

1. Contrary to claims in Table LA-2 PC-1 the DEIR clearly demonstrates the proposed project 
is not “integrally linked” to existing communities.  It is 4 to 6 miles distant from them.  In 
current planning documents like the SACOG Blueprint such linkage is not contemplated until 
at least 2050.  The DEIR also makes clear no significant transit linkage with existing 
communities is contemplated and public utility linkage is highly problematic. 

2. PC-5 is about transit-oriented design, but the proposed project has no significant transit links 
to employment.  Its transit proposal is almost entirely internal and consequently a system to 
nowhere since no realistic significant employment sources are identified at Cordova Hills. 

3. PC-6 is about a Financing Plan.  The one provided is utterly unrealistic and impossible to 
implement (see below). 

4. PC-7 is about a Services Plan.  The one provided conflicts with a water provider and 
potentially other service providers and depends on infeasible funding sources (see below). 

5. PC-8 is about consistency with County-adopted plans.  The project claims to be consistent 
with all County-adopted plans.  In fact these comments identify numerous conflicts with such 
plans.  An example is Sacramento County General Plan Policy CO-135 to protect the 
ecological integrity of California Prairie habitat.  The project site is over 2,600 acres of the 
habitat this policy concerns, but it isn’t even mentioned in the DEIR, which does, however, 
acknowledge the proposed project’s conflicts with the County-adopted SACOG Blueprint 
(see above and below). 

6. PC-9 is about consideration of regional planning efforts, but even the DEIR acknowledges 
the proposed project substantially conflicts with SACOG Principle 5 of directing 
development toward instead of away from existing communities and Principle 7 of 
preserving open space.  Contrary to project claims, it is also not coordinated with regional 
transit and water plans (see above and below). 

7. PC-10 is consideration of jobs-housing balance.  The proposed plan’s claim it will provide 
6,548 jobs is patently false.  It will provide essentially none beyond initial construction.  Jobs 
claims are based on an imaginary “university” with no prospects of ever existing (see above). 
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8. On Table LA-2 the County Planning Department assigns the proposed project “points” for 
LU-120 Criteria in an apparently arbitrary manner.  Five points are assigned for CB-1, 
minimum density.  Much of this density is achieved through an imaginary “university” with 
no prospect of ever existing (see above). 

9. Criteria CB-2 is about proximity to amenities.  The proposed project claims that at least four 
of the amenity categories are within one mile but doesn’t say which.  In fact all amenities are 
entirely theoretical and may never exist.  The most significant of these is the claim of an 
employment amenity at an imaginary “university” with no prospect of existing.  Real 
amenities in actually existing communities are four and six miles away (see above). 

10. Criteria CB-4a is about transit proximity.  Its clear intent is interconnecting the Sacramento 
Metro area with mass transit.  The proposed project’s transit element is a primarily internal 
system to nowhere with little realistic prospect of connecting the isolated proposed project 
with the rest of the Metro area (see below). 

11. Criteria CB-4b is about transit headway.  The proposed project says its transit system will 
have headways of 15 minutes or less during peak hours, but since it has no realistic 
destinations and goes nowhere, it will have no peak hours. 

12. Criteria CB-5 is about employment proximity.  Since the proposed project’s “employment” is 
based entirely on an imaginary “university” with no prospect of existing, the nearest realistic 
employment is a minimum of 4 to 6 miles away in existing communities, but is likely to be 
much farther (see above). 

 
On Pages 12-34 – 12-35 the DEIR claims the proposed Cordova Hills project isn’t growth inducing 
although its own chapter on Cumulative and Growth Inducing Impacts says it is.  It justifies this by 
claiming to be adjacent to “existing planned communities” to its west.  The operable word here is 
“existing” since on Pages 12-29 – 12-30 the DEIR acknowledges no such communities actually 
exist.  On Page 6-43 the DEIR even claims this area is “thousands of acres of open space to the north 
and west” that can help mitigate for Swainson’s Hawk habitat the project proposes eliminating.  The 
proposed project clearly is leapfrog development and thus directly violates Sacramento County 
General Plan Policy LU-12 prohibiting it.  As noted above, even a kindergartner can understand 
leapfrog development.  The frog leaps over a pond (open space) to a toadstool (development) but 
splashes mud (growth inducement) in its path.  Only the insane, willfully blind, or well-paid 
advocates can deny that. 
 
On Page 12-35 the DEIR briefly discusses public services and utilities and acknowledges “the need 
to ensure that adequate facilities will be constructed and that funding is secured for construction.”  It 
also claims a “facilities financing plan” and “Long term funding sources have been identified for the 
maintenance of public services.”  The DEIR’s Public Services Chapter reveals, however, that the 
proposed project’s financing plan and long term funding sources are unrealistic and grossly 
inadequate (see below).  Consequently the project violates General Plan polices LU-13, LU-66, LU-
110, and LU-123 to ensure minimum standards for public services and utilities are met.  
 
On Pages 12-35 – 12-36 the DEIR lists Sacramento County General Plan Policies LU-34, LU-35, 
LU-36, and LU-46 but fails to discuss their call for development compatible with a regional transit 
system interconnecting the Sacramento Metropolitan Area.  That’s presumably because the proposed 
development would be largely distantly isolated from such a system and almost entirely dependent 
on roads for access.  Since the only bone it throws transit concerns is a largely internal system to 
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nowhere lacking significant destinations, it greatly conflicts with General Plan policies mandating 
development compatible with regional transit. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
On Page 14-3 the DEIR says a new Cordova Hills Community Services District (CHCSD) will 
provide services for the proposed project, but CHCSD is purely hypothetical at this time since it 
must be approved by the Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  It’s 
acknowledged on the same page that the proposed project is “not in close proximity to any existing 
public services, and as a result some extensive, costly improvements related to infrastructure and 
public facilities – discussed in the Public Utilities Chapter – will be required to adequately support 
the Project.” 
 
Pages 14-4 – 14-5 then explain how these “extensive, costly improvements” will be financed since 
they will cost “approximately $453 million dollars.”  The DEIR states that some of this funding will 
be born by local, state, and federal taxpayers but it will also depend on construction and sale of 
7,500 new homes out of the project’s planned 8,000. 
 
The 7,500 new homes needed to finance the proposed project are 2.5% of all new homes sold in the 
United States in 2011 (Kravitz 2012).  Since the proposed project covers 0.0001% of U.S. area, 
that’s 25,000 times its share of new American homes by area.  Closer to home 14,000 new homes 
were sold in California in the first 7 months of 2011 (Lazo 1011).  If we generously assume an equal 
number were sold in the last 5 months, that’s a total of 28,000 new California homes sold in 2011.  
The 7,500 new homes needed to finance the proposed project are thus 27% of all new homes sold in 
California in 2011.  The proposed project is 0.003% of California’s area, so its 7,500 homes are 
9,000 times its share by area in California.   
 
Now of course all acres aren’t the same.  One in Silicon Valley may be much more desirable than 
many in the Mojave Desert.  Is that the case for Cordova Hills?  It may have been when gas was 
cheap and long commutes popular, but that’s changing fast.  Generation Y, the largest cohort of 21 
to 30 year olds since the Baby Boom, is avoiding cars.  They now contribute only 14% of miles 
driven even though that age group provided 21% of miles in 1995.  They’re so used to buying on 
line they consider commuting by car wasting time they could spend with their electronic devices on 
buses or trains (Ostroff 2010).  That trend is evident in fewer young people getting drivers licenses 
and more moving to big cities where mass transit makes car ownership optional (Terlep 2012).  
Distantly isolated places with virtually no planned connection to urban areas by mass transit like the 
proposed Cordova Hills project are consequently becoming increasingly unattractive. 
 
Despite these trends there will probably always be a niche market for rural homes made attractive by 
personal space provided by their often low density environments.  The proposed Cordova Hills 
project is clearly rural since it is 4 and 6 miles from the nearest communities (DEIR Pages 12-29 – 
12-30), but it is planned to be “twice as dense as the [Sacramento] county average (DEIR Page 12-
28).  High density rural developments certainly do exist like the neighboring Sacramento County 
Boys Ranch (DEIR Pages 12-36 – 12-37) but residence there tends to be less than voluntary and 
involve debts to society not paid in cash. 
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The proposed project’s financial plan conflicts with far too many economic trends to be even 
marginally viable.  Expecting the monopolization of 27% of the California new home market it takes 
to succeed is as realistic as expecting those with no jobs, income, or assets to make their mortgage 
payments.  We know how that worked out.  All the project offers is another ugly husk of a half built 
project like those that began littering the Central Valley after the real estate bubble burst.  This 
would be doubly tragic at Cordova Hills since some of the Sacramento region’s most beautiful and 
biologically critical habitat lands might be eliminated in the process for no good purpose. 
 
The proposed project also increases taxes on the Sacramento region’s current residents.  For 
example: 

1. On Page 14-18 the DEIR says “new fire stations will be built within the Project area” and 
that “funding for the construction and operation of the fire facilities will be provided by the 
District-wide Capital Fire Facilities fee.”  The district referred to is the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Fire District. 

2. On Page 14-20 the DEIR says the financing plan doesn’t call for “construction of additional 
police facilities” but the Urban Services Plan does. 

3. On Page 14-21 the DEIR says “law enforcement services will be funded through the County 
General Fund” at least partially with the balance provided by the financing plan’s shaky 
assumptions. 

4. On Page 14-23 the DEIR says funding for new schools will come from “existing fee 
programs, state funding, and the [Elk Grove Unified School District] EGUSD” augmented by 
the financing plan’s shaky assumptions. 

5. On Page 14-28 the DEIR says “library operating costs will be fully funded through property 
tax revenue” assessed within the City and County of Sacramento. 

 
PUBLIC UTILITIES 
 
On DEIR Page 15-16 two Sacramento County General Plan policies related to water are 
incompatible with the proposed project.  They are: 

1. CO-23 is about “impact on valuable water supported ecosystems”.  On Page 6-28 the DEIR 
acknowledges the proposed project would eliminate 46% of its wetlands and 33% of its 
vernal pools.  On Page 6-26 it also acknowledges these wetlands are identified by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife as having their highest environmental protection priority. 

2. CO-35 is about new development not being approved and building permits not being issued 
without sufficient water supply.  The proposed project’s water supply is highly problematic 
as discussed below. 

 
On DEIR Pages 15-26 – 15-36 a complex ad hoc system of pipes is proposed to bring water to the 
proposed project in a plan requiring approval by the Sacramento County Water Agency.  On Page 
15-34 the DEIR acknowledges that this agency opposes the project’s proposed water plan.  Page 15-
35 also acknowledges that the proposed water plan significantly impacts wetland resources and their 
species. 
 
On DEIR Pages 15-38 – 15-39 the need for significant new sewer infrastructure facilities to serve the 
proposed project is discussed.  It is acknowledged their construction will have significant impact on 
biological resources but their financing is not discussed.  Presumably Sacramento County Sewer 
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District ratepayers are expected to fund these new facilities which are estimated to cost $6.5 million 
for off-site sewer construction alone. 
 
On DEIR Pages 15-42 – 15-45 construction requirements for extending electric and gas utilities to 
the proposed project are discussed but not their funding.  Presumably Pacific Gas and Electric and 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District ratepayers are expected to fund these new facilities. 
 
On DEIR Pages 15-45 – 15-46 the DEIR acknowledges the proposed project would violate 
Sacramento County General Plan policies LU-57 and LU-XX to not extend urban services beyond 
the Urban Policy Area except to 251 acres near the Kiefer Landfill.  Its proponents consequently 
want these policies changed. 
 
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 
 
On Page 16-5 the DEIR acknowledges there are no transit connections to the proposed project.  
Without these the proposed project violates Sacramento County General Plan policy CI-4 on Page 
16-7 to “provide multiple transportation choices to link housing, recreational, employment, 
commercial, educational, and social services.”  Since the proposed project provides no realistic 
significant local employment sources and only weak transit connections to those elsewhere, it 
appears to violate this policy. 
 
The proposed project appears to violate two other Sacramento County General Plan policies 
presented on DEIR Page 16-7: 

1. CI-5 calls for “Land use and transportation planning and development should be cohesive, 
mutually supportive, and complement the objective of reducing per capita vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT).  Since the project proposes only weak transit connections between Cordova 
Hills and the Sacramento Metro Area it tends to isolate any residents in a place distant from 
significant employment centers or other urban amenities.  Their only option would be greatly 
increasing VMT. 

2. CI-27 says “Public Facilities Financing Plans shall incorporate capital costs for transit.  
Infrastructure Master Plans shall include transit planning.”  The purpose of such transit is 
explained in Policy CI-4.  It is to “link housing, recreational, employment, commercial, 
educational, and social services.”  Instead the project proposes a primarily internal transit 
system to nowhere providing no such significant linkage. 

 
DEIR Pages 16-36 – 16-38 confirm the project proposes a local primarily internal transit system 
only weakly linked to the Sacramento Metro Area.  Its only rationale is internal trips to an imaginary 
college with no prospects of ever being built (see above).  Consequently it is a transit system to 
nowhere also unlikely to viably ever exist since it is dependent on the unrealistic financing plan 
discussed above.  Pages 16-37 and 16-38 in particular demonstrate the proposed transit system’s 
entire rationale is the imaginary college.  Pages 16-81 – 16-82 reiterate the proposed project’s 
isolation from actually existing mass transit.   
 
Pages 16-78 – 16-83 of the DEIR demonstrate the proposed project will increase VMT so much even 
assuming the imaginary college will actually exist that traffic congestion will be significantly 
increased on numerous intersections, roads, freeways, and freeway ramps in the Sacramento area. 
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CUMULTIVE AND GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 
 
The proposed project has numerous cumulative and growth inducing impacts.  Among them are: 

1. Pages 18-2 – 18-3 acknowledge extending public infrastructure to the proposed project, 
which would  cost an estimated $6.5 million dollars for off-site sewer construction alone, 
would greatly facilitate development of its thousands of acres of adjoining open space.  
Consequently the DEIR states that “a major barrier to growth would be removed.” 

2. Page 18-3 acknowledges the project’s proposed expansion of the Urban Policy Area (UPA)  
would facilitate development of adjacent open space but claims the proposed expansion 
conforms with General Plan policy LU-120.  As discussed above such expansion clearly 
violates LU-120.   

3. Pages 18-3 – 18-4 acknowledge the proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment to 
extend provision of public water beyond the Urban Services Boundary (USB).  It further 
states that “This action sets a precedent, as Zone 40 water has never been provided outside of 
the Urban Services Boundary to serve proposed uses” and that this “proposal is constrained 
both by supply and by contribution toward a hazardous condition” because it “could impact 
groundwater remediation efforts at Kiefer Landfill.” 

4. Pages 18-5 – 18-6 acknowledge the proposed project would “contribute to significant and 
unavoidable cumulative aesthetic impacts.” 

5. Page 18-6 acknowledges the proposed project would cause “cumulative loss of farmland” 
and consequently its “impacts are significant and unavoidable.” 

6. Pages 18-6 – 18-7 acknowledge the proposed project’s “cumulative impacts related to 
construction-level  particulate matter, operational particulate matter and ozone precursors, 
and conflict with implementation of the State [air quality] Implementation Plan will be 
significant and unavoidable.” 

7. Pages 18-8 – 18-9 acknowledge that because of the proposed project “Cumulative loss of 
grassland habitat (grazing land) [i.e. California prairie] may exceed 10,000 acres [that] 
support a variety of special status species”  and “Project impacts to wetlands and some of the 
associated species are significant even after the application of mitigation; thus, it can be 
concluded that cumulative impacts will also be considerable, and that despite the application 
of mitigation cumulative [biological] impacts will remain significant and unavoidable.” 

8. Page 18-9 acknowledges “mitigation may be insufficient to avert substantial climate change, 
and impacts are significant and unavoidable.”  That conclusion doesn’t even consider how 
loss of California prairie that may exceed 10,000 acres will reduce carbon sequestration. 

9. Page 18-11 claims the proposed project’s cumulative land use impacts “would be less than 
significant”, but this conclusion is contradicted in numerous places throughout the DEIR and 
in these comments.  Since the land use chapter of this DEIR negates the SACOG Blueprint’s 
plain language regarding regional land use planning, it essentially abolishes this significant 
regional planning effort.  The cumulatively huge negative impact would be giving carte 
blanche to completely unplanned growth and development. 

10. Page 18-11 claims the proposed project’s cumulative impacts on public services are less than 
significant, but that conclusion is based on assumed taxpayer subsidy and a deeply flawed 
financial plan as discussed above. 
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11. Page 18-11 – 18-12 also claim the proposed project’s cumulative impacts on public utilities 
are less than significant, but that conclusion assumes taxpayer and ratepayer subsidies as 
discussed above. 

12. Pages 18-12 – 18-15 acknowledge the proposed project’s impacts on traffic and circulation 
“cannot be fully mitigated, and impacts are significant and unavoidable.” 

 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
The No Project alternative presented on Pages 2-14 – 2-15 of the DEIR is recommended because of 
numerous reasons discussed in these comments.  
 
SUBMITTED BY: 
 
Glen Holstein 
Botanist 
Sacramento Valley Chapter 
California Native Plant Society 
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California Native Plant Society 
 

Dedicated to the preservation of California native flora 

 
 
February 22, 2012 

Sacramento County Environmental Coordinator 
Sacramento County 
Division of Environmental Review and Assessment 
827 7th Street, Room 220 
Sacramento, CA 95814  
DERA@saccounty.net & HockerL@saccounty.net      VIA EMAIL 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Cordova Hills Project 
Control Number: 2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142 
State Clearing House Number: 2010062069 

Dear Ms. Hocker, 

This letter supplements the comments of Dr. Glen Holstein of the Sacramento Valley Chapter of the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS).  We hereby incorporate Dr. Holstein’s comments by reference.  
CNPS incorporates by reference the comments of the Environmental Council of Sacramento and Habitat 
2020 submitted by Sean Wirth.  CNPS is highly concerned with the overall level of take, undermining of 
the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan, and leap frog development resulting in poor urban 
connectivity.  The project also proposes misuse of the proposed Southeast Connector which will set 
precedence for additional sprawl along this “expressway”.  

CNPS is a statewide non-profit organization of some 10,000 scientists, educators, and laypeople 
dedicated to the conservation and understanding of the California native flora.  As a science-based 
conservation organization, we believe that good land use decisions must be accompanied by a thorough 
assessment of the environmental impacts as required by the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, 
the Clean Water Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, and 
other resource protection laws. 

The Sacramento Valley Chapter of CNPS has been highly involved in participating in and commenting 
upon land use decisions at all levels that affect vernal pool ecosystems in Sacramento County.  Chapter 
volunteers serve on the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan steering committee and biological 
subcommittee.  Chapter volunteers serve on a stakeholders group to determine land use planning for the 
former Mather Air Force Base and its vernal pool grassland ecosystem.  Chapter volunteers participated 
in the General Plan revision and the Visioning exercises for the eastern part of the county.  Chapter 
volunteers serve on local land trust boards, steering committees, and management committees.  Chapter 
volunteers have testified at innumerable planning commission, board of supervisors, and city council 
meetings on projects that impact vernal pool resources. 

The Sacramento Valley Chapter of CNPS has long viewed the region including the area referenced in the 
Cordova Hills Project as the “Yellowstone” of vernal pool landscapes in Sacramento County.  Geospatial 
analysis independently conducted for the developing South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan has 
confirmed that this region is unique within Sacramento County from the perspective of both density and 
diversity of vernal pools present, and in listed species presence.  The diversity of vernal pool sizes, 
shapes, and hydroperiods is strongly correlated to high species diversity and a high level of ecosystem 
supporting function.  The density of aquatic resources and listed species indicates that losses of this 
habitat will not easily be mitigated for elsewhere in the county. 
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The following comments are based on our knowledge of the wetland and endangered species resources 
in the vicinity of the proposed project and our understanding of the resource protection laws and their 
associated public review process.   

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Incomplete Environmental Setting and Proposed Project 

The Cordova Hills project description fails to describe the whole of the proposed action.  Specifically, a 
wetlands mitigation plan will be required to offset destruction of vernal pools and other wetlands within the 
development.  Construction of a minimum of 41.37 acres of mitigation wetlands will have environmental 
impacts above and beyond those described in the DEIR.  Additionally, these impacts will occur on 
another, undisclosed site for which a baseline biological setting has not been provided.  Preparation of a 
mitigation plan after local entitlements are granted constitutes improper segmentation or piecemealing of 
the project and precludes the public from receiving full disclosure of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project in its entirety including any proposed mitigation.   

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires full disclosure of environmental impacts for the 
whole project regardless of whether they are detrimental or beneficial.  Preparation of an after-the-fact 
mitigation plan negates CEQA’s intended public participation process.  For the purposes of informing the 
public, simply stating that the plan will be approved by the regulatory agencies is also insufficient and 
lacks transparency.   

Inappropriate Deferral of Mitigation 

Throughout the DEIR, actual mitigation measures are being deferred to the future.  The document 
continually refers to yet-to-be-prepared plans, studies, and reports.  In addition to deferring a Wetland 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan to some future date outside of the public review process, analyses and 
mitigation of other environmental impacts are also being deferred.  For example, specific mitigation for 
noise will be determined after some future acoustical analysis and report.  This failure to fully disclose 
impacts and to provide substantive and enforceable mitigation measures occurs throughout the 
document.   

Simply creating a plan or an afterthought mitigation measure is not adequate for the purposes of CEQA 
disclosure.  The DEIR must contain specific and measurable mitigation that demonstrates to both the land 
use authority and the public that impacts have been reduced through mitigation.  The Board of 
Supervisors cannot make findings of “less than significant after mitigation” if they don’t even know what 
the mitigation measures and success criteria are. 

Feasibility of Proposed Wetland Mitigation 

Deferral of a Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan is particularly troubling because in its absence the 
project applicant cannot demonstrate that the mitigation measure(s) are feasible (able to be 
accomplished).  Without sufficient information to determine whether the wetland mitigation is in fact 
feasible, the public is left with the uncertainty that it may never be accomplished.   

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) Record of Decision (dated 25 January 2011) related to the 
Sunridge Projects in the City of Rancho Cordova states the following: 

“e. The Corps recognizes the significant cumulative loss of vernal pool wetlands 
within the Mather Core Recovery Area.  For future unavoidable impacts to vernal pools 
within the Mather Core Recovery Area… compensatory mitigation shall be: 

1) based on a method for assessing the functions of all waters of the U.S. on 
the project site; 
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2) accomplished at a ratio of greater than 1:1, after considering direct and 
indirect impacts, temporal loss and difficulties creating vernal pool wetlands; 
and 

3) located in the Mather Core Recovery Area, unless determined impracticable 
or inappropriate by the Corps.” 

A complete Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan is necessary from two perspectives.  First, the public 
has a right to know the environmental consequences of the proposed mitigation.  Second, the Board of 
Supervisors has a public trust obligation to understand how this mitigation, supposedly to occur within the 
Mather Core Recovery Unit which is almost entirely within the USB, will impact future development (and 
mitigation) in the County of Sacramento.  Will the mitigation for this project preclude development of a 
more worthwhile and better designed project in the future? 

Revision and Recirculation Required 

The incomplete description of the environmental setting, the incomplete description of the proposed 
project, the inappropriately deferred mitigation measures, and the potential infeasibility of the proposed 
wetland mitigation all demonstrate that the DEIR is woefully inadequate for the purposes of public 
disclosure.  CNPS requests that these deficiencies be remedied in a Revised DEIR to be recirculated to 
the public for additional consideration and comments.   

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Mitigation Measure BR-1 

As discussed above, a commitment to prepare a (Wetland) Mitigation and Monitoring Plan is not 
mitigation.  Additionally, the impacts of such a plan are not disclosed in the DEIR even though they are 
clearly an integral part of the proposed project.   

Table BR-3: Special Status Species Matrix 

Please note the comments of Dr. Glen Holstein on behalf of the Sacramento Valley Chapter of CNPS.  In 
addition to his specific observations, we request the addition of Lytta molesta as a potential species of 
concern on the project site.   

Mitigation Measures BR-3 through BR-6 

An additional mitigation measure needs to be added to survey for ground nesting birds if construction 
occurs between March 1 and June 30.  Several special status bird species written off as having low 
potential to occur on the site, actually have a high potential (again see Dr. Holstein’s comment letter) and 
are ground nesters.   

Western Spadefoot 

Loss of Western Spadefoot breeding habitat on the Cordova Hills project would be significant.  There are 
less than a handful of extant populations within the Mather Core Recovery Area and these occur on the 
very periphery if its range.  The Mather Specific Plan is also proposing destruction of a breeding pool with 
no mitigation, so cumulatively the impacts are also significant.  The Cordova Hills project should conduct 
additional surveys to determine the locations and extent of the onsite population and prepare a specific 
mitigation and monitoring plan for this species in order to reduce the impact to less than significant.   
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Translocation of Inoculum 

Because there is not a Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan included for review as part of this project, 
it is impossible to speculate on all of the measures that might be incorporated into such a plan.  However, 
language in Mitigation Measure ALT-1 suggests that the project proponents intend to translocate 
inoculum (soil, seeds and cysts) from the impact site to some yet-to-be-identified mitigation site.  Such 
translocation of materials is inappropriate over any distance.  Vernal pool landscapes are very similar to 
island archipelago biogeography, with near neighbors being more closely related genetically than distant 
neighbors.  The practice of translocating propagules from one area to another could have significant 
consequences including: i) genetic swamping of closely related species, ii) crossbreeding that leads to 
mortality/extirpation, or iii) crossbreeding that leads to superweeds.   

As an aside, Mitigation Measure ALT-1 also contains language that appropriate success for mitigation of 
rare plant populations would be a restoration criteria (sic) standard of 60 percent survivorship.  Given that 
the plants are all annuals and subject to precipitation and temperature patterns, this criterion is both 
nonsensical and immeasurable.   

These are examples of why it is important to fully disclose environmental impacts during the public 
comment phase of CEQA disclosure.  Who knows what other ill informed practices and immeasurable 
criteria might be proposed in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan?  Who knows if the plan will be feasible?   

SUMMARY 

On behalf of CNPS, I appreciate the opportunity to provide these additional comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for Cordova Hills.  

As articulated above, we believe that the document fails to comply with the spirit of the California 
Environmental Quality Act.  While the DEIR may satisfy minimum standards, it has unsuccessfully 
informed the public of the environmental setting and environmental consequences of the project including 
its offsite mitigation components.  Therefore, CNPS requests that a Revised DEIR be prepared for this 
project that addresses our concerns and that the Revised DEIR be recirculated for an additional round of 
public comment.   

Please keep me informed of activities related to projects in this area that might impact vernal pool 
grasslands and endangered species habitat.  

 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
      Carol W. Witham 
      CNPS Treasurer 
      1141 37th Street 
      Sacramento CA 95816 
      (916) 452-5440 
      cwitham@ncal.net 
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 www.ecosacramento.net 

Post Office Box 1526  Sacramento, CA  95812  (916) 444-0022 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Via Electronic Mail 
 

 
21 February 2012 
 
 
Catherine Hack 
Environmental Coordinator 
County of Sacramento  
Department of Environmental Review and Assessment 
827 7th Street, Room 220 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 

Re: Cordova Hills Draft Environmental Impact Report,  
       Control Number 2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142 
 
Dear Ms. Hack: 
 
These comments are submitted on behalf of the Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS) 
on the Cordova Hills Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), dated 9 January 2012.  ECOS 
is a coalition of environmental and civic organizations with a combined membership of more 
than 12,000 citizens throughout the Sacramento Region.  Our mission is to achieve regional and 
community sustainability and a healthy environment for existing and future residents. 
 
ECOS was quite dismayed that this DEIR was proceeding without an accompanying EIS, as is 
typically the situation.  We believe there may well be a considerable disparity between these two 
required documents and that it is highly probable that the EIS may require substantial changes 
to the Project.  It is therefore inappropriate for these two documents to proceed independently. 
 
ECOS remains unequivocally opposed to the Cordova Hills project given the lack of foreseeable 
demand and lack of demonstrated economic feasibility.   We are also opposed to the project 
due to its negative impacts on biological resources, air quality, climate change and the 
sustainability of the Sacramento region.  We will attempt however to limit our comments here to 
the adequacy of the draft environmental impact report with respect to land use and growth 
inducement, transportation, biological resources and climate change. 
 
 
LAND USE AND GROWTH INDUCEMENT 
 
The primary justification for the original acceptance of this application by the Board of 
Supervisors was that it would bring the sought after asset of a university to Sacramento.  The 
university initially interested is no longer interested and the likelihood of finding another 
university, particularly a self-contained university of the type described, is highly unlikely. The 
Sacramento Council of Governments (SACOG) in its letter to the project proponent dated 
October 7, 2011 (Attachment 1), states, “Finding, financing and constructing a private 6,000 
student institution of higher learning rates very high on the degree of difficulty scale, especially 
in this economic environment.  It has never been done in this region.  Many of the short trips 
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and multimodal trips from the project will turn into longer distance car trips if the university is not 
constructed early in the project, or at all.” 
 
The entire environmental analysis is based on the university as an integral part of the Project.  
Without the university, the Project is inconsistent with numerous additional General Plan  
policies, particularly the growth management criteria.  Consistency with the growth management  
criteria is a requirement for the Project to be considered for approval.  The project proponents 
are themselves now saying that it is more likely that a combination campus complex would 
locate here.  This type of complex would be made up of a number of educational institutions, 
with different specialties, locating here and perhaps sharing some facilities.  This would much 
more likely be a commuter college, rather than a self-contained university as currently proposed 
and analyzed in this document. Given the very remote potential for a university of the type 
proposed, this document should have also analyzed the project without the university. This 
would be necessary for the document to be totally adequate and complete.   
 
The phasing of the Project as illustrated in Plate PD-16 is also totally unrealistic.  By allowing 
significant commercial and residential development to occur prior to development of the 
university, the analysis of impacts in this document is totally compromised.  Given the very 
speculative nature of the university, a “what if” scenario needs to be included which addresses 
the impacts of the Project without the university.  Additionally, a mitigation measure should be 
included that requires that 25% of the university complex be completed prior to more 
than 10 commercial units being issued building permits and 200 residential units being 
issued building permits for the remainder of the project. 
 
The document states that in terms of internal community design, the Project appears to be an 
excellent example of “smart growth” development…., it must also be acknowledged that the 
Project conflicts with the principles with respect to preservation of open space and proximity to 
existing developed communities. How can a project be considered “smart growth” development 
when it conflicts with some of the major foundation principles of “smart growth”, contiguous 
development and open space preservation?  Also, the remaining “smart growth” aspects of the 
project would be seriously compromised if a university is not constructed early in the project 
development, or at all. 
 
The DEIR states that the Project is inconsistent with LU-1 related to growth inducement, but that 
a General Plan Amendment is included to address this conflict.  This General Plan Amendment 
adds Policy LU-XX to the General Plan.  This policy allows for limited public water service 
beyond the Urban Policy Area/Urban Services Boundary for the 251 acres located with the 
landfill buffer.  What about sewer service?  Are all the permitted facilities going to rely on porta-
potties?  The document goes on to say that this policy is specifically intended to avoid growth-
inducing impacts but contains no explanation as to how the policy will actually do that.  It does 
avoid the conflict with the original policy, but it does not avoid growth inducing impacts.  By 
avoiding conflict with the original policy in this instance, it opens the door for future policies LU-
XXX and LU- XXXX.  As acknowledged in the document, the action of adopting this General 
Plan Amendment would set a precedent and encourage future amendments and further growth 
inducement. The Amendment cannot therefore be justified. 
 
If the Amendment is to be approved, the uses and development standards proposed for this 
area are far too general.  A Use Permit should be required for any development in this area to 
ensure it is appropriate and does not result in additional growth inducement. This should be 
considered as an additional mitigation measure. 
 
Aside from this General Plan Amendment, the project, in and of itself, will have a significant 
impact on growth inducement as indicated in the Growth Inducing Impacts Section of the DEIR. 
Yet, no mitigation is proposed.  We believe that feasible mitigation is available, and if not 
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applied, project applications to the north and south will soon appear.  Perhaps more importantly, 
the Project is proposed immediately adjacent to the Urban Services Boundary (USB).  Building 
up to the USB without providing mitigation for growth inducement beyond the USB is  
unacceptable.  While the applicant has indicated to ECOS the intention to put restrictions on the 
property east of the project, we can find no reference to this important mitigation in the 
document.  
 
Interestingly, the Summary of Impacts indicates that growth inducing impacts are less than 
significant, while the Growth Inducing Impacts Section indicates they are significant.  Obviously 
the Summary of Impacts determination of less than significant needs to be corrected and as 
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), feasible mitigation for growth 
inducing impacts applied.  
 
The DEIR identifies the project to be in conflict with the Blueprint, the MTP/SCS and the State 
Implementation Plan, as well as some General Plan policies.  ECOS believes that this 
document underestimates the seriousness of these conflicts.  The health and sustainability of 
the entire region are jeopardized as a result of these conflicts. 
 
TRANSPORTATION 
 
The transportation analysis is seriously flawed because it does not base its significance 
determinations on the project without university scenario.  As noted above, the university 
component is not realistic, and without it, many of the project characteristics that would have 
helped to reduce transportation and other impacts are not likely to occur.   
 
Two specific examples of how including the university in the transportation analysis results in 
flawed impact analyses are 1) unrealistically high non-automobile mode share, and 2) improper 
trip internalization reduction.  First, the DEIR states that a whopping 43 percent of the total 
university trips that stay within Cordova Hills will use non-automotive modes (DEIR, 16-38).  For 
comparison, the rest of Cordova Hills is expected to have a non-automotive mode share of only 
11 percent.  Without a university campus with substantial on-campus housing, the project would 
result in a much higher automotive mode share, and this must be analyzed.  Second, the DEIR 
claims that 36 percent of all vehicle trips will have their origin and destination within the project.  
Table TC-14 shows how internal trips are used in the traffic analysis to reduce the total vehicle 
trip rates.  For example, single family dwelling units are expected to generate 9.4 trip ends per 
day, but after adjusting for the internal trips, the rate is reduced to only 7.2 trips per day.  It is 
improper to apply this internalization factor because it is highly dependent on the university.  
These impacts must be analyzed, and all significance determinations must be based on these 
more realistic worst-case impacts.  Failure to do so could result in unidentified significant 
impacts, as well as impacts that are more significant than shown in the DEIR. 
 
The proposed limited transit service is not adequate to substantially reduce transportation, air 
quality, and climate change impacts.  The Transit Analysis section of the DEIR (p. 16-81) claims 
that the project meets transit demand.  However, nowhere does the DEIR disclose what the 
demand actually is.  The only specific reference to transit demand is in tables 16 and 30 of the 
Traffic Impact Study in Appendix TR-1.  However, transit demand is aggregated with bicycle and 
pedestrian demand, so it is impossible to determine if the proposed service actually meets 
transit demand, or if other options would provide better service.  For example, Sacramento 
Regional Transit (RT) has no current plans to provide service in the area, which is easy to 
understand since there are no residents in the area now.  Why didn’t the EIR evaluate the 
potential for RT or another public transit provider to provide service?  Many transit studies show 
that the need to transfer between services is a common reason that people chose to drive 
instead of taking transit.  Would the proposed transit service require purchase of a transit ticket 
(for either Cordova Hills residents or the public in general)?  Would people who work in Cordova 
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Hills but live elsewhere be required to purchase a ticket?  Would students of elementary or high 
schools be able to use transit to get to and from school?  It is important to note that the 
proposed service is very limited, with 15 minute headways only during peak commute periods 
on weekdays.  In fact, much of the proposed service is only half hour or hourly headways, which 
is not sufficient to encourage substantial transit ridership.  At a minimum, the DEIR must 
disclose what the specific transit demand projection is, the ridership assumptions relative to 
maximum capacity, and the amount of projected demand that can be satisfied by the proposed 
service.  In addition, it is important that transit service is provided as soon as residents occupy 
the project and establish transportation routines.  Therefore, the DEIR should include a 
mitigation measure that transit service becomes operational no later than completion of the first 
200 residential units. 
 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Environmental Setting 
 
Consultations with the California Native Plant Society biologist Glen Holstein Phd have raised 
concerns as to the accuracy of the opening statement that: “The dominant vegetation is non-
native grassland comprised of ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus 
hordeaceus), wild oats (Avena fatua), barley (Hordeum species), and ryegrass (Lolium 
multiflorum).”  His understanding of the literature, and his personal site visits in the past, 
suggest that this California prairie ecosystem is dominated by the native species Holocarpa 
virgata, which is not a grass (Holstein 2001).  This DEIR needs to substantially support its 
conclusions with evidence (CEQA 15064(f)(5). Dr. Holstein  further pointed out the omission of 
Sacramento General Plan policy CO-135, to protect the ecological integrity of California Prairie 
habitat, in those policies listed in 6-3 to 6-6.   The plan preparers need to include all relevant 
information and policies in order to meet a good faith effort standard for informing the public and 
decision makers about the true nature of the environmental impacts to be considered (CEQA 
15003(i) and 15151).  The development of the California prairie habitat in the project area would 
clearly violate CO-135. 
 
Wetlands and Surface Waters 
 
An important discussion and consideration of the particular vernal pools to be lost is missing from this 
environmental document.  These vernal pool resources are some of the very finest remaining examples of 
their type within the USB.   This project is not merely impacting vernal pool resources, it is impacting some 
the very highest quality pools and potentially threatening their connectivity to other vernal pool resources.  
The Recovery Plan for Vernal Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon, prepared by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, clearly identifies Cordova Hills as being within one of its highest priority 
core areas and as such is integral to attaining the goals set out in the recovery plan.  This description of the 
particular significance of these pools needs to be included in the EIR in order for it to meet its good faith 
effort standard for informing the public and decision makers about the true nature of the environmental 
impacts to be considered (CEQA 15003(i) and 15151). 
 
Given the extreme biological value of these vernal pool resources and their associated uplands, it is not 
made clear what the overall and cumulative impact of their removal will be.  Consultations with USFWS 
and the Army Corps and compliance with the requirements of their permits are presented as mitigations, 
but no effort is made to address the question of the impact of  removal of these pools, and further isolating  
those to be avoided, from the totality of the conservation effort in the Mather Core Recovery Area.  It is  
 
clear that the impact is great based on the effect this project and several others have had on the SSHCP 
and the creation of viable preserves in the Mather Core Recovery Area.  The Plan has been stuck over this 
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very issue and these very resources.  As part of a good faith effort, there needs to be a discussion of the 
significance of these vernal pool resources in terms of the process of creating viable preserves within the 
USB that have adequate size, to minimize edge effect, and connectivity, as well as a discussion of the 
problems this project has posed for the completion of the SSHCP (CEQA 15003(i) and 15151).   33% of 
the vernal pool resources in this project area are slated for destruction.   
 
As well, there remain serious concerns as to the connectivity of these vernal pool resources to potential 
vernal pool reserves to the west of Grant Line Road.  The formation of these resources west of Grant Line 
road into a preserve is as of yet unresolved, but flexibility must be retained within the Cordova Hills plan to 
allow for such connectivity if the preserve materializes, or both vernal pool complexes will be further 
isolated and have diminished viability.  A good faith effort necessitates discussion of this issue (CEQA 
15003(i) and 15151). 
 
Special Status Species 
 
The biological resource section misuses the CNDDB throughout by assuming that the data base 
is a record of absence (i.e. by assuming that if a species does not show up in the CNDDB, then 
it's not there). The CNDDB has a clear disclaimer for users on this point.  This constitutes a bad 
faith effort (CEQA 15003(i) and 15151). 
 
The abuse of the CNDDB leads to bizarre results such as the conclusion that, for example, 
there are no recorded incidences of Ferruginous Hawk within 5 miles of the project area, and no 
Golden Eagles or Northern Harriers within 10 miles, and so moderate potential for occurrences 
were provided for them despite the fact that suitable foraging habitat is available and despite the 
fact that the CNDDB is notoriously incomplete and often only has incidence listing for nesting 
birds.  The Grasshopper sparrow and Loggerhead Shrike are also given a moderate potential 
for occurrence even though suitable habitat is available and there are recorded incidences 
within five miles, the definition of high potential for occurrence provided in this EIR. There is no 
mention whatsoever of the Rough Legged Hawk that is a likely forager in this project area. 
American Badgers are listed as having low potential for occurrence despite the recorded 
incidence within 2.5 miles of the project area and the availability of suitable habitat for this 
species which has a large home range. 
 
Consultations with Glen Holstein Phd indicated some plant deficiencies as well. Tuolumne Button-celery 
(Eryngium pinnatisectum) is listed as “Not Present” despite the fact that it is known to occur in vernal pools 
and in Sacramento County (Tibor 2001), and as such its potential to occur at Cordova Hills is at least 
moderate and probably is high.  Furthermore, five rare vernal pool annual plants Dwarf Downingia, Bogg’s 
Lake Hedge Hyssop, Ahart’s Dwarf Rush, Pincushion Navarretia, and Slender Orcutt Grass are listed as 
not present at Cordova Hills because plant surveys didn’t find them.  Such vernal pool annuals may not 
appear every year, however, even though they are present as seeds undetectable by standard plant 
surveys (Holland & Jain 1981).  One such California annual, although not a vernal pool species, apparently 
survived exclusively as seeds for 102 years.  Long thought extinct, it was rediscovered when its seeds 
finally germinated (McCune 2005).  Many other examples of such rediscoveries are known in California 
although the duration of their presumed extinction is usually not a century long (Tibor 2001).  In all such 
cases soil profiles have remained intact so seeds could germinate when conditions were favorable.  There 
is at least some potential that any or all of the five rare vernal pool annuals not found by Cordova Hills plant 
surveys may exist there as seeds.  As long as the site’s natural soil conditions are intact they might 
reappear at any time.  The project’s proposal to destroy 33% of the site’s vernal pools significantly 
diminishes this possibility. 
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CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
Analysis is Flawed 
1. CalEEMod is the most appropriate and current modeling tool suitable for measuring 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from a project.  Please use CalEEMod and eliminate 
patchwork analysis. 

 
2. AQMP-2; SMAQMD 29: The Cordova Hills Master Plan requires all buildings to be 

constructed to at least 20 percent above 2008 Title 24 standards.   
 

This GHG reduction measure is specious and meaningless for any project permitted after 
2015, and nearly useless for projects built between 2012 and 2015.  Title 24 is updated 
every three years and is intended to become approximately 15 percent more stringent for 
each three year cycle. 

 
To remedy this deficiency, please revise the measure as follows: 
 
At the time of building permit issuance, buildings will be designed to be at least 20% more 
efficient than Title 24 requirements in force at the time of building permit issuance.  
Construction must start within one year of receiving building permit and construction is to be 
completed within two years of receiving building permit, or the Title 24 compliance 
demonstration must be revised relative to the updated requirements. 

 
3. AQMP-2; SMAQMD 33: The TMA is speculative and cannot be counted on for the 5 points.  

It is difficult to understand whether the proposed transit system is economically justifiable 
without reviewing the proposed financial plan in parallel with the EIR. AQMP-2; SMAQMD 
33 was too general and ECOS could find no specifics elsewhere in the EIR. 
 Will the transit system collapse due to inadequate funding?   
 Will parcels go unsold due to high cost of fees to fund transit? 
 What is guaranteed minimum level of service? 
 What is the definition of a peak-time period? 
 What are the proposed contribution rates for commercial and residential properties?  

i. How do these compare with other user-financed transit systems? 
 
4. AQMP-2; SMAQMD-99B: The entropy of the Cordova Hills project is low (LUT-3 from 

CAPCOA Quantification of GHG Measures); this is not a well-mixed project as compared to 
an urban setting; there are clearly high- medium and low density housing areas with off-site 
commercial.  It is unclear how a 25.32% VMT reduction can be claimed relative to BAU.  
The DKS analysis claimed approximately 15% VMT reduction and additional CAPCOA 
measures claimed 10.5% additional VMT reduction.  Although AQMP indicates that double 
counting was not done, it is hard to believe that the interactions between all modeled and 
estimated measures could achieve a combined 25.32% VMT reduction. 

 
5. AQMP-2; SMAQMD-99B:  Table C identifies business as usual conditions and has been 

replicated as Attachment 2.  ECOS has derived proposed project conditions using data on 
page 8 of AQ-2 and presented in the same format as Table C.  There are several notable 
comments when comparing the 2 tables: 

a. It is unclear how the 8,006 dwelling units, 7,140 K-12 students in this table relate to 
the 2.54 people per rented dwelling unit and 2.71 people per owned dwelling unit 
mesh.  ECOS has adjusted conversion factors to try and achieve 25,419 residential 
population.  What are the differences in populations? 
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b. It is unclear how the 1,583 employees in Table C relate to the 6,548 employees from 
Table 3. 

c. VMT between BAU and proposed drops 12.7% from 239 million mi/yr to 209 million 
mi/yr; Table D, page 8 indicates that the proposed VMT is 199 million miles 

i. Why is there a 10 million mile difference? (209 vs. 199) 
d. VMT/capita per day drops from 29 under BAU conditions (Attachment 1) to 26 under 

proposed project (Attachment 3), both are high numbers and will make SACOG’s 
effort to meet 2020 and 2035 goals difficult 

i. ECOS understands that attempting to assist SACOG in meeting their GHG 
reduction goals is voluntary, but the high VMT per capita calls into question 
the need for building such a large project on the urban fringe 

e. The student population stands out as a tremendous VMT and GHG reduction 
measure, yet the University is a very speculative venture 

i. Recommend splitting University students into those living on-campus vs. 
those living off-campus to highlight the VMT differences 

 
6. AQMP-2; SMAQMD-99B:  Since the proposed development of a University has become a 

very speculative item and because the on-campus student population skews VMT and GHG 
emissions to a very low per capita level, ECOS believes that the GHG analysis is flawed.  
The analysis must either include: 

a. a complete analysis of what the project would consist of without a University that 
meets or exceeds Sacramento County suite of thresholds adopted 11/3/11 or 

b. a mitigation measure that does not allow construction of Cordova Hills to start until a 
University with a built out population of 6,000 with an on-campus population that is at 
least 67% shows good faith that it intends to occupy the space.  Good faith might 
consist of [$1471] million in escrow that is forfeited to the SMAQMD for climate 
mitigation if a mutually agreed to timeline is not achieved.  Timeline developed is to 
include input from public. 

i. 100% commuter type Universities will NOT be consistent with analysis that 
indicates 67% of students live on-campus and is not a viable option 

ii. This mitigation measure must be included in AQMP-2. 
 
7. CC-1 below is not acceptable as worded.  The 5.80 efficiency metric includes the 

contribution of a very low per capita University component- say 3.8 or so.  The wording of 
CC-1 could allow the 6,000 person, GHG efficient University to be replaced by a 6,000 
person GHG average tenant thus increasing the overall emissions of the project 
tremendously. 

CC-1. The following text shall be added to the Cordova Hills SPA: All amendments to the 
SPA shall include an analysis which quantifies, to the extent practicable, the effect of the 
Amendment on greenhouse gas emissions.  The Amendment shall not increase 
greenhouse gas emissions above an average 5.80 metric tons per capita (including 
emissions from building energy usage and vehicles). 

 
8. Cordova Hills proponents indicated at a meeting with ECOS on 2/16/12 that a University will 

be built at the site or that the land will be surrendered to the County at expiration of 30-year 
agreement.  This is deferred mitigation which has been disallowed by the courts 
(Communities for A Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70. (CBE).).  
Liquidated damages (LD) must begin flowing to the SMAQMD Indirect Source program (or 
other responsible agency) by 2017 if no University with significant on-campus population 
has not been committed to.  Timelines and LD amounts need to be developed with public 
input. 

 
                                                 
1 147,000 MT/yr*$20/MT*50years = $147 million 
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Mitigation Does Not Include All Feasible Measures 
 
1. ECOS could find nothing in chapters 7, 11, 15 or AQMP-2 on water, sewer, or storm drain 

efficiency measures that might be employed by the project to reduce loads on off-site water, 
sewer or storm drain infrastructure and thus also reduce effects on climate change.   

 
Water, sewer, and storm drain infrastructure is very expensive per unit.  As an example, the 
high cost of the regional sewage treatment plant upgrade to tertiary status has been in the 
papers over the last 2 years.  The proposed high sewer hook-up fees and hefty monthly rate 
increases that correspond to the need for capital cost recovery on the sewer plant upgrade 
are very costly on a unit basis and existing customers are blanching at the proposals.  See 
http://ecosacramento.net/ClimateChange/?page_id=784 for more information.   
 
In many cases efficiency improvements at the loads (in this case Cordova Hills (CH)) can be 
achieved at a lower unit cost than upgrading infrastructure.   
 
Because of the disconnect between the economics of supply and demand of commodities 
(water, sewer and storm), please evaluate above-and-beyond-code water, sewer and storm 
drain efficiency measures such as: 

 gray water 
 local scalping plants: (i.e. small plants that take sewage and treat it to recycled water 

standards and distribute locally) 
o with recycled water to serve non-potable needs 

 low-impact storm water management 
 water efficiency in new development (would above and beyond Green Code Tier 2 

water efficiency measures be cost effective?) 
 exemplary effort to keep storm water out of sanitary sewer system 

 
By NOT including water, sewer and storm drain efficiency improvement measures in the project 
design that are similar to the unit cost of infrastructure, the project is unknowingly forcing utility 
providers to pass along unnecessary costs to existing ratepayers in the form of unnecessary 
infrastructure.  The ratepayers of the County cannot keep being tapped for higher monthly fees 
when lower unit cost alternatives such as on-site efficiency can be employed to societies (i.e. 
rate payers) advantage.   
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
As referenced in the preceding sections, this document is deficient in numerous areas.  The 
most basic flaw is associated with the project description, which includes a 6,000 student self-
contained university that is unlikely to ever materialize, at least in the form described, making 
the project description totally unrealistic.  By including this hypothetical university the entire 
analysis is biased, does not represent the project, and therefore is flawed.  In order for this 
document to be accurate and complete, the project needs to be analyzed without the university. 
 
Additionally, we do not believe the necessary findings and statements of overriding 
considerations can be defensibly made to approve this project.  There is no substantial 
evidence in the record that a self-contained 6,000 student university will ever exist at this 
location.  Given these considerations, the DEIR should be redrafted and recirculated for public 
review. 
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If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact Ron Maertz 
ronmaertz@surewest.net for land use, Sean Wirth wirthsoscranes@yahoo.com for biological 
resources, Keith Roberts keithroberts@aol.com for climate change or Peter Christensen 
ecospeter@me.com for transportation. 
 
Yours very truly, 
 

 
 
 
Attachments 
Attachment 1 – SACOG Letter 
Attachments 2 & 3 – Climate Change Excel Spreadsheets 
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AQ-2 Table C: Estimate of BAU VMTs calculated
Land Use  Units Convers

ion
People Trips/Day

2
VMT/Trip
2

VMT/Day/
Unit

 Daily 
Trips

 Daily VMT  Annual VMTs  Annual 
VMTs

 Daily 
VMT

Single Family1 5,340 1.59 8,464 7.55 6.57 49.6 40,323 264,778 84,728,960 264,883
Multifamily1 2,666 1.59 4,226 6.68 6.05 40.4 17,806 107,730 34,473,600 107,744
Elementary 3,023 1.00 3,023 1.54 8 12.3 4,655 37,243 11,917,760 37,243
Junior High 1,373 1.00 1,373 1.54 8 12.3 2,114 16,915 5,412,800 16,915
High School 2,744 1.00 2,744 1.54 7.65 11.8 4,226 32,327 10,344,640 32,327
University 6,000 0.67 4,002 2.38 7.48 17.8 14,280 106,743 34,157,760 106,814
Park 98 1.00 98 3.32 7.48 24.8 325 2,430 777,600 2,434
Racquetball 37 1.00 37 3.32 7.47 24.8 122 909 290,880 918
Quality Rest. 111 1.00 111 21.47 7.58 162.7 2,375 18,006 5,761,920 18,064
Sit Down Rest 34 1.00 34 21.47 7.47 160.4 730 5,457 1,746,240 5,453
Fast Food 25 1.00 25 21.47 7.48 160.6 526 3,932 1,258,240 4,015
Hotel 200 1.00 200 21.47 7.48 160.6 4,294 32,098 10,271,360 32,119
Discount Store 70 1.00 70 21.47 7.37 158.2 1,503 11,076 3,544,320 11,076
Home Imp Store 85 1.00 85 21.47 7.37 158.2 1,825 13,450 4,304,000 13,450
Strip Mall 257 1.00 257 21.47 7.37 158.2 5,522 40,698 13,023,360 40,666
Supermarket 163 1.00 163 21.47 7.37 158.2 3,495 25,760 8,243,200 25,792
Gas Station 12 1.00 12 21.47 7.37 158.2 258 1,899 607,680 1,899
Bank 41 1.00 41 21.47 7.37 158.2 884 6,518 2,085,760 6,488
Office 135 1.00 135 3.32 8.53 28.3 450 3,832 1,226,240 3,823
Office Park 175 1.00 175 3.32 8.98 29.8 581 5,217 1,669,440 5,217
Movie 43 1.00 43 21.47 7.47 160.4 912 6,821 2,182,720 6,896
Transit Hub 6 1.00 6 3.32 10.73 35.6 20 214 68,480 214
Flex Residential Overlay 91 1.00 91 3.32 7.37 24.5 301 2,216 709,120 238,806,080 2,227
Total 25,415 107,528 746,269 238,805,921 746,677
1Trips/Day and VMT/Trips from URBEMIS except for Residential which is from SACOG - 2035 Sacram 29.4
2.54/du for rentals, 2.71 for owner occupied from Project Description VMT/capita-day 320 d/yr

25419
19,830 21379 Res pop, PD p1-27
21,379 4040 University on-campus pop; PD p1-27
-1,549 6548 employees, AQMP-2, Table 3

1,583 employees??
7,140 K-12
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     ! ! ! 
717 K Street, Suite 529    
Sacramento, Ca. 95814     
916-447-4956       
www.swainsonshawk.org     

February 22, 2012

Catherine Hack, Director
County of Sacramento DERA
827 -7th  Street, 220
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Comments of the Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk, Inc. on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for Cordova Hills  (Control Number 208-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142)

Dear Ms Hack:

FOSH is a volunteer group providing grassroots advocacy for wildlife and habitat in the Central 
Valley. We, along with others, have major concerns about the pending Application to County of 
Sacramento to develop 2,669  acres along Grant Line Road east of Rancho Cordova. We concur 
in the comments already submitted by the Environmental Council of Sacramento and the 
California Native Plant Society.

The EIR determines that the Project will require 2,231 acres of mitigation to compensate for the 
loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, using the County’s mitigation program, another 
mitigation plan acceptable to CDFG, or the South Sacramento County Habitat Conservation 
Plan, if it has been approved.  The other 438 acres of project area are avoided areas that the EIR 
claims will retain their foraging value after the project is completed.  We have a number of 
concerns with the analysis and the mitigation measures as presented in the DEIR.

These comments will focus on the Swainson’s Hawk impact analysis and mitigation.  However, 
we also have concerns about the environmental impacts of the timing and location of 
development approvals  in Sacramento County for which the necessary infrastructure has not 
been assured.  

We completely agree with the EIR’s determination that all of the land within the project area is 
Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat and that the appropriate mitigation ratio for this area would be 
1:1 for loss of foraging habitat. 

1
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Improper Reliance on CNDDB.
The EIR relies on CNDDB to identify species presence.  CNDDB records are poorly maintained, 
out of date, and are therefore not complete and often underestimate species presence and recent 
nesting behavior.  

CNDDB is not intended to provide definitive data for purposes of CEQA review of a project.  
The CNDDB webpage says:

“. . .we cannot and do not portray the CNDDB as an exhaustive and comprehensive 
inventory of all rare species and natural communities statewide. Field verification for 
the presence or absence of sensitive species will always be an important obligation of 
our customers.”   (http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/cnddb_info.asp)

CNDDB is a first stop for biological assessment, indicating where likely rare plants and animals 
may be found. When assessing Swainson’s Hawk impacts, DERA should consult directly with 
CDFG to determine how well the area has been surveyed in the past, and include all data 
available at CDFG, not just what is reported in the CNDDB. 

In the attached email from CDFG’s CNDDB manager, Brian Acord, dated September 15, 2011, 
more information is provided about the backlog in updating the database with nesting site 
information.  Mr. Acord notes:  “. . .we currently have 418 unprocessed source documents for 
Swainson's hawk in the state.”  He also notes that these records could be nests, perched or flying 
birds.

In the case of Swainson’s Hawk records, the County had access to recent, high quality data 
commissioned by the Cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova as well as the Department of Fish 
and Game.  Much of this data had been incorporated into the planning for the South Sacramento 
County Habitat Conservation Plan and is represented on maps we are submitting with our 
comments.

The DEIR Ignores Important Available Biological Data on the Swainson’s Hawk

The EIR is deficient in identifying the location of nesting Swainson’s Hawks in relationship to 
the project site.  Nor has it made a good faith effort to survey the site for Swainson’s Hawk 
nesting territories.

Attached you will find several maps of Swainson’s Hawk nesting sites.   The map titled “Range 
of the Swainson’s Hawk in the SSHCP Plan Area” was produced by the South Sacramento 
County Habitat Conservation Plan staff and shows nesting territories known to the County 
through the CNNDB, and the surveys conducted for the Cities of Elk Grove and Rancho 
Cordova by Estep Biological Consulting.  Measuring distances using the legend of distances on 
the Map, the Map shows at least three active SWH nests within one mile of the Project site, and 
many nesting territories within five and ten miles of the Project site. 

2
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We also include Figure 10 of Estep Environmental Consulting. 2006. The distribution, 
abundance, and habitat associations of Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni) in the City of 
Rancho Cordova Planning Area. (Prepared for the City of Rancho Cordova, CA.)  This map 
confirms the siting documented in the SSHCP map.

We also attach a map prepared for FOSH by a volunteer which places the project site on the 
SSCHCP map and places circles around the nearest nesting territories on the map.  The attached 
map shows yellow and purple dots representing known nesting territories identified by County of 
Sacramento SSCHCP staff in preparation of the attached map “Range of Swainson’s Hawk in the 
SSHCP Plan Area.”  These include recent surveys done by Cities of Elk Grove and Rancho 
Cordova. Nesting sites close to the project are indicated with colored circles showing one 
(orange), two (yellow) and three (blue) mile radii circles around each nest site.  Our map 
indicates that there are two known nesting sites quite close (within a mile) to the northwest 
corner of the project area, one within a mile of the southwest project boundary, one within a mile 
of the southeast project boundary and several others within 1 to 3 miles of the project.

These documents amply demonstrate that the EIR is deficient in identifying known nesting 
territories proximate to the project site and therefore the likely intensity of use of the site for 
foraging habitat as well as the likelihood of nesting activity within the project area.  

The poor Biological Assessment in the EIR does not give public and decision-makers a 
reasonably accurate picture of the impact of the project on Swainson’s Hawks and other 
raptors.  

Potential direct and cumulative impacts on the species range and reproductive activity
should be identified, including but not limited to the following:

a) potential impacts on reproductive activity in nesting sites and nesting success within two 
miles

b)  potential impacts on reproductive activity and nesting success of other nesting sites 
within 2 - 5 miles;

c) cumulative impacts due to urbanization of foraging lands already permitted by the Cities 
of Rancho Cordova and Elk Grove and the County of Sacramento.

d) potential impacts on survivability of fledged juveniles from these nesting sites as well as 
potential impacts on the adequacy of nourishment of SWH needed to provide thestrength and 
energy required to survive the annual SWH Fall migration. (Undernourished birds, especially 
undernourished first-year birds, are unlikely to survive the rigors of long-distance migration to 
central Mexico and southward)

e) the potential for the project to “take” Swainson’s Hawks, thus necessitating an incidental 
take permit from the Department of Fish and Game.

What are the risks of take from the project and how will the project mitigate these risks of 
take to less than significant?
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Measures to Reduce Take Are Inadequate

The EIR mitigation measure to reduce take is unnecessarily vague and defers mitigation to an 
unknown future time.  CEQA does not permit deferred mitigation.  DERA should have standard 
language from DFG on these measures. In this case DERA did not set any minimum standard to 
meet the "mitigation below a level of significance" standard required of the lead agency. Instead,
it defers the required mitigation on to DFG at some future time. We recommend the following 
language:

In order to avoid take  of nesting raptors (including Swainson's hawks), a pre-
construction raptor nest survey shall be conducted within 15 days prior to the 
beginning of construction activities by a California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) approved biologist in order to identify active nests in the project site 
vicinity. The results of the survey shall be submitted to CDFG. If active nests are 
found, a quarter-mile (1320 feet) initial temporary nest disturbance buffer shall 
be established.  If project related activities within the temporary nest disturbance 
buffer are determined to be necessary during the nesting season, then an on-site 
biologist/monitor experienced with raptor behavior shall be retained by the 
project proponent to monitor the nest, and shall along with the project proponent, 
consult with the CDFG to determine the best course of action necessary to avoid 
nest abandonment or take of individuals.  Work may be allowed to proceed within 
the temporary nest disturbance buffer if raptors are not exhibiting agitated 
behavior such as defensive flights at intruders, getting up from a brooding 
position, or flying off the nest.  The designated on-site biologist/monitor shall be 
on-site daily if necessary while construction related activities are taking place 
and shall have the authority to stop work if raptors are exhibiting agitated 
behavior.  In consultation with the CDFG and depending on the behavior of the 
raptors, over time it may be determined that the on-site biologist/monitor may no 
longer be necessary due to the raptors’ acclimation to construction related 
activities.    

The Presumption That Avoided Areas Are Deemed to Remain Foraging Habitat is 
Unsupported by Substantial Evidence; County Should Seek DFG Guidance

We have reviewed the DEIR discussion of avoided areas and the analysis of whether the avoided 
areas retain their foraging habitat value.  The EIR concludes that 438 acres of the avoided area 
will not lose its Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat value. 

This conclusion is unsupported. Review of the Project map shows that the large contiguous 298 
acres of avoided area is largely surrounded by intensive urban development, with the exceptions 
of two corridors at the northern and southern ends opening onto adjacent undeveloped areas 
(grassland). Portions of the avoided area within the project site are quite narrow. Normally, 
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raptors are reluctant to forage on lands adjacent to, or surrounded by, intensive urban uses.  For 
that reason, it appears that a large portion of the 298-acre avoided area within the project would 
seldom or never be used by SWH.  

The DEIR  states that two multi-purpose trails will be constructed through the primary avoidance 
area, and roads will also cross the avoidance area.  These impacts will further reduce the SWH 
foraging value of the avoidance area

CDFG should be asked to make a determination of the amount of the avoided area that would be 
significantly impacted by adjacent intensive urban development, and accordingly recalculate the 
SWH habitat that would remain usable by SWH in the avoided areas within the project at build-
out of the planned urban development. There is no evidence that such analysis has been done in 
the preparation of the draft EIR.

There is no evidence that the adjacent undeveloped areas connected to the planned avoided areas 
will remain undeveloped in perpetuity or that they will forever be managed in a manner which 
does not compromise or eliminate SWH foraging value.  The fact that some the adjacent 
undeveloped area is outside the Urban Service Boundary does not mean that the adjacent 
undeveloped area will forever remain outside the USB.  The County has already initiated a 
process to expand the Urban Service Boundary in Natomas Basin, and nothing prevents the 
County from expanding the Urban Service Boundary beyond Cordova Hills in the future. 
Nothing prevents the County from rezoning the adjacent undeveloped areas to small-parcel 
agricultural-residential uses outside the Urban Service Boundary.

Please explain how the avoided area will be managed to retain Swainson's Hawk foraging 
habitat?   Currently, cattle grazing prevents dense overgrowth of weeds that impede SWH 
foraging access.  Will cattle grazing be continued? 

What measure will be taken to minimize the “edge effect” of adjacent intensive urban 
development on SWH foraging habitat in the avoided areas?   What will be the vegetative cover?  

Experience with open spaces next to other development projects has shown that unless human 
access is controlled – and enforced - the avoided areas will very likely be used by residents for 
bicycling (both on-trail and uncontrolled off-trail), running of dogs, kite flying, jogging, and 
other recreational activities. 

How will human or canine (dogs) access be allowed or controlled? 

Will there be bicycle or pedestrian trails within the avoided area in addition to the two trails 
mentioned in the DEIR?

What entity will be responsible for managing the avoided areas, and how will it be funded?
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How will the existing undeveloped condition of adjacent lands connected to the “avoided area” 
be ensured in perpetuity?

Mitigation Measure BR-4 is inadequate because it incorrectly assumes that 438 acres of 
Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat in the project area will retain all its foraging value after 
project development and because it assumes that a conservation easement on 36 acres on the 
eastern and southeastern sides of the project area can mitigate for loss of  36 acres within the 
project area.  There is no evidence that California Department of Fish and Game concurs with 
this measure as mitigating the project impacts to less than significant.

Project creates detrimental effects of prematurely committing more land to urbanization 
than can be absorbed.

There is a good likelihood that approval of the Cordova Hills would result in the premature 
commitment of more land to urbanization than can be absorbed. The fact that water and other 
urban services are not guaranteed for the project further complicates the potential environmental 
impacts of premature approvals for urbanization. The EIR must analyze and disclose the 
environmental impacts of such a scenario.

Sacramento County staff, in response to proposals to greatly expand the County Urban
Policy Area in its General Plan Update, addressed that issue in a staff report which
recommended against the oversized expansion of the County Urban Policy Area. The
County staff listed potential undesirable outcomes as follows:

1. Leapfrog development pressure;
2. Imbalance in focus between revitalizing the existing mature communities
creating and serving new neighborhoods;
3. Unintended consequences to the partially built-out planned communities and
if newer areas out-compete for buyers;
4. Inefficient extension of infrastructure and public services resulting in higher
operating costs.
5. Pressure to approve uses that provide near term economic benefits to the
developer over a long-term economically sustainable mix of land uses;
6. Impacts to the proposed SSCHCP and to the Connector expressway;
7. Difficulty in meeting State mandates related to climate change initiatives.

A copy of the Sacramento County County's Staff Report (Agenda for 10/13/10, 2030 General 
Plan Update: Adoption Hearings) with relevant pages 6 - 11, is attached.  

The EIR needs to consider the likelihood of occurrence of each of these potential scenarios and 
the potential environmental consequences, including the physical effects of potential urban decay 
that may result from prematurely committing more land to urbanization than can be absorbed.  
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CEQA requires that the EIR describe the environmental effects of potential urban decay 
that could result from urban development that could foreseeably result from approval of 
the SOI.

CEQA requires an EIR to disclose and analyze the potential environmental effects of potential 
urban decay that could result from approval of a project. See Bakersfield citizens for Local 
Control v City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1204-1213.   Bakersfield Citizens, 
and other cases cited therein, dealt with potential urban decay that could result from permitting 
of a major new shopping center where project approval would foreseeably create oversupply of 
retail capacity beyond market demand, potentially leading  to the closure of other retail outlets in 
the area, resulting urban decay that may have physical effects on the environment.  The 
“shopping center” situation of Bakersfield Citizens and the cases cited therein is very analogous 
to the effects of approving Cordova Hills in a region which is suffering from the detrimental  
effects of a huge oversupply of vacant housing and retail.  The Sacramento region is nationally 
recognized as a foreclosure “hot spot” with thousands of new or foreclosed homes remaining 
unsold on the market.   

Current real estate sales are often at prices which are less than the cost of new construction.  The 
construction of yet more homes and commercial property on a market suffering from gross 
oversupply could lead to urban decay and the accompanying physical environmental effects of 
urban decay, existing homes remain unsold and deteriorate, or are purchased as rentals by 
absentee landlords who may neglect maintenance and appearance.  Local municipal revenues 
have drastically declined already due to the collapse of home and retail values, leading to major 
reductions in the staff and budgets of those agencies charged with maintaining parks, sanitation, 
drainage, and other functions which physically affect the environment. 

Won’t the approval of the proposed Cordova Hills development compete with existing 
development and invariably worsen the market for housing and retail activity within the existing 
urban area, increase the current housing and retail vacancy amount within the existing urban 
area, and potentially cause yet more urban decay.

Please keep us informed regarding the availability of a recirculated DEIR, or FEIR,  future 
public review of the proposed application, and public hearings.   Thank you for this opportunity 
to comment.

Judith Lamare, Ph.D. President,   
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk
916-447-4956

REFERENCES ATTACHED
Map of Swainson’s Hawk range, South Sacramento County Habitat Conservation Plan
Figure 10, Estep Environmental Consulting. 2006. The distribution, abundance, and habitat 
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associations of Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni) in the City of Rancho Cordova 
Planning Area. (Prepared for the City of Rancho Cordova, CA.)

Detail Map of Swainson’s Hawk nesting territories produced by FOSHEmail from Brian 
Acord dated September 15, 2011, about CNDDB

        Sacramento County County's staff report (Agenda for 10/13/10, 2030 General Plan Update 
     Adoption Hearings) with relevant pages 6 – 11
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Unknown 

From: Maulit. Justin

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2012 8:37 AM

To: Hocker. Lauren

Subject: FW: Cordova Hills Project (Control Number: 2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142)

Page 1 of 2

9/19/2012

  
  
From: Kennedy, Donald [mailto:DLKn@pge.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2012 11:46 AM 
To: DERA (Web Page) 
Subject: Cordova Hills Project (Control Number: 2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142) 
  
Dear Sacramento County Environmental Coordinator, 
  
Thank you for giving PG&E the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Availability for the 
Cordova Hills project (Control Number: 2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142).  PG&E has the following 
comments to offer. 
  
PG&E operates and maintains a 115kV electric transmission tower line within the project boundaries.  
Land use is restricted around PG&E's facilities and within PG&E's easement area.  To promote the safe 
and reliable maintenance and operation of utility facilities, the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) has mandated specific clearance requirements between utility facilities and surrounding objects 
or construction activities.  One of PG&E's concerns is for continued access to its facilities with heavy 
equipment for maintenance and repair work.  Another is for adequate ground clearance from the 
overhead electrical wires as set forth in California Public Utilities Commission General Order No. 95 for 
the proposed improvements.  To ensure compliance with these standards, project proponents should 
coordinate with PG&E early in the development of their project plans. Any proposed development plans 
should provide for unrestricted utility access and prevent encroachments that might impair the safe and 
reliable maintenance and operation of PG&E’s facilities.  
  
The project proponent for the Cordova Hills project will need to work closely with PG&E in obtaining a "No 
Objection" letter for their project prior to any final approvals are granted by the County or prior to any 
construction activities taking place around PG&E's high voltage facilities.  The project proponent shall 
work closely with PG&E to minimize potential impacts to existing utilities.  Improvement plans should be 
sent to me at the address in my signature block below, and the plans should show the following 
information to be submitted for PG&E's review and approval: 
  
 PG&E’s Easement Area in Relation to Project Area 
 Tower Structures 
 Wire Shots to determine Wire Heights should their be significant cuts or fills 
 Grading Plans (Existing & Proposed) 
 Landscape and Lighting Plan 
 Any proposed crossings/encroachments within PG&E's Easement area 
  
Any potential conflicts shall be identified as soon as possible because facility relocation’s require long 
lead times and are not always feasible, the requesting party should be encouraged to consult with PG&E 
as early in their planning stages as possible.  The requestor will be responsible for the costs associated 
with the relocation of PG&E electric transmission facilities to accommodate the proposed improvements.  
  
Relocations of PG&E’s electric transmission facilities (50,000 volts and above) could also require formal 
approval from the California Public Utilities Commission.  If required, this approval process could take up 
to two years to complete.  Proponents with development plans which could affect such electric 
transmission facilities should be referred to PG&E for additional information and assistance in the 
development of their project schedules. 
  

Cordova Hills FEIR: Comment Letters 75 of 128

resourceroom
Text Box
LETTER 10



There appears to be residential and road improvements within the vicinity of PG&E's tower line.  Below are a few 
examples of restrictions within PG&E's Electric Transmission Line Easements, but shall not be limited to the 
following: 
  
 Buildings, Structures, and Wells are prohibited within PG&E's Easement area. This includes, but not limited to 
trash enclosures and block walls.  
 Any and all light fixtures located within PG&E's easement area shall not exceed a maximum height of 15 feet 
above grade, and shall be located a minimum horizontal clearance of 15 feet from the conductor's at rest. 
 No grading cuts or fills are allowed within PG&E's easement area without prior written approval from PG&E.  
 With regards to the placement and height of trees, within PG&E Electric Transmission Line Easement, the Project 
Proponent shall follow the standards as provided in Right-of-Way Diagram in the attached link (you may have to 
cut and paste the link): http://selectree.calpoly.edu/utilityTree_zones2.lasso.  Any deviations from these standards 
shall be approved by PG&E's Vegetation Management Department. 
 There are restrictions when operating any equipment or tools in the proximity to the tower line. You must not 
erect, handle, or operate any such equipment or tools, closer to any of PG&E's overhead high-voltage electric 
conductors than the minimum clearances set forth in the High-Voltage Electrical Safety Orders of the California 
Division of Industrial Safety, but in no event closer than 13 feet.  
 General Order No. 95 of the California Public Utilities Commission sets forth certain clearance requirements for 
the construction and operation of electric lines. Therefore, you must control your excavations and digging, 
including spoils, in such a manner as not to decrease the ground-to-conductor clearance below thirty feet. 
  
Continued development will have a cumulative impact on PG&E’s gas systems and may require on-site and off-
site additions and improvements to the facilities which supply these services.  Because utility facilities are 
operated as an integrated system, the presence of an existing gas transmission or distribution facility does not 
necessarily mean the facility has capacity to connect new loads.  Expansion of distribution and transmission lines 
and related facilities is a necessary consequence of growth and development.  In addition to adding new 
distribution feeders, the range of gas system improvements needed to accommodate growth may include 
regulator stations, odorizer stations, valve lots, distribution and transmission lines.   
  
We would like to recommend that environmental documents for your proposed project include adequate 
evaluation of cumulative impacts to utility systems, the utility facilities needed to serve the project and any 
potential environmental issues associated with extending utility service, and any possible relocations. This will 
assure the projects compliance with CEQA and reduce potential delays to the project schedule.  
  
PG&E request’s that the County and/or developers dedicate a standard 12.5 foot Public Utility Easement for 
underground facilities and appurtenances adjacent to all public ways, private drives and/or Irrevocable Offer of 
Dedication.   
  
Gas service may be available to the area if desired. The project proponent should contact PG&E’s Service 
Planning Department at (800) 743-5000 as soon as possible to coordinate construction with their project so as not 
to delay the project. We would also appreciate being copied on future correspondence as these various projects 
develop. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Donny Kennedy 
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 
343 Sacramento Street  
Auburn, CA  95603 
Internal: (8) 732-5089 
External: (530) 889-5089 
Fax: (530) 889-3392 
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February 22, 2012 
 
Sacramento County Environmental Coordinator 
Division of Environmental Review and Assessment 
827 7th Street, Room 220 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Subject:  Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Cordova Hills Master Plan 
 
Dear Sacramento County Environmental Coordinator:   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DEIR.  The Cordova Hills 
Master Plan has many positive aspects that will enhance the internal livability for its 
residents. For example, the compact design for mixed uses shown in the plan is 
especially demonstrated by Figure 6.9 where nearly all residential areas are within ½ 
mile of retail and entertainment facilities in the “flex commercial” districts.  Such 
proximity will make walking and bicycling very attractive modes of transportation.  
However, the project’s great distance from existing development and 
infrastructure makes its external connections to the regional circulation 
system problematic, of uncertain timing, and expensive for local governments 
to accommodate.   
 
Throughout the DEIR and the underlying Master Plan, the terminology used for 
bicycle facilities is inconsistent and confusing.  Both documents should follow 
Caltrans’ definitions for bikeways which are Class I off-street “bicycle paths”, Class II 
“bicycle lanes” striped on streets, and Class III “bicycle routes” which do not have 
striped lanes but have signage and pavement markings to alert vehicle operators to 
the presence of bicyclists.  This terminology should be corrected in multiple locations 
in the documents including pages 1-29, 1-31, and 16-36 of the DEIR and pages 6-
32, 6-33, and 6-34 of the Master Plan. For example, page 1-29 and Plate PD-18 of 
the DEIR should specify and distinguish clearly between Class I paths and on-street 
Class II lanes.  The documents should also acknowledge that other roadway 
treatments beyond the above 3-level classification are available to further protect 
bicyclists in special situations (see the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide at 
http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/). 
 
DEIR page 16-26 states the 3 significance criteria used to assess impacts to 
bicyclists and pedestrians; according to the 3rd criterion, an impact is significant if it 
would “result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists . . . including bicycle/pedestrian, [or] 
bicycle/motor vehicle . . . conflict.”  When judging unsafe conditions, we must 
envision bicyclists of all ages and abilities, from middle-school students to 
grandparents, and how they would negotiate planned bicycle facilities and crossings. 
The following paragraphs describe unsafe and hazardous conditions for 
bicyclists that therefore constitute significant adverse impacts of the project. 

S A C R A M E N T O  A R E A  B I C Y C L E  A D V O C A T E S  
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Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEVs)  
NEVs will be allowed to use Class II bicycle lanes along approximately 4 miles of the 2 major 
east-west arterials within the project (see Master Plan Figure 6-7).  These 2 arterials constitute 
the sole vehicular access links between the Town Center in the west and the major residential 
areas to the east.  The NEVs will be allowed in the bike lanes because vehicular speed limits on 
these arterial segments are planned to be 45 mph, excessive for legal NEV operation.  NEVs 
typically operate at 25 – 35 mph while utilitarian bicyclists commonly travel at 8 – 12 mph.  
Clearly the NEVs will present a hazard for bicyclists when they overtake a bicyclist silently from 
behind in a bike lane at much greater speed.  The greater weight and size of NEVs will make 
collisions with bicyclists as dangerous as with motor vehicles.  Furthermore, the 8-ft width of the 
shared NEV/bike lanes will make them easily mistaken for vehicle travel lanes, thus requiring 
protective measures to keep vehicles out of them. Therefore, NEV use of the Class II bike 
lanes along these arterials is a significant adverse impact of the project on bicyclists.  
 
Project proponents have suggested that bicyclists fearful of sharing bike lanes with NEVs can 
instead use the Class I bicycle paths planned to parallel these arterial segments.  These Class I 
paths are described in the DEIR and Master Plan as “multi-use trails” that will be shared with 
pedestrians.  These trails will be attractive to casual recreational bicyclists but will not be useful 
to utilitarian bike riders who desire to ride directly and efficiently for several miles or more to 
locations for shopping, jobs, schools, and other community facilities.  
 
We request that the DEIR evaluate possible solutions (i.e. appropriate mitigation) to this 
hazardous bicycle/NEV conflict including 1) reducing the speed limit on these arterials to 35 
mph, 2) demarcating separate NEV and bicycle lanes with protective buffers between them, and 
3) allowing NEVs to use the vehicular traffic lanes.  
 
Design of Arterial Intersections.  
Class I bicycle paths will parallel the 2 main east-west arterials through approximately 10 
intersections.  The DEIR and the Master Plan do not describe the design of these intersections 
or the designs of the Class I paths where they cross side streets.  Plate TC-3 of the DEIR shows 
that some of these intersections will be signaled and some will be roundabouts. Both signaled 
traditional intersections and roundabouts can be hazardous for bicyclists on the Class I paths 
because of interactions with vehicular traffic signaling, traffic movement patterns through 
planned roundabouts, pedestrian movements, and the on-street Class II bike lanes. Until such 
designs are specified and can be reviewed by experienced bicycle planners, these intersections 
should be regarded as hazardous to bicyclists and pedestrians.  The arterial intersections 
therefore pose significant adverse impacts of the project on bicyclists.  
 
Connections to External Bicycle Facilities.   
Figure 6.1 of the Master Plan describes transportation-mode alternatives for the project.  The 
“service radius” for bicyclists is said to be only up to 3-mile radius and the figure also fails to 
acknowledge that bicyclists may want to use bicycle trips to access jobs; elsewhere the DEIR 
describes the main Rancho Cordova employment center as approximately 7 miles to the west, a 
relatively comfortable ride for a moderately experienced bicyclist to work locations with 
supportive facilities for bicyclists (secure parking, showers, etc.).   
 
Hazardous bike riding conditions increase with widths of streets (i.e. crossing distances), 
volume and speed of traffic, and complexity of intersection configurations (e.g. numbers and 
timing of left turn and right turn lanes). Such intersections must be considered barriers to bicycle 
travel for the average rider. The DEIR does not assess hazards to bicyclists in trying to 
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cross Grant Line Road at its intersection with Chrysanthy Boulevard or at the 
intersections of Grant Line Road with the project’s North Loop Road and University 
Boulevard.  Until such designs are specified and reviewed by experienced bicycle planners, 
these primary crossing points for accessing Rancho Cordova must be regarded as hazardous to 
bicyclists and therefore a significant impact of the project.  
 
Widening of Intersections in Project Vicinity. 
The DEIR’s Traffic Analysis identifies significant impacts of the project on many intersections 

and road segments in the vicinity of the project caused by traffic generated by the project.  At 23 
of these intersections and segments, the DEIR recommends mitigation measures that include 
constructing additional traffic lanes (up to 6 lanes in some cases).  The DEIR should 
acknowledge that each of these lane additions will increase the hazards for bicycle riders using 
those intersections or segments because of increased crossing widths, increased vehicle 
speeds and volumes, and increased complexity of traffic movements.  Therefore, these lane 
additions should be considered significant adverse impacts of the project.  The DEIR 
should further acknowledge that additional mitigation measures to protect bicyclists will be 
needed (see the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide at http://nacto.org/cities-for-
cycling/design-guide/ for descriptions of intersection treatments to protect bicyclists).  
 
SABA works to ensure that bicycling is safe, convenient, and desirable for everyday 
transportation. Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, most energy efficient, 
and least congesting form of transportation 
 
Thank you for considering our comments.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Tricia Hedahl 
Executive Director 
 
 
 
 
 
CC: Glenda Marsh, Chair of Sacramento City-County Bicycle Advisory Committee Chair 
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Management & Recycling 

Paul Philleo, Director 

 

 

 

 

County of 

Sacramento 

Steven C. Szalay, Interim County Executive 

Paul J. Hahn,  Administrator 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To:   Lauren Hocker, Department of Environmental Review and Assessment 

 

From:  Dave Ghirardelli, Department of Waste Management & Recycling 

 

Date:  February 21, 2012 

 

Subject: DWMR comments on Cordova Hills DEIR  

 

The Sacramento County Department of Waste Management and Recycling (DWMR), which 

owns the Kiefer Landfill adjacent to the proposed project, has reviewed the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report and have the following comments: 

 

Odors.  

 

On page 5-36 the DEIR states “As landfill gas is a major source of odor from a landfill, the 

active extraction of gases for use in generating electricity is an effective form of limiting 

odors. Given all of the foregoing – with particular emphasis on the ability of the gas 

extraction system to reduce the potency and density of landfill odor – and the mitigation 

incorporated below, odor impacts are not expected to be substantial, and impacts are less 

than significant.” DWMR disagrees with this statement. 

 

The landfill gas (LFG) collection system at Kiefer landfill will not reduce the Cordova Hills 

project’s odor impacts (bringing sensitive receptors into such close proximity to Kiefer 

landfill) to the level of less than significant. LFG collection system reductions in odor are 

ancillary, as clearly stated on the website referenced, and generally occur on closed sections 

of a landfill where an LFG system is installed.  

 

Kiefer landfill generates odors primarily from unloading and spreading municipal solid 

waste and from unloading and processing greenwaste. The LFG collection system does not 

reduce those odors at all. Additionally, as the landfill is constructed, the odor generating 

operations will be closer to the Cordova Hills project. This is described in the Project 

Description chapter of the Certified (1998) Kiefer Landfill Final Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Report (Kiefer EIR).  

 

The Cordova Hills project will bring sensitive receptors into close proximity to these 

operations and doing so is a significant impact and requires additional mitigation on 

the part of the Cordova Hills project. 
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Aesthetics.  

 

On page 3-2 the DEIR states “…the property to the south is visually dominated by the 

Kiefer landfill.” Kiefer landfill is currently constructing Module 3 of the 10 modules 

approved by the Kiefer EIR in 1998. Module three is approximately 4,000 feet from the 

Sports Park and 4,500 feet from the Living and Learning zone of the campus. Module 3 is 

currently being constructed at 100 to 150 feet elevation above MSL, approximately.  

 

During approximately 2025 to 2035, module 5 (of 10) will be constructed approximately 

1,700 feet from the Sports Park and 2,200 feet from the Living and Learning zone of the 

campus and to an elevation of 325 feet above MSL. 

  

To understand the visual impacts of the Cordova Hills project, a “Kiefer landfill viewer 

group (viewpoint 6)” should be included in the Impacts and Analysis section of the 

Aesthetics chapter of the DEIR. The vantage should be taken from the Living and Learning 

area of campus or from the Sports Park and show the view residents of the campus or users 

of the park will have when Module 5 is being constructed. The Cordova Hills project 

will have significant aesthetic impacts that will require mitigation. 

  

Mitigation. 

 

DWMR maintains that, at a minimum, mitigation is necessary in the form of Restrictive 

Covenants, or some similar mechanism, recorded in perpetuity on deeds for all parcels 

created in the Cordova Hills Special Planning Area, stating that property owners 

acknowledge the preexistence and proximity of the Kiefer Landfill and release rights to 

seek corrective action to nuisances. Additionally, the Cordova Hills project must establish 

financial mechanisms to pay for responses to the inevitably increased number of 

complaints. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. Please contact me at 875-4557 if 

you have any additional questions.  
 

C: Paul Philleo 

 Pat Quinn 

 Eric Vanderbilt 

Keith Goodrich 

Lea Gibson 
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777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908 
916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax 

www.airquality.org 

 

Larry Greene 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER 

 
 
 
Statement of Endorsement 
 
The above operational Air Quality Mitigation Plan for the project known as Cordova Hills 
(SAC200600987) has been found by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District to be consistent with the District’s Recommended Guidance for 
Land Use Emission Reductions v2.5 and meets the recommended level of emissions 
reduction for this type of project. 
 
The District anticipates that implementation of the Mitigation Measures described in the 
plan will lead to a 35.32 percent or greater reduction in operational criteria emissions 
from the project.   
 
Endorsed this 2nd day of June, 2011 

 
Paul Philley, Associate Air Quality Planner | Analyst 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
777 12th Street, 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
pphilley@airquality.org 
916-874-4882 
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Representing 17,000 members in 24 counties in Northern and Central California 
Alpine - Amador - Butte - Calaveras - Colusa - El Dorado - Glenn - Lassen - Modoc - Nevada -  Placer - Plumas 

Sacramento - San Joaquin - Shasta - Sierra - Siskiyou - Solano - Stanislaus - Sutter - Tehama - Tuolumne - Yolo - Yuba  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Delta Sierra Group 
 
 
Maidu Group 
 
 
Placer Group 
 
 
Sacramento Group 
 
 
Shasta Group 
 
 
Sierra Nevada Group 
 
 
Tahoe Group 
 
 
Tuolumne Group 
 
 
Yahi Group  
 
 
Yokuts Group 
 
 
Yolano Group 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
   

Sent Via Email 2/22/12 2:45 p.m. 
 
February 22, 2012 
 
 
Catherine Hack 
Sacramento County Environmental Coordinator 
Department of Environmental Review and Assessment 
827 7th Street, Room 220 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Subject: Comments on the Cordova Hills Draft Environmental Impact Report  
        
Dear Ms. Hack, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to briefly comment on the DEIR for the Cordova Hills 
project. As a general comment, this is fundamentally a flawed project, located as it is 
on the fringe of the region’s urban footprint, seven miles from light rail, surrounded 
by undeveloped land and outside the county’s urban services boundary. Its remote 
location made it ineligible for inclusion in the Draft MTP/SCS; thus the project 
would hinder efforts of SACOG to achieve its targets under SB 375. The design of 
the project is inconsistent with efforts to develop the South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Plan since the proposed project would construct a shopping center in 
an important vernal pool area that federal agencies have indicated is needed for 
conservation under the SSHCP. In multiple ways the project fundamentally defies 
ongoing efforts by the region to achieve landscape level habitat conservation and 
responsible land use and transportation planning.   
 
Biological Resources 
 
Much of the project’s site is a high-value vernal pool area, a significant portion of 
which will be impacted by the project. An EIS will be required by USEPA, a 404 
permit from the ACOE, and a Section 7 consultation with FWS, which must issue a 
favorable Biological Opinion. The EIS and these federal permits will dictate the final 
onsite habitat avoidance and offsite mitigation. While CEQA requires the provision 
of feasible mitigation, the DEIR defers mitigation for impacts to vernal pool 
wetlands and to listed species to future federal permits, thus denying key information 
to decision-makers and the public, violating the very essence of CEQA. A combined 
EIR/EIS would have presented a complete picture of avoidable and unavoidable 
impacts and complete information regarding how the project would avoid or mitigate 
for its impacts to biological resources.  
 

Mother Lode Chapter 
801 K Street, Suite 2700 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

Tel. (916) 557-1100 ext. 119 Fax: (916) 557-9669 
info@mlc.sierraclub.org –  www.motherlode.sierraclub.org 
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Air Quality  
 
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District noted in its letter 
dated June 2, 2011 that Cordova Hills had provided sufficient mitigation to reduce its 
emissions to meet the air district’s guidelines. That determination was based in part 
on a university being part of the project, with a resulting positive effect on VMT. 
However, while the DEIR anticipates construction of the university during the initial 
phase, there appears to be no requirement that housing and commercial development 
proceed only if there is a commitment of a university to locate on the site and 
construction has begun.  
 
In fact there are substantial reasons to doubt that the university component of the 
project will ever be a reality. A letter from SACOG) dated October 7, 2011 and 
attached states, “Finding, financing and constructing a private 6,000 student 
institution of higher learning rates very high on the degree of difficulty scale, 
especially in this economic environment. It has never been done in this region.” And 
the letter goes on to state that, ”Many of the short trips and multimodal trips from the 
project will turn into longer distance car trips if the university is not constructed 
early in the project, or at all.”  
 
Given the expressed concerns of SACOG, air quality impacts must be assessed both 
with and without the university. In order for the project to meet the SMAQMD 
emissions requirements the project should achieve a 35% reduction in emissions both 
with and without a university. 
 
For further comments on the DEIR, we incorporate by reference those of the 
Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS), which you have already received. 
Please keep me on your list of interested parties who will receive notices as the 
review process for Cordova Hills moves forward.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Terry Davis | Director  
Mother Lode Chapter Sierra Club 
 (916) 557-1100 ext. 108 
terry.davis@sierraclub.org 
 
 
Attachment: SACOG Letter of October 7, 2011 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND WHEN RECORDED   
MAIL TO: 

NAME: Department of 
Community Development, 
Planning and Environmental 
Review Division 

COUNTY MAIL CODE: 01-220 

No Fee--For the Benefit of 
Sacramento County (Code 
6103) 

 

 SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER’S USE 

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW DIVISION 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 

CONTROL NUMBER:  PLNP2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142   

NAME:  Cordova Hills   

LOCATION: The project site is located in the southeastern portion of Sacramento County 
on approximately 2,669 acres on the eastern side of Grant Line Road, and south of Glory 
Lane.  

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER:  073-0040-020 through -026, 073-0040-029, 073-0050-023, 
and 073-0050-052 

OWNER: APPLICANT: 

Conwy, LLC; Cielo LLC; and Grantline 
LLC 
Attn: Ron Alvarado 

Cordova Hills Ownership Group 
Attn: Ron Alvarado 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    

1. A General Plan Amendment to move the Urban Policy Area (UPA) boundary east 
to include approximately 2,366.3 acres of the Cordova Hills site. 
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2. A General Plan Amendment to amend the Land Use Diagram from General 
Agriculture to Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, Commercial 
and Office, Recreation, Natural Preserve, and Public/Quasi Public for 
approximately 2,366.3 acres. 

3. A General Plan Amendment to include a new policy in the Land Use Element to 
address the provision of limited pubic water service to serve uses potentially 
allowed by the Cordova Hills Special Planning Area for 251 acres located in 
proximity to the Kiefer Landfill, and an Amendment to LU-1 to reference this 
exception. 

4. Amend the General Plan Transportation Plan to show new thoroughfares, 
arterials and collectors as shown in the Transportation General Plan Amendment 
Diagram dated October 17, 2011. 

5. Amend the Bikeway Master Plan to add on- and off-street bikeways as shown 
in the Bikeways Master Plan Amendment Diagram dated October 17, 2011. 

6. A Zoning Ordinance Amendment to adopt the Cordova Hills Special Planning 
Area (SPA) to incorporate a Master Plan including Design Guidelines and 
Development Standards. The SPA consists of a total of 2,668.7 acres in three 
distinct areas: 

a. Cordova Hills urban areas – 2,119.7 acres 

b. University/College Campus Center – 246.6 acres 

c. Buffer lands and floodplain outside the Urban Policy Area – 302.4 acres.  
The areas will be designated Agriculture, Recreation (sports park), and 
Avoidance in the SPA. 

7. A Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map to create 155 large parcels for the 
purpose of creating legal parcels corresponding to villages within Cordova Hills 
SPA and within the approximately 2,668.7-acre SPA. 

8. An Affordable Housing Plan consisting of on-site construction of affordable units 
and/or land dedication. 

9. A Development Agreement by and between the County of Sacramento and the 
landowners. 

10. Adoption of a Public Facilities Financing Plan for Cordova Hills that includes a 
Capital Improvement Program and Financing Plan. 

11. A Street Resolution to allow certain County streets within the Cordova Hills Land 
Use Master Plan to be based on less than a 40-foot right-of-way, pursuant to the 
State Streets and Highways Code Section 906. 

12. Zone 40 Boundary:  Amend Zone 40 boundary to include the 251 +/- acres of the 
Cordova Hills project which lies outside of the Urban Services Boundary. 

13. Zone 41 Boundary:  Amend Zone 41 boundary to include 251 +/- acres of the 
Cordova Hills project which lies outside of the Urban Services Boundary. 
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14. Adoption of the Cordova Hills Water Supply Master Plan Amendment: 
Amends the existing Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan to include provision of 
water service to Cordova Hills. 

 

TYPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: 

 Negative Declaration  Prior Negative Declaration 

X Environmental Impact Report  Prior Environmental Impact Report

 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  

PREPARED BY: Sacramento County Department of Community Development  
Planning and Environmental Review Division 
827 7th Street, Room 220 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

PHONE:  (916) 874-7914  

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
ADOPTED BY:      DATE:   
 

ATTEST:___________________________________ 

 SECRETARY/CLERK 

State of California 
County of Sacramento 

On   before me,  (name, title of officer), 
personally appeared:  

 ,   

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), 
or entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

   

Signature 
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DECLARATION OF AGREEMENT 

 
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program applies to certain real property, a Legal 
Description of which is attached as Exhibit A.  I (We) the undersigned agree that this 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program applies to the real property described in 
Exhibit A.  I (We) the undersigned am (are) the legal owner(s) of that property, and agree 
to comply with the requirements of this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(Summary and Mitigation Measures attached). 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this declaration is hereby executed by the undersigned named 
legal owner(s) of the subject property on this ____ day of ______________, 20____. 
 
OWNER(S): 
 
 

(Print company, corporation, or organization name, if applicable) 
 

(Print name and/or title above)  (Signature above) 

ALL PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

State of California 
County of Sacramento 

On   before me, 
 (name, title of officer), personally appeared:  

 ,   

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose 
name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that 
he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or entity upon behalf of which 
the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

 

Signature

 

 
CAPACITY CLAIMED BY SIGNER 
 
  INDIVIDUAL(S) SIGNING FOR ONESELF/THEMSELVES 
 
 

 CORPORATE __________________________________ 
 OFFICER(S) TITLE(S) 
 
  _________________________________________________ 
  COMPANY 
 
 

  PARTNER(S) __________________________________ 
  PARTNERSHIP 
 
 

  ATTORNEY- __________________________________ 
  IN-FACT PRINCIPAL(S) 
 
 

  TRUSTEE(S) __________________________________ 
  TRUST 
 
 

  OTHER __________________________________ 
  TITLE(S) 
 
 
 __________________________________________________ 
  TITLE(S) 
 
 
 __________________________________________________ 
  ENTITY(IES) REPRESENTED 
 
 
 __________________________________________________ 
  ENTITY(IES) REPRESENTED 
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TABLE OF MEASURES 

 MITIGATION MEASURE AE-1: LIGHTING .............................................................. 12 

 MITIGATION MEASURE AG-1: RIGHT-TO-FARM NOTICE ....................................... 13 

 MITIGATION MEASURE AG-2: CONTINUANCE OF AGRICULTURE ............................ 14 

 MITIGATION MEASURE AG-3: AGRICULTURAL LAND REPLACEMENT ..................... 15 

 MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-1: CONSTRUCTION AIR QUALITY ................................ 16 

 MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-2: OPERATIONAL AIR QUALITY ................................... 17 

 MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-3: BUFFERS FOR SENSITIVE USES .............................. 18 

 MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-4: LANDSCAPING BUFFER FROM KIEFER .................... 19 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-1: WETLAND COMPENSATION ..................................... 20 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-2: WETLAND PROTECTION ......................................... 21 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-3: RAPTOR SURVEYS ................................................. 22 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-4: SWAINSON’S HAWK ............................................... 23 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-5: BURROWING OWL ................................................. 24 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-6: TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD ....................................... 26 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-7: VERNAL POOL INVERTEBRATES .............................. 28 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-8: WETLAND WATER QUALITY ................................... 30 

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-9: INVASIVE SPECIES CONTROL .................................. 31 

 MITIGATION MEASURE CC-1: GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION .............................. 32 

 MITIGATION MEASURE CR-1: CULTURAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ..................... 33 

 MITIGATION MEASURE HM-1: LANDFILL GAS MONITORING .................................. 35 

 MITIGATION MEASURE LU-1: BOY’S RANCH DISCLOSURE ................................... 36 

 MITIGATION MEASURE LU-2: KIEFER LANDFILL DISCLOSURE .............................. 37 

 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-1: NOISE AFFECTING RESIDENTIAL EXTERIOR ............. 38 

 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-2: NOISE AFFECTING RESIDENTIAL INTERIOR .............. 39 

 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-3: NOISE AFFECTING NON-RESIDENTIAL ..................... 40 

 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-4: NOISE AFFECTING PARKS ...................................... 41 

 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-5: NOISE ANALYSIS FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL ................ 42 

 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-6: MATHER AIRPORT DISCLOSURE ............................. 43 

 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-1: COUNTY INTERSECTIONS ........................................ 44 

 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-2: RANCHO CORDOVA INTERSECTIONS ........................ 45 

 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-3: COUNTY ROADWAY ................................................ 47 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-4: ELK GROVE ROADWAY .......................................... 48 

 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-5: RANCHO CORDOVA ROADWAYS ............................. 49 

 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-6: CALTRANS MAINLINE FACILITIES............................. 51 

 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-7: PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE FACILITIES ........................... 52 

 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-8: COUNTY INTERSECTIONS (CUMULATIVE) .................. 53 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

The project applicant/owner shall create a “Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program” section in the Cordova Hills SPA Master Plan, which includes all of the 
mitigation measures, along with all numbered implementation and verification 
measures.  The following mitigation measures contained within the EIR specified that 
changes should be made to the policy language of the SPA: AE-1, AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, 
AQ-4, and CC-1.  It is important to ensure that the measures are immediately 
implemented (i.e. that the changes to the SPA occur) and to provide a mechanism to 
verify that the actions required by those measures occur (e.g. that appropriate fixtures 
pursuant to measure AE-1 are installed).  To this end, the list below provides the 
changes which must be made to the SPA prior to recordation of the MMRP, while the 
Mitigation Measures AE-1, etc which will be incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program section of the SPA do not contain the direction to amend the 
SPA. 

The following policies shall be incorporated into the Cordova Hills SPA Master Plan 
prior to recordation of the MMRP, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Coordinator: 

 All lighting applications subject to the 2008 Building Efficiency Standards Section 
147 shall use fixtures approved by the International Dark Sky Association. 

 All individual development projects shall implement Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District rules and mitigation pertinent to construction-related 
ozone precursor emissions, as defined by the most current version of the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Guide to Air Quality 
Assessment. 

 All amendments to the Cordova Hills SPA with the potential to result in a change 
in ozone precursor emissions shall include an analysis which quantifies, to the 
extent practicable, the effect of the proposed SPA amendment on ozone 
precursor emissions.  The amendment shall not increase total ozone precursor 
emissions above what was considered in the AQMP for the entire Cordova Hills 
project.  If the amendment would require a change in the AQMP to meet that 
requirement, then the proponent of the SPA amendment shall consult with 
SMAQMD on the revised analysis and shall prepare a revised AQMP for 
approval by the County, in consultation with SMAQMD. 

 Buffers shall be established on a project-by-project basis and incorporated during 
permit or project review to provide for buffer separations between sensitive land 
uses and sources of air pollution or odor.  The California Air Resources Board’s 
“Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective”, or more 
current document, shall be utilized when establishing these buffers.  Sensitive 
uses include schools, daycare facilities, congregate care facilities, hospitals, or 
other places of long-term residency for people (this includes both single- and 
multiple-family).  The buffers shall be applied to the source of air pollution or 
odor, and shall be established based either on proximity to existing sensitive 
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uses or proximity to the property boundary of land designated for sensitive uses.  
Buffers current at the time of the establishment of this SPA indicate that sensitive 
uses should be: 

A. A least 500 feet from auto body repair services. 

B. At least 50 feet from existing gasoline dispensing stations with an annual 
throughput of less than 3.6 million gallons and 300 feet from existing gasoline 
dispensing stations with an annual throughput at or above 3.6 million gallons. 

C. At least 300 feet from existing land uses that use methylene chloride or other 
solvents identified as a TAC, including furniture manufacturing and repair 
services. 

 The western perimeter of the Sports Park and University/College Campus Center 
(where these are within 2,000 feet of the Kiefer landfill) include a minimum 25-
foot-wide landscaping area.  This landscaping area shall include a dense mix of 
trees and shrubs, to screen the uses from the landfill.  Acceptable tree species 
include those expected to reach minimum heights of 40 feet. 

 All amendments to the SPA with the potential to change SPA-wide GHG 
emissions shall include an analysis which quantifies, to the extent practicable, 
the effect of the Amendment on SPA-wide greenhouse gas emissions.  The 
Amendment shall not increase SPA-wide greenhouse gas emissions above an 
average 5.80 metric tons per capita (including emissions from building energy 
usage and vehicles).  If the SPA amendment would require a change in the 
approved GHG Reduction Plan in order to meet the 5.80 MT CO2e threshold, 
then the proponent of the SPA amendment shall consult with the SMAQMD on 
the revised analysis and shall prepare a revised GHG Reduction Plan for 
approval by the County, in consultation with SMAQMD. 

In addition to the above policies, the requirements of the Air Quality Mitigation Plan 
dated June 1, 2011 shall also be incorporated into the Cordova Hills SPA, and Appendix 
NO-1 of the November 2012 FEIR for the Project shall be incorporated as an Appendix 
of the Cordova Hills SPA.  The Environmental Coordinator will review the Cordova Hills 
SPA Master Plan and ensure that the above language has been appropriately 
incorporated prior to recordation of the MMRP. 
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PURPOSE AND PROCEDURES 

Pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and Chapter 20.02 of the 
Sacramento County Code, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been 
established for the project entitled Cordova Hills  (Control Number:  PLNP2008-GPB-
SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142  ). 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this program is to assure diligent and good faith compliance with the 
Mitigation Measures which have been recommended in the environmental document, 
and adopted as part of the project or made conditions of project approval, in order to 
avoid or mitigate potentially significant effects on the environment. 

NOTIFICATION AND COMPLIANCE 
It shall be the responsibility of the project applicant/owner to provide written notification 
to the Environmental Coordinator, in a timely manner, of the completion of each 
Mitigation Measure as identified on the following pages.  The Environmental 
Coordinator will verify that the project is in compliance with the adopted Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  Any non-compliance will be reported to 
the project applicant/owner, and it shall be the project applicant’s/owner’s responsibility 
to rectify the situation by bringing the project into compliance and re-notifying the 
Environmental Coordinator.  Any indication that the project is proceeding without good-
faith compliance could result in the imposition of administrative, civil and/or criminal 
penalties upon the project applicant/owner in accordance with Chapter 20.02 of the 
Sacramento County Code. 

PAYMENT 
It shall be the responsibility of the project applicant/property owner to reimburse the 
County for all expenses incurred in the implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), including any necessary enforcement actions. The 
applicant/property owner shall pay an initial deposit of $15,000.00. This deposit includes 
administrative costs of $800.00, which must be paid to the Department of Community 
Development, Planning and Environmental Review Division prior to recordation of the 
MMRP and prior to recordation of any final parcel or subdivision map. The 
remaining balance will be due prior to review of any plans by the Environmental 
Coordinator or issuance of any building or grading permits. Over the course of the 
project, Department of Community Development, Planning and Environmental Review 
Division will regularly conduct cost accountings and submit invoices to the 
applicant/property owner when the County monitoring costs exceed the initial deposit. 
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RECORDATION 
In order to record the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program with the 
County Recorder as required by Section 20.02.050(b)(2) of the Sacramento County 
Code, the project applicant/owner shall provide to the Environmental Coordinator a 
Legal Description for the real property that is the subject of the project. 

COMPLETION 
Pursuant to Section 20.02.060 of the Sacramento County Code, upon the determination 
of the Environmental Coordinator that compliance with the terms of the approved 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been achieved, and that there has 
been full payment of all fees for the project, the Environmental Coordinator shall record 
and issue a Program Completion Certificate for the project. 

PROPERTY TRANSFER 
The requirements of this adopted Program run with the real property that is the subject 
of the project, as described in Exhibit A.  Successive owners, heirs and assigns of this 
real property are bound to comply with all of the requirements of the adopted Program. 

Prior to any lease, sale, transfer or conveyance of any portion of the real property that is 
the subject of the project, the record owner(s) at the time of the application for the 
project, or his or her successor’s in interest, shall provide a copy of the adopted 
Program to the prospective lessee, buyer, transferee, or one to whom the conveyance 
is made. 

PENALTIES 
Chapter 20.02 of the Sacramento County Code permits civil remedies and criminal 
penalties to be imposed in the event of non-compliance with an adopted Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The civil remedies, which are found in Section 
20.02.090 of the Sacramento County Code, include injunctive relief, stop work orders, 
revocation of any special permit granted concurrently with the approval of a Program, 
and the abatement of any resulting nuisance.  The criminal penalties, which are found in 
Section 20.02.080 of the Sacramento County Code, include a fine not to exceed five 
hundred dollars or imprisonment in the County jail not to exceed six months, or both. 

Plans that are inconsistent with the adopted Mitigation Measures will not be approved. 

In the event of an ongoing, serious non-compliance issue, the Environmental 
Coordinator may call for a “stop work order” on the project or phase.   
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STANDARD PROVISIONS 

Page one of all Project Plans within the Cordova Hills boundaries must include 
the following statement in a conspicuous location:  

“All Plans associated with this project are subject to the conditions of Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program 2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142.  For any 
questions regarding compliance with the MMRP document, contact MMRP staff at 
(916) 874-7914.” 

All Project Plans and any revisions to those Plans shall be in full compliance with the 
adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  The project 
applicant/owner shall submit one copy of all such Plans and any revisions to the 
Environmental Coordinator prior to final approval by the Sacramento County Building 
Permits and Inspection Division (BPID) or Site Improvement and Permit Section (SIPS).  
If the Environmental Coordinator determines that the Plans are not in full compliance 
with the adopted MMRP, the Plans shall be returned to the project applicant/owner with 
a letter specifying the items of non-compliance, and instructing the applicant/owner to 
revise the Plans, and then resubmit one copy of the revised Plans to the Environmental 
Coordinator, for determination of compliance, prior to final approval by BPID or SIPS. 

Additionally, the project applicant/owner shall notify the Environmental Coordinator no 
later than 48 hours prior to the start of construction and no later than 24 hours after its 
completion.  The applicant/owner shall notify the Environmental Coordinator no later 
than 48 hours prior to any/all Final Inspection(s) by the County of Sacramento. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE AE-1: LIGHTING  
All lighting applications subject to the 2008 Building Efficiency Standards Section 147 
shall use fixtures approved by the International Dark Sky Association. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing). 

3. Submit a list of proposed fixtures along with documentation indicating that they 
are approved by the International Dark Sky Association to the Planning and 
Environmental Review Division for approval.  Once approved and the fixtures 
have been purchased, submit receipts or other proofs of purchase to the 
Planning and Environmental Review Division. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other submitted documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans and other documentation that are 
determined to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE AG-1: RIGHT-TO-FARM NOTICE 
The applicant shall disclose to all prospective buyers of properties within 500 feet of the 
northern property boundary that they could be subject to inconvenience or discomfort 
resulting from accepted farming practices as per provisions of the County Right-To-
Farm Ordinance and shall include a Note on all final maps disclosing the Right-To-Farm 
Ordinance. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit documentation which demonstrates that notification has been given 
consistent with this measure.   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the final maps for consistency with this measure, along with any other 
submitted documentation, and approve final maps which are compliant. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE AG-2: CONTINUANCE OF AGRICULTURE 
The applicant shall enter into an agreement with an agricultural operator to maintain 
grazing use, or other more intensive use, on the land which is subject to Williamson Act 
contract 72-AP-109.  Agricultural use shall be maintained until Williamson Act contract 
expiration.  Documentation of this agreement shall be submitted to the Environmental 
Coordinator prior to approval of the zoning agreement for the Williamson Act contracted 
property. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. If for any reason the agreement with the agricultural operator is terminated or the 
operator violates the agreement by failure to maintain agricultural use, the 
condition shall be remedied within 30 days.  If circumstances are such that the 
applicant finds this timeframe to be infeasible, then the applicant shall submit 
documentation which demonstrates infeasibility, to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Coordinator.  The applicant shall concurrently submit 
documentation which demonstrates a good faith effort to remedy the situation in 
as short a timeframe as possible. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review submitted documentation for compliance with the measure, and approve 
the documentation if deemed sufficient.  This measure may be deleted after the 
Williamson Contract expires (in February 2016). 



 Cordova Hills   

 MMRP-15  PLNP2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142   

 MITIGATION MEASURE AG-3: AGRICULTURAL LAND REPLACEMENT 
Prior to the approval of improvement plans, building permits, or recordation of the final 
map, whichever occurs first, the applicant shall offset the loss of 8.6 acres of Unique 
Farmland and 242.4 acres of Grazing Land through 1:1 preservation of farmland within 
a permanent conservation easement.  Preservation land must be in-kind or of similar 
resource value. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit documentation which demonstrates measure compliance to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval.   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review submitted documentation and, if deemed sufficient, approve project 
plans/maps which are consistent with the measure. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-1: CONSTRUCTION AIR QUALITY 
All individual development projects shall implement Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District rules and mitigation pertinent to construction-related ozone 
precursor emissions, as defined by the most current version of the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Guide to Air Quality Assessment. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing).   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans prior to the start of construction.  Approve Project Plans 
that are determined to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work, and 
coordinate with SMAQMD, as necessary, to verify compliance. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-2: OPERATIONAL AIR QUALITY 
Comply with the provisions of the Air Quality Mitigation Plan dated June 1, 2011.  All 
amendments to the Cordova Hills SPA with the potential to result in a change in ozone 
precursor emissions shall include an analysis which quantifies, to the extent practicable, 
the effect of the proposed SPA amendment on ozone precursor emissions.  The 
amendment shall not increase total ozone precursor emissions above what was 
considered in the AQMP for the entire Cordova Hills project and shall achieve the 
original 35% reduction in total overall project emissions.  If the amendment would 
require a change in the AQMP to meet that requirement, then the proponent of the SPA 
amendment shall consult with SMAQMD on the revised analysis and shall prepare a 
revised AQMP for approval by the County, in consultation with SMAQMD. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure, including submittal of documentation which 
may be requested by the Environmental Coordinator in order to demonstrate 
compliance. 

2. Upon submittal of an SPA Amendment application, supply all technical 
information requested by the Environmental Coordinator in order to determine 
whether a revised AQMP is required. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review all project plans for compliance with the Air Quality Management Plan. 

2. Review all proposed SPA Amendments for compliance with this measure, and 
coordinate with SMAQMD on a revised analysis if necessary. 

3. Review and approve any revised AQMP, if one is prepared which is deemed 
satisfactory, and amend Measure AQ-2 to reflect the new AQMP date, as 
appropriate, as part of the SPA Amendment. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-3: BUFFERS FOR SENSITIVE USES 
Buffers shall be established on a project-by-project basis and incorporated during permit 
or project review to provide for buffer separations between sensitive land uses and 
sources of air pollution or odor.  The California Air Resources Board’s “Air Quality and 
Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective”, or more current document, 
shall be utilized when establishing these buffers.  Sensitive uses include schools, 
daycare facilities, congregate care facilities, hospitals, or other places of long-term 
residency for people (this includes both single- and multiple-family).  The buffers shall 
be applied to the source of air pollution or odor, and shall be established based either 
on proximity to existing sensitive uses or proximity to the property boundary of land 
designated for sensitive uses.  Buffers current at the time of the establishment of this 
SPA indicate that sensitive uses should be: 

A. At least 500 feet from auto body repair services. 

B. At least 50 feet from existing gasoline dispensing stations with an annual 
throughput of less than 3.6 million gallons and 300 feet from existing gasoline 
dispensing stations with an annual throughput at or above 3.6 million gallons. 

C. At least 300 feet from existing land uses that use methylene chloride or other 
solvents identified as a TAC, including furniture manufacturing and repair 
services. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Incorporate the above measure into all Plans and Specifications for the project, 
and submit one copy to the Environmental Coordinator for review and approval 
prior to the start of any construction work (including clearing and grubbing).   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review submitted improvement plans or other maps to ensure compliance with 
this measure, and approve all plans determined to be in compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-4: LANDSCAPING BUFFER FROM KIEFER 
The western perimeter of the Sports Park and University/College Campus Center 
(where these are within 2,000 feet of the Kiefer landfill) shall include a minimum 25-foot-
wide landscaping area.  This landscaping area shall include a dense mix of trees and 
shrubs, to screen the uses from the landfill.  Acceptable tree species include those 
expected to reach minimum heights of 40 feet. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing).   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans prior to the start of construction.  Approve Project Plans 
that are determined to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-1: WETLAND COMPENSATION 
To compensate for the permanent loss of wetlands, the applicant shall perform one or a 
combination of the following prior to issuance of building permits, and shall also obtain 
all applicable permits from the Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the California 
Department of Fish and Game: 

A. Where a Section 404 Permit has been issued by the Army Corps of Engineers, or 
an application has been made to obtain a Section 404 Permit, the Mitigation and 
Management Plan required by that permit or proposed to satisfy the 
requirements of the Corps for granting a permit may be submitted for purposes of 
achieving a no net-loss of wetlands.  The required Plan shall be submitted to the 
Sacramento County Environmental Coordinator, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for approval prior to its implementation. 

B. If regulatory permitting processes result in less than a 1:1 compensation ratio for 
loss of wetlands, the Project applicant shall demonstrate that the wetlands which 
went unmitigated/uncompensated as a result of permitting have been mitigated 
through other means.  Acceptable methods include payment into a mitigation 
bank or protection of off-site wetlands through the establishment of a permanent 
conservation easement, subject to the approval of the Environmental 
Coordinator. 

C. The Project applicant may participate in the South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Plan if it is adopted, and if the Project area and activities are 
covered.  The applicant shall prepare Project plans in accordance with that Plan 
and any and all fees or land dedications shall be completed prior to construction. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit documentation which demonstrates compliance with this measure to the 
Environmental Coordinator. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review submitted documentation and Project Plans prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans that are determined to be in compliance 
with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-2: WETLAND PROTECTION 
Prior to issuance of building permits, all areas designated within the SPA as Avoided 
shall be placed within a permanent conservation easement, which shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Environmental Coordinator.  At a minimum, the permanent 
conservation easements must cover all areas which are required to be preserved as 
part of the Section 404 and Section 401 wetland permits. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit documentation which demonstrates that the easements have been 
established to the Environmental Coordinator. 

3. All Project Plans must show conservation easements if they are located adjacent 
to the project construction site, along with a Construction Note indicating that all 
construction activity is prohibited in these areas (including stockpiling, storing 
equipment/vehicles, driving of vehicles, and other disturbance activities). 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the submitted documentation and Project Plans prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans that are determined to be in compliance 
with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-3: RAPTOR SURVEYS 
If construction, grading, or Project-related improvements are to occur between March 1 
and September 15, a focused survey for tree- or ground-nesting raptors within 500 feet 
of the construction site (1/2-mile for Swainson’s hawk) and for ground-nesting 
grasshopper sparrow shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 14 days prior to 
the start of construction work (including clearing and grubbing).  If active nests are 
found, the California Department of Fish and Game shall be contacted to determine 
appropriate protective measures.  If no active nests are found during the focused 
survey, no further mitigation will be required. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing). 

3. Submit a nesting survey report, prepared by a qualified biologist, to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of 
construction work.  In the event that nests are found and consultation with Fish 
and Game is initiated, submit documentation describing the outcome of the 
coordination to the Environmental Coordinator prior to the start of construction 
work.  This documentation must include the name(s) of Fish and Game staff 
members who were contacted and a description of the protective measures or 
other actions which were scoped and agreed to by the agency. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans that are determined to be in compliance 
with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 



 Cordova Hills   

 MMRP-23  PLNP2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142   

 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-4: SWAINSON’S HAWK 
Prior to the approval of improvement plans, building permits, or recordation of the final 
map, whichever occurs first, implement one of the options below to mitigate for the loss 
of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat on the Project site; based on current Project 
designs this is 2,267 acres.  Based on current designs, this can be reduced to 2,231 
acres of mitigation if the applicant establishes a permanent conservation easement over 
the areas designated Agriculture on the eastern and southeastern sides of the site 
(these are areas outside of the Urban Services Boundary).  Foraging habitat preserved 
shall consist of grassland or similar habitat open habitat, not cropland, because this 
mitigation measure also offsets impacts to other species that do not use cropland 
habitat. 

A. The project proponent shall utilize one or more of the mitigation options (land 
dedication and/or fee payment) established in Sacramento County’s Swainson’s 
Hawk Impact Mitigation Program (Chapter 16.130 of the Sacramento County 
Code). 

B. The Project proponent shall, to the satisfaction of the California Department of 
Fish and Game, prepare and implement a Swainson’s hawk mitigation plan that 
will include preservation of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. 

C. Should the County Board of Supervisors adopt a new Swainson’s hawk 
mitigation policy/program (which may include a mitigation fee payable prior to 
issuance of building permits) prior to the implementation of one of the measures 
above, the Project proponent may be subject to that program instead. 

If the design of the primary avoided area on the western plateau (currently 382 acres in 
size) is increased in size in response to Section 404 wetland permitting requirements, 
the total amount of mitigation land required may be adjusted downward to reflect this 
increased avoidance, at the discretion of the Environmental Coordinator. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit documentation which demonstrates compliance to the Environmental 
Coordinator.   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review submitted Project Plans and other documentation and consult with Fish 
and Game as necessary, in order to determine compliance. 

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-5: BURROWING OWL 
Prior to construction activity (including site improvements, and building construction) 
focused surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for burrowing owls in the 
construction area and within 500 feet of the construction area.  Surveys shall be 
conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to commencement of 
construction activities.  Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with “Burrowing Owl 
Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines” published by The California Burrowing Owl 
Consortium (April 1993).  The following shall also apply: 

A. If no occupied burrows are found in the survey area, a letter report documenting 
survey methods and findings shall be submitted to the County and no further 
mitigation is necessary. 

B. If an occupied burrow is found the applicant shall contact the Environmental 
Coordinator and consult with the California Department of Fish (CDFG), prior to 
construction, to determine if avoidance is possible or if burrow relocation will be 
required. 

C. If owls are to remain on-site, a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for each 
occupied burrow needs to be permanently preserved according to California 
Department of Fish and Game guidelines.  In addition, no activity shall take place 
within 160 feet of an active burrow from September 1 to January 31 (wintering 
season) or 250 feet from February 1 through August 31 (breeding season).  
Protective fencing shall be placed, at the distances above, around the active 
burrows and no activity shall occur within the protected buffer areas.  Permanent 
improvements shall be a minimum of 250 feet from an occupied burrow. 

D. Any impact to active owl burrows, relocation of owls, or mitigation for habitat loss 
shall be done in accordance with the Fish and Game “Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owl Mitigation” (October 17, 1995) or the version current at the time of 
construction.  Written evidence from Fish and Game staff shall be provided to the 
Environmental Coordinator attesting to the permission to remove burrows, 
relocate owls, or mitigate for lost habitat, and shall include a plan to monitor 
mitigation success. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing). 

3. Submit the required documentation to the Environmental Coordinator for review 
and approval prior to the start of construction work.  In the event that owls are 
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found and consultation with Fish and Game is initiated, submit documentation 
describing the outcome of the coordination to the Environmental Coordinator 
prior to the start of construction work.  This documentation must include the 
name(s) of Fish and Game staff members who were contacted and a description 
of the protective measures or other actions which were scoped and agreed to by 
the agency. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans that are determined to be in compliance 
with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-6: TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD 
If construction occurs between March 1 and July 31 pre-construction surveys for nesting 
tricolored blackbirds shall be performed by a qualified biologist.  Surveys shall include 
the construction site and areas of appropriate habitat within 300 feet of the construction 
site.  The survey shall occur no longer than 14 days prior to the start of construction 
work (including clearing, grubbing or grading).  The biologist shall supply a brief written 
report (including date, time of survey, survey method, name of surveyor and survey 
results) to the Environmental Coordinator prior to ground disturbing activity.  If no 
tricolored blackbird were found during the pre-construction survey, no further mitigation 
would be required.  If an active tricolored blackbird colony is found on-site or within 300 
feet of the construction site the project proponent shall do the following: 

A. Consult with the California Department of Fish and Game to determine if project 
activity will impact the tricolored blackbird colony(s), and implement appropriate 
avoidance and impact minimization measures if so directed. Provide the 
Environmental Coordinator with written evidence of the consultation or a contact 
name and number from the California Department of Fish and Game. 

B. The applicant may avoid impacts to tricolored blackbird by establishing a 300-
foot temporary setback with fencing that prevents any project activity within 300 
feet of the colony.  A qualified biologist shall verify that setbacks and fencing are 
adequate and will determine when the colonies are no longer dependent on the 
nesting habitat (i.e. nestlings have fledged and are no longer using habitat), 
which will determine when the fencing may be removed.  The breeding season 
typically ends in July. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing). 

3. Submit the required documentation to the Environmental Coordinator for review 
and approval prior to the start of construction work.  In the event that nests are 
found and consultation with Fish and Game is initiated, submit documentation 
describing the outcome of the coordination to the Environmental Coordinator 
prior to the start of construction work.  This documentation must include the 
name(s) of Fish and Game staff members who were contacted and a description 
of the protective measures or other actions which were scoped and agreed to by 
the agency. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 
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1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans that are determined to be in compliance 
with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-7: VERNAL POOL INVERTEBRATES 
Presence of California linderiella, midvalley fairy shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp and 
vernal pool tadpole shrimp shall be assumed unless determinate surveys that comply 
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife protocol conclude that the species are absent.  If the protocol 
surveys are performed and all listed crustacean species are absent, Ricksecker’s water 
scavenger beetle may also be presumed absent, and no further mitigation shall be 
required for listed vernal pool invertebrates.  If species are found, one or a combination 
of the following shall apply: 

A. Total Avoidance: Species are present or assumed to be present.  Unless a 
smaller buffer is approved through formal consultation with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, construction fencing shall be installed a minimum of 250 feet from all 
delineated vernal pool margins.  All construction activities are prohibited within 
this buffer area.  For all vernal pools where total avoidance is achieved, no 
further action is required. 

B. Compensate for habitat removed.  Obtain all applicable permits from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department 
of Fish and Game, and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
for any proposed modifications to vernal pools and mitigate for habitat loss in 
accordance with the Biological Opinion and Section 404 permits obtained for the 
Project.  At a minimum, mitigation ratios shall be consistent with County General 
Plan Policy, which requires no net loss of wetland resources.  Any vernal pool 
loss not mitigated through the permitting process shall be mitigated for by 
payment into a mitigation bank or protection of off-site wetlands through the 
establishment of a permanent conservation easement, subject to the approval of 
the Environmental Coordinator. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing). 

3. Submit the required documentation (including any permits) to the Environmental 
Coordinator for review and approval.  In the event that a smaller buffer is 
requested, submit documentation which demonstrates that Fish and Wildlife has 
approved the smaller buffer to the Environmental Coordinator prior to the start of 
construction work.  This documentation must include the name(s) of Fish and 
Wildlife staff members who were contacted and a description of the protective 
measures or other actions which were scoped and agreed to by the agency. 
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Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans that are determined to be in compliance 
with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-8: WETLAND WATER QUALITY 
If construction activities encroach within the 250-foot buffer for vernal pools 358, 363, 
370, 426 or 511 the applicant shall prepare a pesticide and pollution prevention plan.  
The plan shall include measures to reduce pollution run-off, pesticide drift, and other 
similar potential contaminates, to protect surrounding preserve areas from urban 
contaminates.  Measures shall include the implementation of best management 
practices (e.g. straw wattles, silt fencing, and soil stabilization) for stormwater control.  
The plan shall be incorporated in the Operations and Management Plan which is a 
requirement of the Section 404 permit process. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing). 

3. Submit all required documentation to the Environmental Coordinator for review 
and approval prior to construction activities within the 250-foot buffer. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans that are determined to be in compliance 
with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 

3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE BR-9: INVASIVE SPECIES CONTROL 
The project applicant shall prepare an invasive species removal and prevention plan.  
The plan shall provide methods to remove invasive species from preservation areas and 
to restore the affected wetland features.  The plan shall include methods for the 
prevention of the introduction of new invasive species from landscapes associated with 
the development.  Minimum components of such a plan shall include: mapping of 
existing invasive plant populations within the avoided areas, with the map being 
updated a minimum of every five years; a description of acceptable methods for 
removing invasive species, examples of which include hand removal or biological 
controls (e.g. natural parasites); and a prohibition on the use of non-native plants within 
either the avoided areas or the Recreation-2 areas.  The plan shall be incorporated in 
the Operations and Management Plan which is a requirement of the Section 404 permit 
process. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit the required plan to the Environmental Coordinator for review and 
approval prior to the start of construction work, and submit the updated invasive 
plant populations map every five years thereafter. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the submitted documentation prior to the start of construction.  Approve 
Project Plans that are determined to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Ensure that the documentation is updated as required.  If an updated map is due 
but has not been submitted, do not approve further Project Plans until such time 
as the update is submitted and approved.  This verification action may be 
superseded should an alternative timeframe or pathway for compliance be 
approved by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE CC-1: GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION 
All amendments to the SPA with the potential to change SPA-wide GHG emissions shall 
include an analysis which quantifies, to the extent practicable, the effect of the 
Amendment on SPA-wide greenhouse gas emissions.  The Amendment shall not 
increase SPA-wide greenhouse gas emissions above an average 5.80 metric tons per 
capita (including emissions from building energy usage and vehicles).  If the SPA 
amendment would require a change in the approved GHG Reduction Plan in order to 
meet the 5.80 MT CO2e threshold, then the proponent of the SPA amendment shall 
consult with the SMAQMD on the revised analysis and shall prepare a revised GHG 
Reduction Plan for approval by the County, in consultation with SMAQMD. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Prepare a revised GHG analysis, as necessary, which accounts for plan-wide 
changes in GHG emissions and submit the analysis to the Environmental 
Coordinator for review and approval.  Concurrently, the analysis must also be 
submitted to SMAQMD for review. 

3. If necessary, prepare and submit a revised GHG Reduction Plan to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval.  Concurrently, the analysis 
must also be submitted to SMAQMD for review. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review all proposed SPA Amendment applications to determine whether the 
project has the potential to change SPA-wide greenhouse gas emissions.  
Examples include projects which would change the average housing density of 
the plan area and projects which could change the distribution of vehicle trips. 

2. Review any revised GHG analysis for adequacy, and consult with SMAQMD on 
the analysis. 

3. Review any revised GHG Reduction Plan, and approve the plan if found to be 
adequate.  Ensure that the revised Plan is incorporated into the Cordova Hills 
SPA Master Plan, which will replace to any prior Plan. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE CR-1: CULTURAL RESOURCES PROTECTION 
If subsurface deposits believed to be cultural or human in origin are discovered during 
construction, then all work must halt within a 200-foot radius of the discovery.  A 
qualified professional archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards for prehistoric and historic archaeology, shall be retained at the 
Applicant’s expense to evaluate the significance of the find.  If it is determined due to 
the types of deposits discovered that a Native American monitor is required, the 
Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native American Cultural, Religious, and Burial 
Sites as established by the Native American Heritage Commission shall be followed, 
and the monitor shall be retained at the Applicant’s expense. 

Work cannot continue within the 200-foot radius of the discovery site until the 
archaeologist conducts sufficient research and data collection to make a determination 
that the resource is either 1) not cultural in origin; or 2) not potentially eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places or California Register of Historical 
Resources. 

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered, then the archaeologist, the 
Environmental Coordinator, and project proponent shall arrange for either 1) total 
avoidance of the resource, if possible; or 2) test excavations or total data recovery as 
mitigation.  The determination shall be formally documented in writing and submitted to 
the Environmental Coordinator as verification that the provisions of CEQA for managing 
unanticipated discoveries have been met.   

In addition, pursuant to Section 5097.97 of the State Public Resources Code and 
Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of 
human remains, all work is to stop and the County Coroner shall be immediately 
notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native 
American Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of 
the remains. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Include the above measure verbatim as a Construction Note and incorporate it 
into all Plans and Specifications for the project, and submit one copy to the 
Environmental Coordinator for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work (including clearing and grubbing).   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans prior to the start of construction.  Approve Project Plans 
that are determined to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Monitor compliance during periodic site inspections of the construction work. 
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3. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE HM-1: LANDFILL GAS MONITORING 
Any structure within the project boundaries (including but not limited to, buildings, 
subsurface vaults, utilities, or any other areas where potential landfill gas buildup may 
cause adverse impacts to the public health or safety or the environment) within 1,000 
feet of buried waste or proposed buried waste at Kiefer Landfill shall be continuously 
monitored by the owner/operator of said structure for landfill gas and be designed and 
constructed to prevent landfill gas accumulation in those structures. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Under the circumstances described by this measure, submit a plan for landfill gas 
monitoring to the Environmental Coordinator for review and approval.  Also 
submit documentation which verifies that the proposed building design complies 
with the measure. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans and other documentation that is determined 
to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE LU-1: BOY’S RANCH DISCLOSURE 
The location and nature of the Sacramento County Boys Ranch facility shall be 
disclosed to all prospective buyers of estate-residential properties. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Prior to recordation of any small-lot subdivision map within the Estate Residential 
area (which is the only land use along the easternmost portion of the site where 
properties are most proximate to the facility), submit the proposed notice to the 
Environmental Coordinator, along with a description of the means by which the 
notice will be given. 

3. Submit documentation certifying that the appropriate notice was given.   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to recordation of any small-lot subdivision map within the Estate Residential 
area (which is the only land use along the easternmost portion of the site where 
properties are most proximate to the facility), review the proposed notice and the 
means of conveying the notice to ensure that it will comply with the measure. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE LU-2: KIEFER LANDFILL DISCLOSURE 
The location and nature of the Kiefer Landfill facility shall be disclosed to all prospective 
buyers of properties within one mile of the ultimate active landfill boundary.  The 
disclosure notice shall include: 

A. A statement substantially consistent with the following: “The landfill will expand in 
height and land area over time, and thus the visibility and proximity of the landfill 
from the property at the time of purchase does not reflect how visible or 
proximate the landfill will be in the future.”  This statement shall be supplemented 
with relevant facts about ultimate landfill design, including the distance of the 
property to the ultimate planned edge of the landfill waste disposal area to the 
nearest 100 feet and the ultimate planned height of the landfill (as set forth in the 
Solid Waste Facilities Permit). 

B. Notification that the landfill operates under a Solid Waste Facilities Permit and is 
required to control pests, vectors, litter, and odor to the extent practicable, but 
that it is not possible to eliminate all of these nuisances.  For this reason, 
property owners may experience some of these nuisance conditions. 

C. Notification that the active landfill area is lighted at night. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Prior to recordation of any subdivision map, submit the proposed notice to the 
Environmental Coordinator, along with a description of the means by which the 
notice will be given. 

3. Submit documentation certifying that the appropriate notice was given.   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to recordation of any subdivision map, review the proposed notice and the 
means of conveying the notice to ensure that it will comply with the measure. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-1: NOISE AFFECTING RESIDENTIAL EXTERIOR 
All residential development projects exposed to greater than 65 dB Ldn (as identified in 
Appendix NO-1) at the property line shall be designed and constructed to reduce noise 
levels to within General Plan Noise Element standards for exterior activity areas.  
Potential options for achieving compliance with noise standards include, but are not 
limited to, noise barriers, increased setbacks, and/or strategic placement of structures.  
An acoustical analysis substantiating the required noise level reduction, prepared by a 
qualified acoustical consultant shall be submitted to and verified by the Environmental 
Coordinator prior to the issuance of any building permits for affected sites. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Refer to Appendix NO-1 of the November 2012 FEIR prepared for the Cordova 
Hills SPA project (Control Number 2008-00142), which has also been included 
as an Appendix of the SPA, and if applicable, submit an acoustical analysis to 
the Environmental Coordinator for review and approval.  The analysis may use 
updated noise data or calculation methodologies, subject to the approval of the 
Environmental Coordinator. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans and other documentation that is determined 
to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-2: NOISE AFFECTING RESIDENTIAL INTERIOR 
All residential development projects exposed to greater than 70 dB Ldn (as identified in 
Appendix NO-1) at the property line shall be designed and constructed to achieve an 
interior noise level of 45 dB Ldn or less.  Potential options for achieving compliance with 
noise standards include, but are not limited to, noise barriers, increased setbacks, 
strategic placement of structures and/or enhanced building construction techniques.  An 
acoustical analysis substantiating the required noise level reduction, prepared by a 
qualified acoustical consultant, shall be submitted to and verified by the Environmental 
Coordinator prior to the issuance of any building permits for the site. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Refer to Appendix NO-1 of the November 2012 FEIR prepared for the Cordova 
Hills SPA project (Control Number 2008-00142), which has also been included 
as an Appendix of the SPA, and if applicable, submit an acoustical analysis to 
the Environmental Coordinator for review and approval.  The analysis may use 
updated noise data or calculation methodologies, subject to the approval of the 
Environmental Coordinator. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans and other documentation that is determined 
to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-3: NOISE AFFECTING NON-RESIDENTIAL 
Non-residential development projects such as churches, libraries, meeting halls, and 
schools exposed to greater than 60 dB Ldn, and all non-residential development projects 
such as transient lodging, hospitals and nursing homes, and office buildings exposed to 
greater than 65 dB Ldn (as identified in Appendix NO-1) at the property line shall 
demonstrate that interior noise volumes will not exceed General Plan Noise Element 
standards for non-residential uses exposed to traffic noise.  This may be accomplished 
by providing documentation that the type of use is within acceptable limits based on the 
location of the identified noise contours and assuming standard exterior-to-interior 
attenuation of 25 dB.  If this cannot be demonstrated, an acoustical analysis 
substantiating the required noise level reduction, prepared by a qualified acoustical 
consultant, shall be submitted to and verified by the Environmental Coordinator prior to 
the issuance of any building permits for affected sites.  Potential options for achieving 
compliance with noise standards include, but are not limited to, noise barriers, 
increased setbacks, strategic placement of structures and/or enhanced building 
construction techniques.  The measure does not apply to commercial uses. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Refer to Appendix NO-1 of the November 2012 FEIR prepared for the Cordova 
Hills SPA project (Control Number 2008-00142), which has also been included 
as an Appendix of the SPA, and if applicable, submit an acoustical analysis or 
other documentation to the Environmental Coordinator for review and approval.  
The analysis may use updated noise data or calculation methodologies, subject 
to the approval of the Environmental Coordinator. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans and other documentation that is determined 
to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-4: NOISE AFFECTING PARKS 
All parks exposed to noise volumes in excess of 70 dB (as identified in Appendix NO-1) 
at the property line shall be designed and constructed to reduce noise levels within park 
activity areas (benches, play structures, etc) to within General Plan Noise Element 
standards for parks.  Potential options for achieving compliance with noise standards 
include, but are not limited to, noise barriers, increased setbacks, and/or strategic 
placement of structures.  For barrier and other structural options, an acoustical analysis 
substantiating the required noise level reduction, prepared by a qualified acoustical 
consultant shall be submitted to and verified by the Environmental Coordinator prior to 
the issuance of any building permits for affected sites. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Refer to Appendix NO-1 of the November 2012 FEIR prepared for the Cordova 
Hills SPA project (Control Number 2008-00142), which has also been included 
as an Appendix of the SPA, and if applicable, submit an acoustical analysis or 
other documentation to the Environmental Coordinator for review and approval.  
The analysis may use updated noise data or calculation methodologies, subject 
to the approval of the Environmental Coordinator. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans and other documentation that is determined 
to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 



 Cordova Hills   

 MMRP-42  PLNP2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142   

 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-5: NOISE ANALYSIS FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL 
All non-residential development projects located adjacent to residentially designated 
properties shall be designed and constructed to ensure that noise levels generated by 
the uses do not result in General Plan Noise Element standards being exceeded on 
adjacent properties.  An acoustical analysis substantiating the required noise level 
reduction, prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant shall be submitted to and 
verified by the Environmental Coordinator prior to the issuance of any building permits 
for the non-residential projects with the potential to generate substantial noise (e.g. car 
wash, auto repair, or buildings with heavy-duty truck loading docks) if those uses are 
adjacent to residentially designated properties.  The acoustical analysis shall include, 
but not be limited to, consideration of potential noise conflicts due to operation of the 
following items: 

 Outdoor playing fields; 

 Mechanical building equipment, including HVAC systems; 

 Loading docks and associated truck routes; 

 Refuse pick up locations; and 

 Refuse or recycling compactor units. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Submit an acoustical analysis or other documentation to the Environmental 
Coordinator for review and approval.  The analysis may use updated noise data 
or calculation methodologies, subject to the approval of the Environmental 
Coordinator. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Review the Project Plans and other documentation prior to the start of 
construction.  Approve Project Plans and other documentation that is determined 
to be in compliance with all required mitigation. 

2. Participate in any Final Inspection(s) as necessary. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE NO-6: MATHER AIRPORT DISCLOSURE 
The following conditions will be required to ensure adequate disclosure of Mather 
Airport operations:  

A. Notification in the Public Report prepared by the California Department of Real 
Estate shall be provided disclosing to prospective buyers that the parcel is 
located within the applicable Airport Planning Policy Area and that aircraft 
operations can be expected to overfly that area at varying altitudes less than 
3,000 feet above ground level. 

B. Avigation Easements prepared by the Sacramento County Counsel’s Office shall 
be executed and recorded with the Sacramento County Recorder on each 
individual residential parcel contemplated in the development in favor of the 
County of Sacramento.  All Avigation Easements recorded pursuant to this policy 
shall, once recorded, be copied to the director of Airports and shall acknowledge 
the property location within the appropriate Airport Planning Policy Area and shall 
grant the right of flight and obstructed passage of all aircraft into and out of the 
appropriate airport. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure. 

2. Prior to recordation of any subdivision map, submit the proposed notice to the 
Environmental Coordinator. 

3. Submit documentation certifying that the appropriate notice was given.   

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to recordation of any subdivision map, review the proposed notice to ensure 
that it will comply with the measure. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-1: COUNTY INTERSECTIONS 
The applicant shall construct or fund, as set forth in the phasing and financing plan 
approved by the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, the below 
mitigation measures.  The phasing and financing plan shall ensure commencement of 
construction of traffic improvements prior to degradation of LOS below applicable 
County standards.  This mitigation recognizes that should any of the measures 
below benefit other projects, a reimbursement agreement and/or a fee credit to the 
applicant may be considered. 

A. Bradshaw Road and Jackson Road – Provide a second westbound through lane. 

B. Eagles Nest Road and Jackson Road – Construct a new traffic signal. Provide a 
left turn lane and a through-right turn shared lane on the northbound and 
southbound approaches. 

C. Grant Line Road and Sunrise Boulevard – Provide a separate southbound right 
turn lane so the southbound approach has one left turn lane, one through lane 
and one right turn lane. 

D. Grant Line Road and White Rock Road – Modify the intersection and traffic 
signal to provide dual left turn lanes and two through lanes on the northbound 
approach; provide two through lanes and a separate right turn lane on the 
southbound approach; and provide two left turn lanes and a separate right turn 
lane on the eastbound approach. On the western leg of the intersection, two 
westbound departure lanes are required. 

E. School Access and North Loop Road – Provide dual eastbound left turn lanes.  
The applicant shall be responsible for a focused access study addressing the 
internal circulation of the Cordova Hills project to finalize the design of 
intersection geometries and length of left turn pockets. The scope of work for the 
analysis shall be submitted to the Sacramento County DOT staff. Upon 
completion, the analysis shall be submitted to the Sacramento County DOT for 
approval and recommendations. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-2: RANCHO CORDOVA INTERSECTIONS 
The applicant shall construct or fund, as set forth in the phasing and financing plan 
approved by the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, and in consultation 
with the City of Rancho Cordova, the below mitigation measures.  The phasing and 
financing plan shall ensure commencement of construction of traffic improvements prior 
to degradation of LOS below the applicable County or City standards.  This mitigation 
recognizes that should any of the measures below benefit other projects, a 
reimbursement agreement may be considered. 

A. Zinfandel Drive and White Rock Road – The applicant shall be responsible for a 
fair share of this measure.  Provide separate dual right turns on the westbound 
approach so the westbound approach has two left turn lanes, two through lanes 
and two right turn lanes.    The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation and may be up to 100% of the 
cost of the improvements. 

B. Sunrise Boulevard and White Rock Road – Provide overlap phasing on the 
eastbound and westbound approaches. 

C. Sunrise Boulevard and Douglas Road – Provide overlap phasing on the 
westbound approach. 

D. Sunrise Boulevard and Jackson Road – Provide an eastbound through lane, and 
eastbound through-right turn shared lane, and an eastbound left turn lane; a 
northbound left turn lane and a northbound through-right turn shared lane; two 
westbound through lanes, a westbound right turn lane, and a westbound left turn 
lane; a southbound through lane, a southbound left turn lane, and a southbound 
right turn lane. 

E. Grant Line Road and Jackson Road – The applicant shall be responsible for a 
fair share of this measure.  Provide a left turn lane and a through-right shared 
turn lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches. Provide a separate left 
turn lane, a through lane and a separate right turn lane on the northbound and 
southbound approaches.  The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation and may be up to 100% of the 
cost of the improvements. 

F. Grant Line Road and Kiefer Boulevard – Construct a new traffic signal. Provide a 
left turn lane, a through lane and a through-right turn shared lane on the 
northbound and southbound approaches; provide a left turn lane and a through-
right turn shared lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches. 

G. Grant Line Road and Douglas Road – Construct a new traffic signal. Provide dual 
left turn lanes and a separate through lane on the northbound, a through lane 
and a through-right turn shared lane on the southbound approach, and a 
separate left turn lane and a free-right turn lane on the eastbound approach. Also 
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an extra southbound departure lane is needed for the eastbound free-right 
movement. To be consistent with the segment mitigations a second northbound 
through lane is included. 

H. Grant Line Road and North Loop Road – Construct a new traffic signal. Provide 
two through lanes and a separate right turn lane on the northbound approach, 
dual left turn lanes and one through on the southbound approach, and one left 
turn lane and one free-right turn lane on the westbound approach. Also an extra 
northbound departure lane is needed for the westbound free-right movement. To 
be consistent with the segment mitigations a second southbound through lane is 
included. 

I. Grant Line Road and Chrysanthy Boulevard – Construct a new traffic signal. 
Provide a through lane and a separate right turn lane on the northbound 
approach, dual left turn lanes and a through lane on the southbound approach, 
and dual left turn lanes and one right turn lane on the westbound approach. To 
be consistent with the segment mitigations a second northbound and southbound 
through lane is included.  Also provide two westbound through lanes for when 
Chrysanthy Boulevard is connected through Rancho Cordova. 

J. Grant Line Road and University Boulevard – Construct a new traffic signal. 
Provide a through lane and a separate free-right turn lane on the northbound 
approach, dual left turn lanes and one through lanes on the southbound 
approach, and dual left turn lanes and a right turn lane on the westbound 
approach. Also an extra eastbound departure lane is needed for the northbound 
free-right movement. To be consistent with the segment mitigations a second 
northbound and southbound through lane is included. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-3: COUNTY ROADWAY 
The applicant shall construct or fund, as set forth in the phasing and financing plan 
approved by the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, the below 
mitigation measures.  The phasing and financing plan shall ensure commencement of 
construction of traffic improvements prior to degradation of LOS below applicable 
County standards.  This mitigation recognizes that should any of the measures 
below benefit other projects, a reimbursement agreement and/or a fee credit to the 
applicant may be considered. 

A. Prairie City Road from US 50 to White Rock Road – Increase roadway capacity 
by upgrading the capacity class for this segment from a rural highway without 
shoulders to a rural highway with shoulders. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-4: ELK GROVE ROADWAY 
The applicant shall construct or fund, as set forth in the phasing and financing plan 
approved by the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, and in consultation 
with the City of Elk Grove, the below mitigation measures.  The phasing and financing 
plan shall ensure commencement of construction of traffic improvements prior to 
degradation of LOS below the applicable County or City standards.  This mitigation 
recognizes that should any of the measures below benefit other projects, a 
reimbursement agreement may be considered. 

A. Grant Line Road from Sheldon Road to Calvine Road – Increase roadway 
capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the capacity class to 
an arterial with moderate access control. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-5: RANCHO CORDOVA ROADWAYS 
The applicant shall construct or fund, as set forth in the phasing and financing plan 
approved by the Sacramento County Department of Transportation, and in consultation 
with the City of Rancho Cordova, the below mitigation measures.  The phasing and 
financing plan shall ensure commencement of construction of traffic improvements prior 
to degradation of LOS below the applicable County or City standards.  This mitigation 
recognizes that should any of the measures below benefit other projects, a 
reimbursement agreement may be considered. 

A. Grant Line Road from Jackson Road to Kiefer Boulevard – Increase roadway 
capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the capacity class to 
an arterial with moderate access control. 

B. Grant Line Road from Kiefer Boulevard to University Boulevard – Increase 
roadway capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the 
capacity class to an arterial with moderate access control. 

C. Grant Line Road from University Boulevard to Chrysanthy Boulevard – Increase 
roadway capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the 
capacity class to an arterial with moderate access control. 

D. Grant Line Road from Chrysanthy Boulevard to North Loop – Increase roadway 
capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the capacity class to 
an arterial with moderate access control. 

E. Grant Line Road from North Loop to Douglas Road – Increase roadway capacity 
by widening this segment to 6 lanes and upgrading the capacity class to an 
arterial with moderate access control. 

F. Grant Line Road from Douglas Road to White Rock Road – Increase roadway 
capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the capacity class to 
an arterial with moderate access control. 

G. Jackson Road from Sunrise Boulevard to Grant Line Road – Increase roadway 
capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the capacity class to 
an arterial with moderate access control. 

H. Douglas Road from Rancho Cordova Parkway to Grant Line Road – Increase 
roadway capacity by widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the 
capacity class to an arterial with moderate access control between Americanos 
Boulevard and Grant Line Road, and by adding two westbound travel lanes to 
Douglas between Rancho Cordova Parkway to Americanos Boulevard.  
Construct interim sidewalk improvements (typically a detached asphaltic concrete 
path) and bicycle lanes. 
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Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-6: CALTRANS MAINLINE FACILITIES 
The applicant shall be responsible for funding a fair share of the construction costs of 
the below mitigation measures.  The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation, in consultation with Caltrans. 

A. Westbound US 50 from Hazel Avenue to Sunrise Boulevard – Add an auxiliary 
lane. 

B. Eastbound US 50 from Sunrise Boulevard to Hazel Avenue – Add an auxiliary 
lane. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 



 Cordova Hills   

 MMRP-52  PLNP2008-GPB-SDP-ZOB-AHP-00142   

 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-7: PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE FACILITIES 
The applicant shall be responsible for a fair share of the below mitigation measures.  
The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of Sacramento County Department 
of Transportation and may be up to 100% of the cost of the improvements. 

A. Construct interim sidewalk improvements (typically a detached asphaltic concrete 
path) and bicycle lanes along Grant Line Road from Douglas Road to White Rock 
Road and on Douglas Road from Rancho Cordova Parkway to Grant Line Road, 
to the satisfaction of the Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-8: COUNTY INTERSECTIONS (CUMULATIVE) 
The applicant shall be responsible for a fair share of the below mitigation measures.  
The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of Sacramento County Department 
of Transportation and may be up to 100% of the cost of the improvements. 

A. School Access and North Loop Road – Provide dual eastbound left turn lanes. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-9: RANCHO CORDOVA INTERSECTIONS 

(CUMULATIVE) 
The applicant shall be responsible for a fair share of the below mitigation measures.  
The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of Sacramento County Department 
of Transportation, in consultation with the City of Rancho Cordova, and may be up to 
100% of the cost of the improvements. 

A. Sunrise Boulevard and Douglas Road – Provide overlap phasing on the 
eastbound and westbound right turns. 

B. Grant Line Road and Douglas Road – Provide a third southbound through lane 
and overlap phasing on the eastbound right turn lane. To be consistent with the 
segment mitigations a third northbound through lane is included. 

C. Grant Line Road and North Loop Road – Provide a westbound free-right turn 
lane. Also an extra northbound departure lane is needed for the westbound free-
right movement. 

D. Grant Line Road and University Boulevard – Provide a northbound free-right turn 
lane. Also an extra eastbound departure lane is needed for the northbound free-
right movement. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-10: COUNTY ROADWAY (CUMULATIVE) 
The applicant shall be responsible for a fair share of the below mitigation measures.  
The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of Sacramento County Department 
of Transportation and may be up to 100% of the cost of the improvements. 

A. North Loop Road from Street D to Street F – Increase roadway capacity by 
widening this segment to 4 lanes and upgrading the capacity class to an arterial 
with low access control. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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 MITIGATION MEASURE TR-11: RANCHO CORDOVA ROADWAYS 

(CUMULATIVE) 
The applicant shall be responsible for a fair share of the below mitigation measures.  
The fair share shall be calculated to the satisfaction of Sacramento County Department 
of Transportation, in consultation with the City of Rancho Cordova, and may be up to 
100% of the cost of the improvements. 

A. Grant Line Road from Rancho Cordova Parkway to Kiefer Boulevard – Increase 
roadway capacity by widening this segment to a 6 lane arterial with moderate 
access control. 

B. Grant Line Road from Kiefer Boulevard to University Boulevard – Increase 
roadway capacity by widening this segment to a 6 lane arterial with moderate 
access control. 

C. Grant Line Road from North Loop to Douglas Road – Increase roadway capacity 
by widening this segment to a 6 lane arterial with moderate access control. 

D. Grant Line Road from Douglas Road to White Rock Road – Increase roadway 
capacity by widening this segment to a 6 lane arterial with moderate access 
control. 

Implementation and Notification (Action by Project Applicant): 

1. Comply fully with the above measure and the implementing Conditions of 
Approval which stipulate the timing of the improvements, in coordination with the 
Sacramento County Department of Transportation. 

Verification (Action by the Environmental Coordinator): 

1. Prior to approval of any Project Plans, coordinate with the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation to determine compliance. 
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