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CEQA 

Cultural resources in California are protected by a number of federal, state, and local regulations and ordinances. 
The most frequently applied legislation consists of the provisions of CEQA that provide for the documentation 
and protection of significant prehistoric and historic resources. Before the approval of discretionary projects and 
the commencement of agency undertakings, the potential impacts of the project on archaeological and historical 
resources must be considered (Public Resources Code Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 and the CEQA Guidelines 
[California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 15064.5]). 

The significance of an archaeological or historic resource as per the CEQA Guidelines is an important 
consideration in terms of their management. Listing, or eligibility for listing, on the California Register of Historic 
Resources (CRHR) is the primary consideration in whether or not a resource is subjected to further research and 
documentation. As a matter of policy, public agencies should avoid damaging effects to historic and 
archaeological resources, particularly those that are CRHR-eligible. When impacts cannot be avoided, their 
affects can be mitigated through: 

► avoidance during construction phases, 
► incorporation of sites into open space, 
► capping resources with chemically stable fill, 
► deeding a site into a permanent conservation easement, and 
► data recovery (testing and excavation). 

In addition, the State CEQA Guidelines require consideration of unique archaeological sites (Section 15064.5). 
If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria for inclusion on the CRHR but does meet the definition of a 
unique archeological resource as outlined in the Public Resource Code (Section 21083.2), it may be treated as a 
significant historical resource. Treatment options under Section 21083.2 of CEQA include a project that preserves 
such resources in place in an undisturbed state. Other acceptable methods of mitigation under Section 21083.2 
include excavation and curation, or study in place without excavation and curation (if the study finds that the 
artifacts would not meet one or more of the criteria for defining a “unique archaeological resource”). 

Public Resources Code Section 15064.5(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines also requires that excavation activities 
stop whenever human remains are uncovered and that the county coroner be called in to assess the remains. If the 
coroner determines that the remains are those of Native Americans, the Native American Heritage Commission 
must be contacted within 24 hours. At that time, Section 15064.5(d) CEQA Guidelines directs the lead agency to 
consult with the appropriate Native Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission and 
directs the lead agency (or applicant) to develop an agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

CITY OF SACRAMENTO GENERAL PLAN 

The Preservation Element of the City of Sacramento General Plan outlines a series of goals under a 
Comprehensive Citywide Preservation Program. These goals include: 

► Goal A: To Maintain a Comprehensive Citywide Preservation Program 

► Goal B: To Protect and Preserve Important Historic and Cultural Resources that Serve as Significant, Visible 
Reminders of the City’s Social and Architectural History 

► Goal C: To Maintain and Expand an Inventory of Important Historic and Cultural Resources and their 
Settings and Retain Information Important to their Understanding 
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► Goal D: To Foster Public Awareness and Appreciation of the City’s Heritage and its Historic and Cultural 
resources 

► Goal E: To Identify and Protect Archaeological Resources that Enrich our Understanding of the Early 
Sacramento Area 

► Goal F: To Provide Incentives to Encourage Owners of Historic Properties to Preserve and Rehabilitate Their 
Properties. 

LAFCO 

The LAFCo Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines document does not contain any policies related to cultural 
resources. 

6.13.5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

Cultural resource investigations for the project area consisted of a staged approach that included Native American 
consultation, pre-field research, field survey, and resource documentation. All aspects of the cultural resource 
study were conducted in accordance with guidelines outlined in the Office of Historic Preservation’s (OHP) 
Instructions for Recording Historical Resources (OHP 1995) and the federal Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
and Guidelines for the Identification of Cultural Resources (48 CFR 44720-23). 

Native American Consultation 

Before conducting fieldwork, EDAW consulted with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
regarding the potential for important cultural resources and properties to be within or adjacent to the project site. 
A response from the NAHC indicated that a search of the sacred land files failed to indicate the presence of 
Native American cultural resources or traditional cultural places in or near the project site. Input from local Native 
American groups was also solicited but to date no response has been received from these groups. 

Pre-Field Research 

To determine whether any previously documented or unrecorded cultural resources were present within and 
immediately adjacent to the project study area, background research on the project study area was conducted. Pre-
field research consisted of a record search conducted by an EDAW historian at the North Central Information 
Center (NCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System. Records curated by the NCIC include 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Series 523 archaeological site records, site location maps, 
maps of previous study coverage, National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) Nomination Forms, and relevant 
historical documentation and maps. The NCIC research also consisted of, but was not necessarily limited to, a 
review of the following sources: 

► National Register of Historic Places (National Park Service 1996, and Computer updates 1966 through 2000); 
► California Register of Historical Resources (State of California 2004); 
► California Points of Historical Interest (State of California 1992 and updates); 
► Historic Spots in California (State of California 1966); and 
► Directory of Properties in the Historical Resources Inventory (State of California 1976 and updates). 
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Field Research 

Guided by the results of the NCIC record search, EDAW archeologists conducted an intensive inventory of the 
entire project area including the proposed location of the Meister Way overpass and off-site infrastructure 
connection points and alignments (i.e., water, wastewater, storm drainage) during January of 2005. No structures 
are present on-site. Pedestrian transects of no more than 25 meters were used and ground visibility in most areas 
was in excess of approximately 65%. However, some areas, the northwestern ¼ of the project area in particular, 
were heavily overgrown with grasses and the only ground surface that was visible was in rodent burrows and 
disturbed patches in the vicinity of former stable, barn, and racetrack locations. 

Previous Archaeological Investigations 

According to the NCIC record search results, a total of six cultural resource studies and evaluations have been 
conducted within or in the immediate vicinity of the current project area as described in Table 6.13-1. 

Table 6.13-1 
Relevant Cultural Resource Studies 

NCIC Report # Report Title Date Author Findings 

357 
Cultural Resources inventory and Evaluation of 
Systems Integrators, Inc. Project, Sacramento 
County, California 

n.d. 
Public 
Anthropological 
Research 

no cultural resources 
documented 

70 

Negative Archeological Survey Report for the 
Expansion of State Route 99 Between 
Interstate 5 and Striplin Road, Sacramento and 
Sutter Counties. 

1983 Henry O. Bass no cultural resources 
documented 

4194 
Cultural Resources Evaluations for the North 
Natomas Community Plan Study Area, 
Sacramento, California 

1985 David Chavez 
cultural resources 
recorded outside 
Greenbriar project  

5777 

Historic Property Treatment Plan for RD 1000 
Rural Historic Landscape District for the 
Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluations 
for the American River Watershed Investigation, 
Sacramento and Sutter Counties, California 

1996 Dames & Moore n/a 

3469a Historic American Engineering Record: 
RD 1000. HAER No. CA-187 1997 Melinda A. Peak n/a 

4195 

Cultural Resources Report: North Natomas 
Comprehensive Drainage Plan; Levee 
Improvements, Canal Widening and Additional 
Pumping Capacity 

1998 Derr and 
Boghosian 

P-34-886H and P-34-
883H identified 

 

Cultural Resources Located in the Project Area 

Based on previous cultural resource investigations and EDAW documentary and field research, a total of three 
cultural resources were identified within and adjacent to the project area (Table 6.13-2). 
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Table 6.13-2 
Cultural Resources in the Project Area 

CHRIS Resource # Resource Name Temporal 
Association Recorded CRHR/NRHP 

Significance 
n/a RD 1000 historic Melinda A. Peak (1997) eligible – on NRHP 

P-34-883H El Centro Road historic Derr and Boghosian (1998) not eligible 

P-34-886H Elkhorn Boulevard historic Derr and Boghosian (1998) not eligible 
 

EDAW archeologists revisited two of the previously documented cultural resources (P-34-883H and P-34-886H) 
and found that they had not changed in terms of condition and overall integrity since their initial recording in 
1998. Specific elements of RD 1000 facilities (e.g., ditches, canals) within and near the project area have been 
identified as cultural resources. These ditches and canals are currently in use and were not further recorded by 
EDAW. No previously undocumented prehistoric or historic-era archaeological sites, features, or artifacts were 
noted during the 2005 EDAW survey. No potential resources were noted in the area as a result of the NCIC 
research and a GLO plat map from the period of 1851–1870 shows no historic-era landscape features, buildings, 
or structures within the bounds of the present project. The GLO map notes the area as consisting of “Overflowed 
Land,” indicating the area was an active floodplain, suggesting it was not considered usable land during much of 
the 19th century. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The significance of cultural resources within the project area is measured against the criteria outlined in the 
CRHR. CEQA requires that resources eligible for listing on the CRHR be afforded degrees of protection ranging 
from preservation to the mitigation of adverse impacts. Determining the CRHR eligibility of historic and 
prehistoric sites located within the study area is guided by the specific legal context of the site’s significance as 
outlined in sections 21083.2 and 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code (PRC), and the CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations Title 14) Section 15064.5. In the CRHR cultural resources are defined as 
buildings, sites, structures or objects that may have historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural or scientific 
importance. A cultural resource may be eligible for listing on the CRHR if it: 

► is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history 
and cultural heritage: 

► is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

► embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction or represents the 
work of an important creative individual or possesses high artistic values; or 

► has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

In California, if a prehistoric or historic resource does not necessarily meet any of the four CRHR criteria, but 
does meet the definition of a “unique” site as outlined in the PRC (Section 21083.2), it may still be treated as a 
significant resource. This is the case if it is “… an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be 
clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that 
it meets any of the following criteria: 

► it contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 
demonstrable public interest in that information. 
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► it has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its 
type. 

► it is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event. 

These two sets of criteria operate independently to ensure that significant potential effects on archaeological and 
historic resources are considered a part of a project’s environmental analysis. PRC guidelines also recommend 
provisions be made for the accidental discovery of archaeological sites, historical resources or Native American 
human remains during construction (PRC Section 5097.98). 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

IMPACT  
6.13-1 

 

 

Damage or Destruction of Significant Documented Cultural Resources. No significant cultural 
resources have been identified within or immediately adjacent to the project site. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in no impacts to CRHR-listed or eligible resources. 

 Previous studies as well as EDAW archival and field investigations did not identify any 
significant or non-significant prehistoric or historic-era cultural sites, features, or artifacts within 
the project site or in areas where connections to off-site infrastructure (e.g., water and 
wastewater) would occur. The project site is situated within RD 1000, which is currently listed 
on the NRHP as a historic rural landscape and specifically as a Historic Vernacular Landscape. 
According to the NRHP, a Historic Vernacular Landscape is defined as a landscape that has been 
“… shaped by human activities or occupancy and reflect the physical circumstances and cultural 
character of daily lives. They generally contain large acreage and a proportionally small number 
of buildings and structures.” However, some individual elements of the District, such as 
associated ditches and canals located within the project site, are not considered NRHP or CRHR 
eligible. This non-eligibility is because of their loss of historical integrity and their continuing 
use and maintenance. In addition, such ditches and canals are ubiquitous in agricultural settings 
and do not possess the ability to provide information important to the historical development of 
irrigation and water conveyance systems in California. Therefore, no impacts would occur with 
development of the project. 

No mitigation measures are required. 

IMPACT  
6.13-2 

 

 

Potential Impacts to Undocumented Cultural Resources. There is the possibility that previously 
undiscovered and undocumented resources could be adversely affected or otherwise altered by ground 
disturbing activities during construction of the project. Disturbance of undocumented resources would be a 
potentially significant impact. 

 The entire project site has been subjected to an intensive surface pedestrian cultural resources 
inventory. However, surface visibility was limited in certain portions of the site and potentially 
significant cultural resources (as per CEQA) could be present in subsurface contexts that could 
not be examined during the survey. Although no identified archaeological sites are present within 
the project site, the potential exists to encounter and damage or otherwise alter previously 
undiscovered cultural material during ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of 
the project. Disturbance of these resources would be a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 6.13-2: (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell, charcoal, animal bone, bottle 
glass, ceramics, burned soil, structure/building remains) is made during project-related construction activities, 



Greenbriar Development Project DEIR  EDAW 
City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 6.13-9 Cultural Resources 

ground disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted and a qualified professional archaeologist shall be 
notified regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall determine whether the resource is potentially significant 
as per CEQA and develop specific measures to ensure preservation of the resource. Specific measures for 
significant or potentially significant resources could include, but not necessarily be limited to in-field 
documentation, archival research, subsurface testing, and excavation. The specific type of measure necessary 
would be determined according to evidence indicating degrees of resource integrity, spatial and temporal extent, 
and cultural associations and would be conducted in a manner consistent with CEQA and the City’s guidelines 
for preserving archaeological and cultural artifacts. 

Significance After Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would ensure that any resources that are inadvertently discovered 
during project construction activities are properly handled and preserved. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 6.13-2 
would reduce potentially significant impacts resulting from inadvertent damage or destruction of unknown cultural 
resources during construction to a less-than-significant level. 

IMPACT  
6.13-3 

 

 

Potential to Uncover Human Remains. Subsurface disturbances associated with construction activities at 
the project site could potentially uncover unmarked historic-era and prehistoric Native American burials, 
resulting in their alteration or damage. This would be a potentially significant impact. 

 While no evidence for prehistoric or early historic interments was found on the project site in 
surface contexts, this does not preclude the existence of buried subsurface human remains. 
California law recognizes the need to protect historic era and Native American human burials, 
skeletal remains, and items associated with Native American interments from vandalism and 
inadvertent destruction. The procedures for the treatment of Native American human remains are 
contained in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Section 7052 and California 
Public Resources Code Section 5097. If any human remains were unearthed during construction 
of the project, particularly those that were determined to be Native American in origin, a 
potentially significant impact would occur. 

Mitigation Measure 6.13-3 (City of Sacramento and LAFCo) 

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered during ground 
disturbing activities all such activities in the vicinity of the find shall be halted immediately and the City or the 
City’s designated representative shall be notified. The City shall immediately notify the county coroner and a 
qualified professional archaeologist. The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 
48 hours of receiving notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5[b]). 
If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native American, he or she must contact the Native 
American Heritage Commission by phone within 24 hours of making that determination (Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050[c]). The responsibilities of the Agency for acting upon notification of a discovery of Native 
American human remains are identified in detail in the California Public Resources Code Section 5097.9. The 
City or their appointed representative and the professional archaeologist shall consult with a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD) determined by the NAHC regarding the removal or preservation and avoidance of the 
remains and determine if additional burials could be present in the vicinity. 
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Significance After Mitigation 

Assuming an agreement can be reached between the MLD and the City or their representative with the assistance 
of the archaeologist, implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.13-3 would ensure that any human remains that 
are inadvertently discovered during construction activities are properly preserved or avoided. Therefore, 
implementation of this mitigation would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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7 OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED ANALYSES 

7.1 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

7.1.1 INTRODUCTION 

According to Section 15126.2(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, an 
environmental impact report (EIR) must discuss the growth-inducing impacts of the project. Specifically, CEQA 
states that the EIR shall: 

Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Included 
in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a 
wastewater treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in 
the population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that 
could cause significant environmental effects. Also, discuss the characteristics of some projects which 
may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either 
individually or cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, 
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

Growth-inducing impacts can result from development that directly or indirectly induces additional growth. 
Examples of growth inducement include: 

► redesignation of property from agricultural to urban uses within an agricultural area, thus increasing the 
potential for adjacent farmland to also be redesignated to urban uses; 

► the development of new housing or job-generating uses that would be sufficient in quantity to create a 
substantial demand for new jobs and housing, respectively; 

► the development of new schools as part of a proposed project with excess capacity to serve adjacent currently 
undeveloped areas; 

► the extension of roads and utilities to an area not currently served by such infrastructure; and 

► the oversizing of new utility lines to a project site which may have additional capacity to serve currently 
undeveloped areas nearby. 

Growth inducement itself is not an environmental effect but may foreseeably lead to environmental effects. These 
environmental effects may include increased demand on other community and public services and infrastructure, 
increased traffic and noise, degradation of air or water quality, degradation or loss of plant or animal habitats, or 
conversion of agricultural and open space land to urban uses. 

7.1.2 CITY/COUNTY NORTH NATOMAS JOINT VISION PLAN 

The project site is currently located outside the City of Sacramento (City) and outside the City’s sphere of 
influence (SOI). The land use maps in the City of Sacramento General Plan (City General Plan) and the County of 
Sacramento General Plan (County General Plan) designate the project site for agricultural land uses. As such, 
based on current land use designations the project site is not identified for future urban development. 
Development of the project as proposed would be inconsistent with land uses envisioned in the City and County 
General Plans. 
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In 2001, the City and the County of Sacramento (County) embarked upon a long-term agreement to 
collaboratively manage growth and preservation of open space and habitat in unincorporated areas of the Natomas 
Basin within Sacramento County. The agreement resulted in the preparation of the City/County North Natomas 
Joint Vision Plan (Joint Vision). This vision indicated that a substantial portion of the Natomas Basin would 
become urbanized, including the project site. Both jurisdictions determined that it would be mutually beneficial to 
cooperatively plan for the urbanization of the area because the City and County would share revenues that result 
from development of the area and any future development would be in accordance with smart growth principles. 
The City Council and County Board of Supervisors approved a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that 
outlined a joint vision for land use and revenue sharing principles for Natomas and recognized the City as the 
agent of development and the County as the agent of permanent open space protection, including farmlands and 
habitat. The project as proposed would be consistent with urban development patterns and densities envisioned 
for the Joint Vision area, and is the first property in the area being considered for development since adoption of 
the MOU. 

7.1.3 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT 

The project site is located outside the City of Sacramento city limit boundaries and outside its SOI boundaries. 
Project approval would require annexation of the project site into the City of Sacramento and amendment of the 
City’s SOI boundary. Additionally, the proposed project would be served by the Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District (SRCSD) and County Sanitation District-1 (CSD-1). SRCSD and CSD-1 would be required to 
amend their SOI boundary as the project site currently lies outside SRCSD’s and CSD-1’s existing SOI boundary. 
As discussed above, the City and County General Plans identify agricultural land uses for the project site and 
proposed land uses would be different than what is currently envisioned. 

The Joint Vision plan identifies high-density mixed residential uses for the majority of the project site along with 
single-family small-lot uses in the southeastern-most portion of the site. Although the proposed project would be 
consistent with the Joint Vision plan, this plan is conceptual and does not enable or entitle any land uses. The 
overall development proposed for the project site is similar to urban development envisioned by the City and 
County, as discussed below. Through development of the project site as envisioned by the Joint Vision (see 
Section 7.2 “Cumulative Impacts”), the project would be growth inducing because the increased population 
associated with development would increase demand for goods and services, thereby fostering population and 
economic growth in the City of Sacramento and nearby communities. More importantly, it would set a precedent 
for allowing development north of the current City boundaries; this is discussed further below. 

Regarding growth inducement, the 1986 NNCP EIR and the 1993 NNCP EIR Supplement found that the 
development of the NNCP area would have growth-inducing effects. Development of the North Natomas area 
will continue to have growth-inducing effects on the adjacent areas surrounding the plan area (City of Sacramento 
1993). The project is a reflection of that anticipated growth inducing effect of the NNCP. The 1986 NNCP EIR 
and the 1993 NNCP EIR Supplement stated that the magnitude of the growth-inducing effect identified for the 
NNCP area would be moderated by planning for a realistic jobs-to-housing balance. Although this balance has not 
yet been realized in the North Natomas community, the land use designations provided by the NNCP are intended 
to achieve a balance as residential neighborhoods mature and the establishment of commercial services becomes 
increasingly viable. Whether this balance mutes pressure for growth outside the NNCP, however, remains to be 
seen. 

Development of the project would not substantially contribute to an overall growth inducing effect because of its 
specific location and the nature of the proposed development. The project would be located between residential 
development occurring in the NNCP area and commercial and industrial development approved for the future 
Metro Air Park. Because of its adjacency to the NNCP area, the project would extend the North Natomas 
community to the west. Further, proposed land uses (e.g., residential, commercial, open spaces, school) would 
complement existing and proposed adjacent land uses.  
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Roadways providing access to and within the project site would consist of existing roads, improved roads along 
existing roadway alignments, and new roads. The project would develop and/or improve the road network in the 
Greenbriar area including Elkhorn Boulevard, Lone Tree Road, and the State Route (SR) 99/Elkhorn Boulevard 
interchange. The proposed project would also construct a new east-west roadway, Meister Way, through the 
center of the project site to provide access to and from the NNCP area to the east and Metro Air Park to the west. 
Because of the project site’s location (i.e., adjacent to Interstate 5 [I-5] and SR 70/99), the proposed roadway 
would not provide new or substantially enhanced access to currently undeveloped areas to the south and east. 
Further, no roadways are proposed to be extended to the north. The proposed Meister Way would only provide 
connectivity between the approved Metro Air Park development and the existing North Natomas community. 
Therefore, the Greenbriar roadway network would not be considered growth-inducing.  

Currently, there are no public storm drain facilities that serve the project site or any properties to the north and 
west. Properties located to the east and south are currently served by a storm drain system operated by the 
Reclamation District (RD) 1000. A formal storm water management system is proposed for the project site that 
would include a series of pipes and detention facilities that would be operated by the City. Proposed storm water 
conveyance facilities would not serve (i.e., they would not be sized to handle additional flows) other development 
projects outside the plan area, and therefore would not be growth inducing. 

The City currently does not provide water service to the project site. The proposed project includes plans for 
extension of the City’s infrastructure from the existing water mains located to the east and south of the site. The 
extension of water infrastructure to the project site would allow for extending water service to the Metro Air Park 
development located to the west. However, the Metro Air Park development is an approved development project, 
and provision of water to Metro Air Park would not be dependent upon water infrastructure constructed to serve 
the project. Extension of water services to the Greenbriar and Metro Air Park project sites is designed to serve 
these projects alone and would not induce further growth beyond these projects.  

Municipal wastewater treatment service is not currently available to the project site. However, a trunk sewer line, 
part of SRCSD’s wastewater conveyance pipeline system, currently extends across the project site in an east-west 
direction connecting with Sacramento International Airport and the NNCP area. This trunk line currently conveys 
wastewater from Sacramento International Airport and would also convey future wastewater generated by the 
Metro Air Park development to the east. The proposed project would connect to this wastewater trunk line at a 
point on the easternmost portion of the site. The proposed project would construct the necessary facilities on-site 
to serve development and connect to SRCSD’s conveyance system.  

The proposed project would involve a substantial construction effort over an extended period that would bring 
construction workers to the project site on a daily basis during peak periods. Because construction workers 
typically do not change where they live each time they are assigned to a new construction site, it is not anticipated 
that there would be any substantial relocation of construction workers to the City or County of Sacramento 
associated with the proposed project. The existing number of residents in the City and County of Sacramento who 
are employed in the construction industry would likely be sufficient to meet the demand for construction workers 
that would be generated by the proposed project. Between June and July 2005, the construction industry in 
Sacramento metropolitan area added 800 new jobs, which accounted for the sixth consecutive month of expansion 
in the construction industry and brought the construction industry’s job total to a new record high (EDD 2005). As 
of July 2005, there were 73,400 jobs in the construction industry for the Sacramento metropolitan area (EDD 
2005). Therefore, no substantial increase in demand for housing or goods and services would be created by 
project construction workers, and thus no growth inducement associated with these workers would be expected.  

In addition, employees would be hired for the proposed elementary school. No employment assumptions for 
elementary schools in the City of Sacramento were available; based on average school enrollments and average 
school sizes, Economic & Planning Systems estimated the number of employees per acre for elementary schools 
at 5.0 employees per acre (Ross, pers. comm., 2005). Based on this estimate, construction of an elementary school 
on 10 net acres on the project site would result in the creation of 50 full-time equivalent positions employed by 



EDAW  Greenbriar Development Project DEIR 
Other CEQA-Required Analyses 7-4 City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 

the school district. Approximately 850 additional full-time positions would be created by commercial land uses on 
the project site. It is expected that the proposed project’s employment needs would be largely filled by existing 
Sacramento County or regional residents. Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to directly 
induce population growth by bringing substantial numbers of new employees to the project vicinity. 

The proposed project would include the development of up to 3,473 residential units with an estimated population 
of 8,926. Although the proposed project includes the provision of commercial services, on-site services would 
meet only some of the needs of the project population. The additional population associated with the proposed 
project would spur an increase in demand for goods and services in the surrounding area and region, which could 
potentially result in additional development to satisfy this demand. In this respect, the proposed project would be 
growth inducing. It would be speculative, however, to try to predict exactly where any such new services would 
locate. The most logical assumption is that they would locate where the existing City and County General Plans 
currently anticipate them. The general plans have already undergone environmental review and any new 
individual projects requiring discretionary approvals would undergo their own environmental review if of a scale 
that warrants environmental review. 

Fire, protection, law enforcement, and other City services would be expanded only as necessary to meet project 
demand. As discussed in Section 6.6, “Public Services,” existing law enforcement services have sufficient 
capacity to serve the proposed project. The City of Sacramento Fire Department (SFD) is planning for the 
construction of an additional fire station that would serve the project site and surrounding Natomas area. The 
project would coordinate with the SFD and pay required fees to ensure adequate facilities are in place to meet 
project demands. The project would also provide space for the construction of an elementary school and would 
pay fees toward funding necessary school facilities. Because adequate public services are available to serve the 
project or the proposed project would provide or ensure that additional public services would be available to meet 
project demands (i.e., schools, police, fire), it would not facilitate additional development requiring public 
services. 

The land directly north of the project site is outside the City’s SOI boundary and is located in the jurisdiction of 
the County. This land is designated in the County General Plan for agricultural land uses. Because of this 
designation and its location outside the City’s SOI, the intended long-term use of this property is for agriculture. 
As the proposed project develops, particularly along its northern edge, it would place urban development adjacent 
to agricultural land. Historically, this type of land use pattern has resulted in conflicts between the ongoing 
agricultural operations and the urban development uses. Further, economic returns from urban development are 
typically substantially higher than continued agricultural use of land, and encroaching urban uses typically make 
attractive the conversion of adjacent agricultural land to urban uses. Thus, it can be expected that the project 
would place pressure on agricultural land to the north of the site to convert to urban uses.  

Conversion of adjacent agricultural lands to urban uses is not consistent with existing and adopted long-term 
plans for the area. This potential conversion of agricultural land to an urban use and the related loss of agricultural 
land, loss of biological habitat, additional traffic generation, and air and noise impacts are potential growth-
inducing impacts of the project. Development in this area would also require the extension of unplanned 
infrastructure (i.e., water, storm drainage, wastewater). Because development of these agricultural lands would 
require the County to amend its general plan and/or the City to expand its corporate limits and SOI boundary, 
such a land use conversion is not assured. Although development of the project, despite not providing any direct 
infrastructure linkages to the area, may contribute to possible long-term economic pressure for the eventual filing 
of applications for general plan amendments and/or other discretionary approvals in the area north of the project 
site, the responses of future elected bodies to such applications cannot be predicted. It is therefore impossible to 
conclude that the long-term urbanization of this northern area would be a reasonably foreseeable indirect effect of 
the project. (See State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358 [which defines “effects” for purposes of CEQA as 
including “[i]ndirect or secondary effects which are caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed 
in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable”] [emphasis added].) This said, however, the project’s potential 
for setting a precedent for growth and extension of the NNCP boundaries is an important consideration. As the 
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NNCP is built out, substantial pressure has been placed to consider development of the area to the north, 
including the project site. Recent proposals have included consideration of developing the area and using 
revenues from development to help fund a new sports arena. This proposal did not result in formal application to 
the City or County, but it suggests that interest in the area is high. Further, under the Joint Vision and the SACOG 
Blueprint, much of the area is identified as future urban development.  

Approval of the project would require the City to expand its sphere of influence to cover the site, which also 
requires approval of LAFCo. This approval could set precedent for future considerations of growth in the area, but 
it would also potentially mute such considerations in that LAFCo would not be apt to consider multiple sphere-of-
influence changes in rapid succession. Further, ultimate development of the site would require agreement with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), because the site, and the rest of the Joint Vision area, is not permitted 
for development in the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP). Thus additional requests for 
development would be closely scrutinized by USFWS. In short, the precedent-setting nature of the project itself 
may make other development requests more difficult to process. 

Overall, the proposed project would be growth inducing because the increased population associated with the 
proposed project would increase demand for goods and services, thereby fostering population and economic 
growth in the City of Sacramento and nearby communities. It can be expected that a successful project would 
place pressure on adjacent areas to the north to seek development entitlements. As explained above, however, it 
would be speculative to assume that these areas would in fact develop with urban uses, and numerous 
discretionary actions subject to environmental review and political considerations would have to be granted 
before any such urban uses could materialize. In summary, much of the growth that the proposed project would 
induce has been evaluated and provided for in the City General Plan, County General Plan, and other relevant 
planning documents. 

7.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This draft environmental impact report (DEIR) provides an analysis of overall cumulative impacts of the project 
taken together with other past, present, and probable future projects producing related impacts, as required by 
Section 15130 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines). The goal of 
such an exercise is twofold: first, to determine whether the overall long-term impacts of all such projects would be 
cumulatively significant; and second, to determine whether Greenbriar itself would cause a “cumulatively 
considerable” (and thus significant) incremental contribution to any such cumulatively significant impacts. (See 
State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130[a]-[b], Section 15355[b], Section 15064[h], Section 15065[c]; 
Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency [2002] 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120.) In other 
words, the required analysis intends to first create a broad context in which to assess the project’s incremental 
contribution to anticipated cumulative impacts, viewed on a geographic scale well beyond the project site itself, 
and then to determine whether the project’s incremental contribution to any significant cumulative impacts from 
all projects is itself significant (i.e., “cumulatively considerable” in CEQA parlance). 

Cumulative impacts are defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section15355 as “two or more individual effects 
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” 
A cumulative impact occurs from “the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of 
the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15355[b]). 

Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a), the discussion of cumulative impacts in this DEIR 
focuses on significant and potentially significant cumulative impacts. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), 
in part, provides the following: 
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The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood 
of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects 
attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality 
and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other 
projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the 
cumulative impact. 

7.2.1 PROJECTS CONTRIBUTING TO POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The State CEQA Guidelines identify two basic methods for establishing the cumulative environment in which the 
project is to be considered: the use of a list of past, present, and probable future projects or the use of adopted 
projections from a general plan, other regional planning document, or a certified EIR for such a planning 
document. For this DEIR, both the list and the plan approach have been combined to generate the most reliable 
future projections possible. A list approach is used to define specific projects that are currently proposed, but are 
not necessarily considered within an approved planning document. The plan approach is used to consider 
development consistent with an adopted plan. The plan approach is also used to consider the potential cumulative 
impacts of long-term development of the Joint Vision area, because specific development proposals for this 
overall area are not yet formed, and the best source for consideration of this area is the SACOG Blueprint, as will 
be discussed below.  

CUMULATIVE CONTEXT 

The City of Sacramento has developed over the past 150-plus years beginning in the late 1840’s immediately 
following the discovery of gold. Over this time the City, and the Sacramento region, has shifted largely, though 
not entirely, from natural habitat to agriculture and urban development. Overall, population in Sacramento County 
has increased dramatically over the past 65 years, based on US Census data, from approximately 170,000 in 1940 
to 500,000 in 1960, 780,000 in 1980, and 1,230,000 in 2000 (California Department of Finance 2005). Over this 
same period, the City of Sacramento grew from approximately 105,000 people in 1940 to 192,000 in 1960, 
276,000 in 1980, and 407,000 in 2000 (California Department of Finance 2005). According to the California 
Department of Conservation, Sacramento County comprises 636,083 acres, and the amount of urbanized land 
increased from 131,321 acres in 1988 to 159,903 acres in 2002, a change of 28,582 acres (4.5% of total County 
acreage) over the reporting period (California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program, 1988–2002 Land Use Summary). The population growth and the related development has changed the 
environment of the Sacramento region, and this change has resulted in the environmental baseline for many of the 
issues discussed in Chapter 6, such as adverse air quality, diminishing biological habitat, increased traffic, etc. 

The North Natomas area of the City of Sacramento is another important indicator of past development. 
Greenbriar, if approved, would amend the boundary of the NNCP and would be a Special Planning Area (SPA) 
within the NNCP subject to its own Planned Unit Development (PUD) guidelines and finance plan. As described 
further below the NNCP is an approximately 9,000-acre area of the City that began developing in 1999 and is 
expected to reach buildout in 2016. The cumulative effects of this build out are described in the cumulative 
impact analysis. 

RELATED PROJECTS CONTRIBUTING TO CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

CURRENTLY PLANNED AND PROPOSED PROJECTS 

North Natomas Community Plan 

Development projects in the North Natomas community that have been approved but are yet to be fully built out 
have been identified and evaluated by the NNCP and the associated environmental review documents. For this 
reason, the cumulative analysis contained in this EIR focuses on the overall development anticipated in the North 
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Natomas community as projected by the NNCP. Using this approach, this cumulative assessment provides the 
most conservative and inclusive analysis of past, present, and potential future projects.  

The North Natomas community is bounded by Elkhorn Boulevard to the north, I-80 to the south, the Natomas 
East Main Drainage Canal to the east, and the West Main Drain Canal to the west, covering more than 9,000 acres 
in the northwest portion of the city (see Exhibit 3-2 in Chapter 3) that was predominantly in agricultural use 
before development. The NNCP provides a long-term vision for the development of the North Natomas 
community. The environmental consequences from implementation of the NNCP were addressed in the 1986 
NNCP EIR (certified by the Sacramento City Council in May 1986) as well as the 1993 Supplement to the 1986 
NNCP EIR. Development within the NNCP started in 1999.  

There are several development projects that have been approved in the North Natomas community. Some of these 
projects are fully built-out and occupied at this juncture, while others are still in development phases. These 
projects are generally located to the south and east of the project site and include: the Westborough project, 
Cambay West, Natomas Crossing, Natomas Town Center, Panhandle, and Natomas Creek. 

The development projects in the North Natomas community that have been approved but are yet to be fully built 
out have been identified and anticipated by the NNCP and the associated environmental review documents. For 
this reason, the cumulative analysis contained in this EIR focuses on the overall development anticipated in the 
North Natomas community as projected by the NNCP. Using this approach, this cumulative assessment provides 
the most conservative and inclusive analysis of past, present, and potential future projects. 

In 2000, the estimated population for the North Natomas area was 2,002 people, occupying 740 housing units 
(SACOG 2001). At buildout (year 2016), the NNCP estimates a population of 66,495 in the North Natomas 
community occupying 33,257 housing units on approximately 9,038 acres, and 72,016 employees; the NNCP area 
is projected to account for approximately 35% of new housing and 30% of the new jobs in the City of Sacramento 
at buildout (City of Sacramento 1994). According to the City of Sacramento, development within the NNCP area 
as of September 14, 2005, includes approval of 12,162 lots for development of residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses; approval of 10,801 building permits; approval of 11,599 single-family residential special 
permits; and approval of 6,003 multifamily residential special permits (City of Sacramento 2005).  

According to SACOG projections, there were 14,865 persons living in the NNCP area and 5,368 housing units in 
the year 2005. SACOG projects 45,040 persons occupying 17,230 housing units in the year 2025 (SACOG 2005). 
Using these numbers, SACOG projects a growth of 30,175 persons, or 203% increase, and an increase of 11,862 
housing units, or 221% increase, by the year 2025. 

Metro Air Park 

In addition to development anticipated within the North Natomas community, the Metro Air Park development is 
a newly developing project located adjacent to the Sacramento International Airport and along the westerly edge 
of the Greenbriar site. The Metro Air Park totals 1,983 acres and has been approved for development of 
approximately 20 million square feet of office space, light industrial projects, retail and hotel developments, and a 
golf course on land east of the airport and north of I-5. The project is located in an area that has historically been 
dominated by agricultural uses. Construction of the Metro Air Park began in September 2003. 

West Lakeside 

As detailed in the MOU for the City/County Joint Vision for Natomas, the City has been identified as the 
appropriate agent for planning new growth in Natomas (City of Sacramento and County of Sacramento 2002). An 
application for development within the Joint Vision area is on file for the West Lakeside project. No other 
applications for the Joint Vision area have been filed and its future development potential is in its early consideration 
stage by the City and County. As such, development of the Joint Vision is considered separately in this analysis. The 
West Lakeside project is a proposal located approximately 0.25 mile south of the project site adjacent to the eastern 
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border of West Main Drain Canal. This project includes the development of 524 residential units, a 10-acre 
elementary school, and approximately 33 acres of open space land uses (e.g., parks and detention basins). 

Habitat Conservation Plan-Related Development Considerations 

Several regional habitat conservation planning efforts are also underway that allow for development, while setting 
aside, enhancing, and protecting habitat for sensitive species found in the region. The Natomas Basin HCP 
(NBHCP) would include the protection, management, and monitoring of conservation lands to reconcile the needs 
of 22 special-status species with planned development in the Natomas Basin, including lands within the City of 
Sacramento and Sutter County. Implementation of the NBHCP would provide a comprehensive program for the 
preservation and protection of habitat for threatened and endangered species potentially found on approximately 
53,537 acres of undeveloped and agricultural land in northwestern Sacramento County and southern Sutter 
County. In addition, a habitat conservation plan (HCP) was developed and adopted for the Metro Air Park 
(described above).  

The land that would be authorized for development under the take permits associated with the NBHCP would be 
15,517 acres, of which approximately 4,000 acres are currently undeveloped lands within the City of Sacramento, 
within the NNCP. In combination with the Metro Air Park, this total would reach 17,500 acres allocated among 
the City, Metro Air Park, and Sutter County. (Although the Metro Air Park is not part of the NBHCP, it was 
evaluated in the EIR/EIS for the NBHCP). Authorized development would include projects sponsored by either 
private developers or public entities that occur within the permitted area. 

SUMMARY OF CURRENTLY PLANNED AND PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Table 7-1 provides a summary of the projects considered in the cumulative analysis. Exhibit 7-1 presents the 
general location of cumulative projects. 

Table 7-1 
Cumulative Projects 

Cumulative Project Total 
Acres 

Residential Land Uses 
(acres/units) 

Commercial/Industrial 
Land Uses (acres) 

Population 
(persons) 

North Natomas Community Plan  9,038 3,160/33,257 2,195 66,495 

Metro Air Park Development 1,983 0/0 1,983 0 

West Lakeside Development 133.4 70/524 0 1,215 

Greenbriar Development Project 577 390/3,473 27.5 8,926 

Total  3,620/37,254 4,205.5 76,636 
 

FUTURE POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE PROJECT: CITY/COUNTY JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY 
MEASURE M 

Joint Vision 

As discussed in Section 3.7.2, “North Natomas Joint Vision Area,” the Joint Vision Plan is a collaborative effort 
between the City and County of Sacramento to develop a vision for the 10,000-acre area of the County between 
the northern city limits and Sutter County. Concepts for development have been considered and include a mixture 
of residential densities, an industrial park (in addition to Metro Airpark), and open spaces throughout, including 
most extensively in the northern extent separating development from the Sutter County boundary. In fact, a large 
amount of open space is anticipated to be dedicated (for habitat preservation and farmland retention) in this area. 
To date, no land use plans have been adopted, and all considerations to date have been conceptual. 
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The City and County’s conceptual vision for growth within this area is generally compatible with the principles 
outlined in Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG) Blueprint (discussed in Section 3.8.3, 
“Sacramento Region Blueprint”). The preferred vision for growth and development within this area could result in 
the development of a range of development densities, depending on the development scenario ultimately selected. 
Under the preferred scenario, two development options are under consideration: 1) No Development in Floodplain 
areas; 2) Up to 50% of Floodplain areas if sufficiently protected. The difference between the options would 
depend upon whether areas within the existing floodplain are brought under 100-year flood protection through the 
construction of measures (e.g., improved levees, set-back levees, elevated building pads) to remove flood hazards. 
Table 7-2 presents the range of development densities for the options under consideration. 

Table 7-2 
Joint Vision Development Densities 

No Development in Floodplain Up to 50% of Floodplain is Reclaimed 
Land Use 
Category Net Acres Units Commercial 

Square Feet Jobs Net Acres Units Commercial 
Square Feet Jobs 

Residential 
Mixed Use 2,154 38,759 -- -- 2,656 47,801 -- -- 

Commercial/ 
Employment 186 -- 3,255,709 11,772 233 -- 4,656,698 16,837 

Open Space/ 
Public 1,453 -- -- -- 1,794 -- -- -- 

Source: City of Sacramento, 2005 

 

The Greenbriar site is in the area being considered under the Joint Vision. For comparison purposes and to 
demonstrate the magnitude of the proposal, development of the Joint Vision would occur over an area 
approximately 6.5 to 8.0 times larger than the project site, would develop 10 to 13 times more houses, and would 
develop 11 to 16 times the commercial space proposed by the project.  

The ultimate development scenario that would be proposed for the Joint Vision area is not known and likely will 
not be known within the time this EIR and development are being considered. However, because the development 
potential of the area is large and it is being actively studied, this EIR includes disclosure of the plan to the extent it 
can be known. It is considered as future potential cumulative development, and because this is a speculative 
development proposal at this time, it is considered separately and less extensively than the cumulative 
development that is currently planned and proposed (i.e., specific development proposals have been submitted). 
The Joint Vision plan would be the subject of extensive CEQA review and consideration by the City and County, 
neighboring jurisdictions, regulatory agencies including DFG and USFWS, local service providers and LAFCo, 
and its likely implementation is best described as unknown. 

Measure M 

In 2004, Sutter County voters passed Measure M, an advisory measure intended to provide the Board of 
Supervisors with an indication of how the citizens of Sutter County feel about the types and level of development 
in the 7,500-acre area of the South Sutter County Industrial / Commercial Reserve. The southern boundary of the 
Measure M area forms the Sutter/Sacramento county line, approximately 4 miles north of Greenbriar. The vote 
did not approve any specific development proposals, but did provide guidance on how development may be 
viewed in the future. Measure M parameters for the South Sutter area are: 

► at least 3,600 acres for commercial/industrial development; 
► at least 1,000 acres for schools, parks, other public uses, and retail; and 
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► no more than 2,900 acres for residential development, with a population cap of 39,000. 

An application for the Measure M area has not been submitted to Sutter County, as of December 2005 (well after 
the date of the NOP for this EIR), so the specifics of any development proposal are not known beyond the 
parameters outlined above.  

7.2.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

Year 2025 Cumulative Conditions 

The analysis of cumulative traffic impacts is presented in Section 6.1, “Transportation and Circulation,” of this 
EIR. Please refer to that section. As shown, cumulative development would cause a number of roadways, 
including freeway segments, to operate above capacity levels, which is a significant cumulative impact. In the 
year 2025 (without project), the following 8 intersections are expected to operate unacceptably: 

► SR 70/99 Southbound Ramps and Elverta Road (LOS F during the a.m. peak) 
► SR 70/99 Northbound Ramps and Elverta Road (LOS F during the a.m. peak) 
► Elkhorn Boulevard and Lone Tree Road (LOS D and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 
► SR 70/99 Northbound Ramps and Elkhorn Boulevard (LOS F during the a.m. peak) 
► Metro Air Parkway and I-5 Northbound Ramps (LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks) 
► Elverta Road and Lone Tree Road (LOS E and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak, respectively) 
► Meister Way and Metro Air Parkway (LOS F during the p.m. peak) 
► Metro Air Parkway and Bayou Road (LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks) 

The following 2 roadway segments are expected to operate unacceptably under Cumulative (2025) Conditions: 

► Elkhorn Boulevard west of SR 70/99 Interchange – LOS E 
► Metro Air Parkway north of I-5 Interchange – LOS F 

The following 5 freeway ramps are expected to operate unacceptably under Cumulative (2025) Conditions: 

► SR 70/99 northbound to Elkhorn Boulevard off-ramp – LOS E during the a.m. peak hour 
► I-5 northbound to SR 70/99 northbound off-ramp – LOS E during the a.m. peak hour 
► I-5 northbound to Metro Air Parkway off-ramp – LOS F during the a.m. peak hour 
► I-5 southbound to Metro Air Parkway off-ramp – LOS F during the a.m. peak hour 
► Metro Air Parkway to I-5 southbound loop on-ramp – LOS F during the p.m. peak hour 

The following 3 freeway segments are expected to operate unacceptably under Cumulative (2025) Conditions: 

► I-5 East of Powerline Road – LOS F for the northbound approach during the a.m. peak hour and the 
southbound approach during the p.m. peak hour 

► I-5 north of Del Paso Road – LOS F for the northbound approach during the a.m. peak hour and the 
southbound approach during the p.m. peak hour 

► I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit – LOS F for the northbound 
approach during the a.m. peak hour and the southbound approach during the p.m. peak hour 
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Cumulative Plus Project 

Under Cumulative plus Project conditions, the following 14 intersections would operate unacceptably: 

► SR 70/99 Southbound Ramps and Elverta Road (LOS F during the a.m. peak) 
► SR 70/99 Northbound Ramps and Elverta Road (LOS F during the a.m. peak) 
► Elkhorn Boulevard and Lone Tree Road (LOS D and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 
► SR 70/99 Southbound Ramps and Elkhorn Boulevard (LOS E during the a.m. peak) 
► SR 70/99 Northbound Ramps and Elkhorn Boulevard (LOS F during the a.m. peak) 
► Metro Air Parkway and I-5 Northbound Ramps (LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks) 
► Elverta Road and Lone Tree Road (LOS E and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 
► Meister Way and Metro Air Parkway (LOS E and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 
► Meister Way and Lone Tree Road (LOS D and LOS F during both the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 
► Meister Way and E. Commerce Way (LOS D and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 
► Metro Air Parkway and Bayou Road (LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks) 
► Elkhorn Boulevard and Project Street 1 (LOS D and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 
► Elkhorn Boulevard and Project Street 2 (LOS D and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 
► Elkhorn Boulevard and Project Street 3 (LOS D and LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peaks, respectively) 

The following three roadway segments are expected to operate unacceptably under Cumulative plus Project 
conditions: 

► Elkhorn Boulevard west of SR 70/99 Interchange – LOS F 
► Metro Air Parkway north of I-5 Interchange – LOS F 
► Meister Way west of SR 70/99 – LOS E 

The following 6 freeway ramps are expected to operate unacceptably under Cumulative plus Project conditions: 

► SR 70/99 northbound to Elkhorn Boulevard off-ramp – LOS F during the a.m. peak hour 
► Elkhorn Boulevard to SR 70/99 southbound slip on ramp – LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
► I-5 northbound to SR 70/99 northbound off-ramp - LOS E during the a.m. peak hour 
► I-5 northbound to Metro Air Parkway off-ramp – LOS F during the a.m. peak hour 
► I-5 southbound to Metro Air Parkway off-ramp – LOS F during the a.m. peak hour 
► Metro Air Parkway to I-5 southbound loop on-ramp – LOS F during the p.m. peak hour 

The following three freeway segments are expected to operate unacceptably under Cumulative plus Project 
conditions: 

► I-5 East of Powerline Road – LOS F for the northbound approach during the a.m. peak hour and the 
southbound approach during the p.m. peak hour 

► I-5 north of Del Paso Road – LOS F for the northbound approach during the a.m. peak hour and the 
southbound approach during the p.m. peak hour 

► I-5 north of I-5/I-80 Interchange between I-80 and Arena Boulevard Exit – LOS F for the northbound 
approach during the a.m. peak hour and the southbound approach during the p.m. peak hour 

As shown, the project would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts, increasing the number of 
intersections, roadway segments, and freeway ramps that operate unacceptably, and exacerbating adverse 
operating conditions on 3 freeway segments that would already operate poorly. 
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The ability to mitigate these impacts is tied to fair share contributions to regional transportation funds, but these 
programs are not currently available and, therefore, implementation of the improvements can not be guaranteed. 
Further, in some instances, freeway widening would be required, and this is likely not financially feasible or 
would require right-of-way acquisition that is not available. Please see Section 6.1, “Transportation and 
Circulation.” Therefore, these impacts are considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable. 

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

As described above, cumulative development would result in significant impacts to a number of roadways, 
intersections, and freeway segments, which would operate above capacity. Because the land uses are imprecisely 
defined for the Joint Vision area, traffic impacts can only be roughly estimated. Using trip generation rates that 
reflect a relative mid-point generation level, it is assumed residential uses would generate 7 daily and 0.7 p.m. 
peak hour trips; commercial would generate 50 daily and 5 peak hour trips per 1,000 square feet; and employment 
would generate 4 daily and 0.5 p.m. peak hour trips per job. At these rates, the Joint Vision would generate 
between 480,000 and 635,000 daily, and between 50,000 and 65,000 p.m. peak hour trips. By comparison, the 
project would generate 41,119 daily and 4,467 p.m. peak hour trips. This would be a substantial addition of traffic 
to the regional roadway system, and would further exacerbate cumulative traffic impacts. Because, as described 
above, the addition of Greenbriar traffic would be considerable, it would also contribute considerably to 
cumulative impacts associated with development of the Joint Vision, if approved.  

The land uses for the Measure M area of South Sutter County have only been discussed within basic parameters. 
The ultimate land uses and how they are configured will largely influence trip generation and distribution patterns 
for Measure M and until plans are proposed it would be speculative to forecast traffic impacts. Given the 
magnitude of potential development, which is similar to the Joint Vision, it is likely that substantial additional 
traffic would be placed on I-5 and SR 70/99, and that traffic impacts would be further exacerbated. 

The ability of the project to reduce its contribution to this impact is tied to fair share contributions to regional 
transportation funds, but these programs are not currently available. Further, in some instances, freeway widening 
would be required, and this is likely not financially feasible or would require right-of-way acquisition that is not 
available. It is expected to contribute considerably to a cumulatively significant unavoidable impact. However, an 
analysis of traffic from the Joint Vision project would need to be conducted, along with the development of 
mitigation programs, to determine what the actual cumulative impact would be after mitigation. It is suggested 
that the City of Sacramento and the County consider a regional transportation fee program to fund regional 
improvements to the degree feasible. 

AIR QUALITY 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

Past development in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin combined with meteorological conditions has resulted in 
significant cumulative impacts to air quality. As described in Section 6.2, “Air Quality,” the SVAB is in non-
attainment status for ozone and small particulate matter (less than 10 microns in diameter, or PM10).  

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) has established a significance 
threshold of 85 lbs/day for oxides of nitrogen (NOX), an ozone precursor, during construction. For PM10, 
SMAQMD defines a substantial contribution as any project that would add a concentration of 2.5 micrograms 
(µg) per cubic meter. Modeling by the District has shown that projects that generally disturb more than 15 acres in 
any one day, even when fully mitigated by the use of dust control, could add 2.5 µg per cubic meter of PM10. to 
sensitive receptors near a project site.  

The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable construction-related air quality impacts 
associated with generation of NOX and PM10, even with implementation of mitigation measures identified in 
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section 6.2, “Air Quality.” Assuming all related projects also implement all feasible construction emission control 
measures consistent with SMAQMD guidelines, construction emissions on some of the related projects may be 
less than significant, although it is likely that larger projects, such as the Metro Air Park development, would 
result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts on their own. This impact cannot be more precisely 
determined because related projects would develop on their own schedules, some of which are not known. It 
would, thus, be speculative to try to add together the various projects with their differing and changing schedules. 
However, given the large scale of development that would occur with the related projects (over 10 times the size 
of Greenbriar), taken in total and combined with the nonattainment status of the SVAB for ozone and PM10 and 
other development that would occur in the SVAB, would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative 
construction-related air quality impact. Because the project would result in a significant impact from the 
generation of NOX and PM10, it would also be expected to contribute considerably to the significant and 
unavoidable cumulative air quality impact. 

Long-term emissions from related projects, considered in light of the non-attainment status of the air basin, would 
also be cumulatively significant. As described in Section 6.2, “Air Quality,” the SMAQMD has established 
thresholds of significance for project operations: 65 lbs/day of reactive organic gases (ROG) and NOX, and a 
substantial contribution to PM10 (see discussion above). The proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable long-term regional (operational)-related air quality impacts and would exceed the SMAQMD 
thresholds. It would, therefore, contribute considerably to the cumulative air quality impact. Related projects 
would similarly contribute, although to a much greater degree. Emissions attributable to the proposed project, 
cumulative development listed on Table 7-1, and emissions from other reasonably foreseeable future projects in 
SVAB as a whole, would continue to contribute to long-term increases in emissions that would exacerbate 
existing and projected nonattainment conditions. Thus, the proposed project would contribute to a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative air quality impact and the project’s contribution would be considerable. 

Given that compliance with applicable rules and regulations would be required for the control of stationary source 
TAC emissions, both on-site and off-site, the project’s contribution to long-term cumulative increases in 
stationary source TAC concentrations would be minor and less than significant. Further, exposure to TAC 
emissions is a site-specific issue.  

As described in Section 6.2, “Air Quality,” implementation of the proposed project would result in less-than-
significant local mobile source CO-related air quality impacts. Carbon monoxide emissions from mobile sources 
would be anticipated to further decrease under cumulative conditions because of implementation of emissions 
control technology, thus, 1- and 8-hour CO concentrations for the 2025 cumulative conditions would not be 
anticipated to exceed the significance thresholds of 20 ppm and 9 ppm. Consequently, the cumulative impact of 
the project’s contribution to traffic volumes on the local roadway network relative to CO concentrations would be 
less than significant. 

With respect to mitigation, the EIR includes all available feasible mitigation to reduce the project’s contribution to 
cumulative construction-related and long-term emission air quality impacts; see Section 6.2, “Air Quality,” 
Mitigation Measures 6.2-1 and 6.2-2. However, while this mitigation would substantially reduce emissions from 
the project, it is not sufficient to reduce the project’s cumulative contribution to below a level that is not 
considerable. Therefore, the project would contribute considerably to cumulatively significant and unavoidable 
air quality impacts associated with ozone precursors and PM10 during construction and operations.  

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Given that the Joint Vision could result in development at a magnitude of more than 10 times the project and the 
Measure M development could be similar in magnitude as the Joint Vision, they would be expected to further 
contribute to cumulative significant adverse air quality conditions, especially associated with ozone precursors 
and PM10 during construction and operations. The Joint Vision and Measure M would, therefore, exacerbate 
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future cumulative conditions, and the project would contribute considerably to these conditions, because it would 
exceed significance thresholds as described above. 

7.2.3 NOISE 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

Construction activities occurring during the daytime hours are exempt from the provisions of the noise ordinance, 
provided, however, that all construction equipment is required to be fitted with factory installed muffling devices 
and maintained in good working order. For the proposed project, it was determined that adherence to these noise 
regulations would be sufficient to avoid significant construction noise impacts. Because daytime construction is 
required under the noise ordinance, it can be reasonably assumed that related projects would include such 
restrictions. Hence, cumulative noise impacts associated with construction noise sources would be expected to be 
less than significant. Further, construction noise is localized. Thus, if construction activities occur 
simultaneously, they would likely not result in cumulative impacts unless sites are being developed in close 
proximity to one another and expose sensitive receptors to significant noise levels at the same time. Because the 
proposed project would comply with the noise ordinance and because it is not anticipated that the proposed 
project would combine with any others to produce construction noise at sensitive receptors, it would not 
contribute to any such significant cumulative noise impacts. This would be a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact. 

Likewise, stationary noise (i.e., noise generated by stationary on site uses), would be localized to those areas of 
the site where the noise would be detectable, and would not combine with other projects in the region to produce 
cumulative noise, and this would be a less-than-significant cumulative stationary noise impact. 

The one source of noise that would be expected to result in potential cumulative noise impacts is traffic noise. As 
described in Section 6.3, “Noise,” implementation of the proposed project would result in significant long-term 
traffic-generated noise impacts under existing plus project conditions, with several homes being exposed to 
substantial increases in noise. These impacts would occur at selected off-site sensitive receptors within the 
County, generally at homes located on Lone Tree Road (south of Elkhorn), Elverta Road (east of Power Line), 
Power Line Road (between Elkhorn and Del Paso), and Elkhorn Boulevard (between Power Line and Lone Tree), 
where noise from the project was modeled to increase by more than 4 dB CNEL, which exceeds the County’s 
threshold of significance. Given the relative size of related projects and the fact that they would use the same 
roadways, it is likely that cumulative development would likewise result in similar significant impacts at these 
sensitive receptors. The project’s contribution to the noise levels at these areas would be considerable and, as 
described in Section 6.3, “Noise,” mitigation is not feasible. Therefore the project would contribute considerably 
to this significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 

Further, buildout of the area would result in a noticeable increase in traffic noise on major roadways. For instance, 
under current conditions, the 65 dB CNEL extends 798 feet from I-5 (west of the SR 70/99 split) (see Table 
6.3-1). Under cumulative (with project) conditions, the noise contour would extend an additional 326 feet from 
I-5 (Table 6.3-13). The 65 dB CNEL from Elkhorn Boulevard, between Lone Tree and SR 70/99, does not extend 
outside of the roadway under current conditions; under cumulative plus project conditions the 65dB CNEL 
contour would extend 404 feet (modeled) from the roadway. Thus, the combined cumulative increase in traffic 
from future growth would extend the 65 dBA CNEL contour (and all other traffic noise contours) considerably, 
and this would affect sensitive land uses in the area. This is considered a significant cumulative traffic noise 
impact, and the project would contribute considerably to it. Mitigation for this impact would be developed 
primarily as new development proceeds, resulting in construction of noise walls, berms, etc. Areas that are 
already developed and do not have these noise attenuation features would be the most vulnerable to increased 
noise.  
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Because cumulative noise would be generated by several projects, it may require a regional program to 
sufficiently fund sound walls, berms, etc. It is not known if such a program would be feasible to implement. 
Because mitigation to sufficiently reduce noise at every existing and proposed sensitive receptor may be 
infeasible, this cumulative traffic noise impact is considered significant and unavoidable and the project 
contribution would be considerable. 

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Given that the Joint Vision could result in development at a magnitude of more than 10 times the project and it 
would contribute substantial new traffic to regional roadways, it would be expected to further contribute to 
cumulative significant adverse noise generation at sensitive land uses. The Joint Vision would, therefore, 
exacerbate future cumulative conditions, and the project would contribute considerably to these conditions, 
because it would exceed significance thresholds as described above. Because potential Measure M development 
in south Sutter County would be similar in magnitude as the Joint Vision (although traffic patterns would be 
different), it is likely to contribute even further to cumulative noise impacts. Mitigation would need to be 
considered once the magnitude of noise impacts is better understood, but may or may not be feasible. The 
project’s contribution to cumulative noise would be considerable, and the impact is assumed to be significant and 
unavoidable. 

7.2.4 UTILITIES 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

Cumulative development throughout the City of Sacramento is expected to increase demand for water from 
135,576 acre-feet/year (AFY) in 2005, to 242,877 AFY in 2030. Entitled surface water supply would increase 
from 205,000 AFY in 2005 to 310,800 AFY in 2030 (see Table 6.4-2 in Section 6.4, “Utilities”). Ample surplus 
water is available over the foreseeable future. Further, no additional water treatment or conveyance facilities 
would be needed to serve the project. The project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative water supply 
impact. 

Regarding wastewater conveyance, Section 6.4, “Utilities,” identified that sufficient capacity is available to 
convey wastewater to the SRWTP. Further, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District has indicated that 
capacity would be available to treat project-related wastewater flows (Hedges, pers. comm., 2006). Cumulative 
development in the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) service area (most of 
Sacramento County and part of Yolo County) would result in the need to expand the treatment plant, and this 
expansion is planned and has undergone CEQA review and approval (the legal adequacy of the EIR is being 
challenged). The expansion would be timed to proceed before its capacity constraining development. The 
proposed project would contribute considerably to the need to expand the plant, and the expansion would result in 
significant air quality impacts from ozone precursors during construction. No other unmitigated significant 
impacts from plant expansion were identified in the EIR prepared for the plant expansion. However, the project 
would contribute considerably to a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.  

With implementation of the project, no increase in the discharge rate of stormwater runoff from the site from the 
project would be expected, so the project would not contribute cumulatively to any stormwater runoff impacts 
from related development. This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

On a cumulative basis, adequate electrical and natural gas facilities and services are available to meet project 
demands because staffs of SMUD and PG&E have indicated that they would expand their operations on an as-
needed basis to meet new demands (Hager, pers. comm., 2005; Schlaht, pers. comm., 2005). No expansion of 
existing facilities would be required for the project. As a result, the project would not contribute to a significant 
cumulative electricity and natural gas impact. This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 
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JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Development in the Joint Vision area would increase demands for water. Given the availability of water in the 
City, it is not expected that Joint Vision development would result in significant cumulative water supply impacts. 
Sutter County has its own water supply system and would not cumulatively affect the availability of entitled water 
for the City of Sacramento. 

Joint Vision development would add to the need for additional wastewater treatment services, which would 
require expansion as a result of cumulative development (see discussion above). It is unknown if Measure M 
development would seek connection to the SRWTP, or if it would provide for a different means of treatment, so 
its contribution to the need to provide expanded local wastewater treatment facilities is not known. 

7.2.5 PUBLIC SERVICES 

As described in Section 6.5, “Public Services,” of the EIR, the project applicant would prepare a separate 
financing plan that would establish the necessary funding mechanisms to provide services to the project. A 
summary of the elements and performance standards of the finance plan is included in Appendix C. The proposed 
project would fully provide for its increment of necessary public services and would not result in a contribution to 
any cumulative impacts. As stated in Section 6.5, “Public Services,” of this EIR, no new police, fire, or solid 
waste facilities would be required that are not already planned for; sufficient capacity has been determined to exist 
at proposed on-site and off-site schools, and no long-term shortfall of school services and facilities would result; 
and the project proponent would pay development impact fees sufficient to mitigate school impacts. For these 
reasons, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant public services impacts and would not 
contribute to a cumulative public services impact. This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Proposed cumulative development, and additionally the Joint Vision and Sutter County Measure M projects, may 
result in cumulative impacts to various public services, but because the project would not result in an incremental 
contribution to these impacts, no further analysis is needed under CEQA. 

7.2.6 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on parks and open space. Similarly, development of 
the cumulative projects would not be expected to result in impacts related to parks and open space because each 
development would be required to comply with the City’s standards for provision of park facilities. The City does, 
however, have a citywide deficit of neighborhood/community parkland acreage of less than 20 acres (City of 
Sacramento 2004a). This deficit is a baseline effect and is considered a significant cumulative impact because it 
has resulted from past development in the City. However, the proposed project would meet the City’s Quimby 
Act parkland dedication requirements (see Section 6.6, “Parks and Open Space”) and it would satisfy the 
proposed project’s overall park needs. Because of this, it would not contribute to the cumulative parkland deficit 
and would, therefore, not contribute considerably to any park impacts. However, conversion of the project site 
from predominantly agricultural and open space uses to urban development would result in a significant open 
space impact. The applicant would provide land for in a permanent conservation easement for open space to offset 
the project’s impact to open space resources. While the permanent conservation easement would lessen significant 
effects, it would only partially offset proposed conversion and no new open space would be made available. As a 
result, the project would result in a considerable contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative open 
space impact. 
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JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Proposed cumulative development, and additionally the Joint Vision and Sutter County Measure M projects, may 
result in cumulative impacts to parks, but because the project would not contribute to these impacts, no further 
analysis is needed under CEQA. Further, it is likely that these new projects would meet parkland dedication 
requirements that would cover their contribution to parkland demand, given that they would be subject to Quimby 
Act requirements. Development of the Joint Vision and Sutter County M projects would result in the permanent 
conversion of open space resources. Although, open space resources would be permanently conserved as part of 
those projects, no new open space areas would be created and conserved lands would only partially offset open 
space impacts. The project in combination with the Joint Vision and Sutter County M projects would result in a 
considerable contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative open space impact and the project’s 
contribution would be considerable. 

7.2.7 AESTHETICS 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

Implementation of the proposed project would substantially alter the visual character of the project site through 
conversion of agricultural land to developed urban uses, resulting in a significant aesthetic impact related to 
degradation of visual character. Because of the scale and location of the proposed project, there is no feasible 
mitigation available to address aesthetic resource impacts associated with the conversion of agricultural land to 
urban development. However, the area to the south and east of the site has been undergoing a visual 
transformation over the last 10 years, as the NCCP area has converted from predominantly agriculture to a 
suburbanized setting. The project would result in the extension of this suburban setting. Although design, 
architectural, development, and landscaping standards are included to ensure that urban development on the 
project site conforms to certain aesthetic guidelines, there is no mechanism to allow implementation of the project 
while avoiding the conversion of the local viewshed from agricultural to urban development. Because 
development in the NNCP area and Metro Air Park has occurred on formerly agricultural land, as would be the 
case under the proposed project, and West Lakeside development, development of the NNCP would be expected 
to result in a similar aesthetic impact regardless of implementation of project design guidelines. Therefore, the 
proposed project would considerably contribute to a significant cumulative impact on aesthetics, and this impact 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Development in the Joint Vision area would result in the conversion of around half of the 10,000-acre open space 
between the current NNCP boundaries and the Sutter County line. This conversion would extend even further the 
change in the viewshed from open space to suburban. This sort of change would be perceived as a regional 
alteration of open space, and would lend to the overall aesthetic sense that a large part of the formerly rural area 
north of downtown Sacramento is irretrievably changing to suburban development. This is a cumulatively 
significant impact. The impact could be reduced by requiring that large areas of open space are retained along I-5 
and SR 70/99, and by requiring design features that provide for visually diverse and high quality development. 
Further, a concept included in the Joint Vision MOU calls for a buffer between development in the Joint Vision 
area and the boundary with Sutter County. This would help maintain visual buffer so it does not appear that 
development in Sacramento County is merging with development in Sutter County and community separation 
would be somewhat maintained.  

Development of the Measure M area of Sutter County would convert an additional 7,500 acres and add to the 
cumulative impact associated with this aesthetic impact. The buffer between Sacramento County and Sutter 
County would help reduce the sense of cumulative change in aesthetic character, but would not eliminate the 
overall visual sense of the conversion of the project area from agriculture to suburban development. This is a 
cumulatively significant impact. 
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The project would contribute considerably to this cumulatively significant aesthetic impact, even though its 
impact would be substantially reduced through mitigation proposed for the project.  

7.2.8 PUBLIC HEALTH AND HAZARDS 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

The proposed project would result in a potentially significant public health and hazards impact related to the 
potential for health hazards from soils contaminated by previously unknown underground storage tanks (USTs) or 
by other sources at the former Two Jakes Park site (see Section 6.8, “Public Health and Hazards”). However, any 
USTs found would be removed and any contaminated soils would be excavated and treated according to County 
Environmental Management Department (EMD) procedures before the resumption of construction, thus reducing 
this impact to a less-than-significant level. Similarly, development of cumulative projects would not be expected 
to result in significant impacts related to public health and hazards that could not be addressed by standard 
mitigation and remediation measures (City of Sacramento 1993). This would be a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact. 

Implementation of the project would place residents within the Sacramento International Airport’s overflight 
safety zone and would be inconsistent with the safety standards in the comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) 
related to the proposed parks and lightrail station that fall within the overflight safety zone. Location of these 
facilities in the Airport’s overflight safety zone would increase safety risks associated with aircraft operations. It 
is important to note that locating a project within an Airport Safety Zone does not suggest that safety impacts 
would occur; rather, the Airport Safety Zone is an area of elevated safety risk. That is, in the highly unlikely 
circumstance of a forced landing not on airport property, the Airport Safety Zone is the area where such a forced 
landing has a greater probability of occurring. Therefore, development located within this area has an elevated 
risk of a safety hazard, although such a risk remains remote. 

Other cumulative development proposed in and near the airport safety zone could add to this cumulative impact. 
The Metro Air Park project is located within the Airport Safety Zones. The project is the only other project 
currently being considered that is located within the overflight zone of the airport. These two projects, together, 
cumulatively increase safety risks from airport overflights. The West Lakeside project, located southeast of the 
airport, is outside of the Safety Zone even though it is subject to overflights from airport. Given that the overflight 
zone defines the maximum extent of defined significant safety risk, the fact that no other projects are within the 
overflight zone suggests that there are no other projects that contribute to this cumulative impact. As described in 
Section 6.8, “Public Health and Hazards,” the project’s airport safety hazard impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level through implementation of mitigation that requires a wildlife management plan for the on-
site lake/detention basin. Therefore, this is a less-than-significant cumulative impact and the project’s 
contribution would be less than considerable. 

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Much of the land that is located within the Joint Vision area is also located within the Sacramento International 
Airport safety zone. However, no specific development locations have been established within the Joint Vision 
area. Therefore, it is not known if development within the Joint Vision area would add to cumulative impacts 
associated with the airport overflights and the attendant safety risks. Similarly, the very southern edge of the 
Measure M area falls within the northern extent of the Airport Safety Zone. However, there is not a specific land 
use plan for the Measure M area, as yet, so it cannot be determined if any land uses would be located within the 
overflight safety area. To the extent of that land uses may be located within the Airport Safety Zone, such land 
uses would, in combination with Greenbriar and the Metro Air Park projects, add to cumulative impacts 
associated with airport safety. Because land uses for both the Joint Vision and Measure M areas have not yet been 
defined, it would be speculative to state that inconsistent land uses would be located within the airport safety 
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zone. Therefore, there is no conclusion that can be drawn regarding whether there would be increased cumulative 
impacts associated with development in these areas.  

7.2.9 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts related to exposure of people and structures 
to seismic hazards, including ground shaking and liquefaction; subsidence or compression of unstable soils; and 
damage associated with expansive soils. However, these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
with implementation of recommendations included in the preliminary geotechnical report and a comprehensive 
site-specific geotechnical report for the proposed project. Any residual less-than-significant impacts would be 
confined to the project site; it would not combine with any geotechnical effects associated with development in 
other areas. Similarly, development of cumulative projects would not be expected to result in geology and soils 
impacts that could not be addressed by standard engineering practices (City of Sacramento 1993). In combination, 
additional cumulative geology and soils impacts would not be anticipated because these effects are typically site-
specific. Thus, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative geology and soils impact. 

7.2.10 HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE, AND WATER QUALITY 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to hydrology, drainage, and water quality. At 
the time of publication of the 1993 NNCP EIR Supplement and the subsequent NNCP Update (City of 
Sacramento 1993, 1996), the NNCP area was located within the 100-year floodplain; thus, development of the 
NNCP area under the conditions described in the 1993 EIR Supplement and NNCP Update would be expected to 
result in a significant and unavoidable impact with regard to flooding hazards. However, the North Natomas area 
was granted 100-year flood protection in 1998 as a result of local flood protection projects, and the significant and 
unavoidable impact conclusion was no longer valid. As described in Section 6.10, “Hydrology, Drainage, and 
Water Quality,” of this EIR and because the project is not located within a designated 100-year floodplain, less-
than-significant flooding impacts would occur and the project would not contribute to any cumulative flooding 
impacts. This would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

As described above, there is adequate flood protection for development within the project area and the project 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts. It is not known, and it is beyond the scope of this EIR, to determine 
if development within the Joint Vision area and the Measure M area would be subject to flood risks. Because this 
issue is somewhat speculative (see discussion above and Section 15145 of the State CEQA Guidelines), no 
conclusion can be drawn with respect to whether the proposed project in combination with development of the 
Joint Vision and Measure M projects would result in significant cumulative effects to flooding. 

7.2.11 AGRICULTURE 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

Approval of the NNCP required that the City of Sacramento adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for 
the significant impact of conversion of agricultural land. The City determined that conversion of farmlands that 
were once within the boundaries of the NNCP was an acceptable impact and that there were overriding reasons 
for approval of development of the NNCP. The NNCP, in combination with the proposed West Lakeside project 
and the Metro Air Park project, would convert a total of 11,100 acres of land, much of it in agriculture. A large 
amount of this land has already been converted within the NNCP. The proposed project would convert 518 
additional acres of Important Farmland at the site (389 acres of Prime Farmland). While the EIR includes 
mitigation aimed at reducing the potential to cause adjacent land to convert from agriculture to urban uses, and 
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would preserve through permanent conservation easements open space and habitat lands, some of which may be 
used for agricultural operations, the impact of the conversion of 518 acres of on-site agricultural land is a 
significant and unavoidable impact. In combination, the proposed project would add to the cumulative loss of 
farmlands associated with other development in the NNCP, plus West Lakeside. This is considered a significant 
cumulative impact to which the project would contribute. Because additional feasible mitigation is not available 
to mitigate the loss of agricultural land, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Development of the Joint Vision area would result in an estimated conversion of up to 4,683 acres of open space 
land to developed uses. Some of the developed uses would include parks, but also would result in a conversion of 
current land uses. The majority of this land is in agricultural use. Conversion of this amount of agricultural land 
would be a significant impact. Similarly, the Measure M area would result in the conversion of up to 7,500 acres 
of land, most of it in agricultural use. The combination of this conversion, in addition to the agricultural 
conversions described above, would result in substantial loss of agricultural land within the Natomas basin. This 
is a significant cumulative impact to agricultural land, and the proposed project would contribute considerably to 
this impact. There are no mitigation measures available to substantially lessen this cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

7.2.12 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Similar to the proposed project, additional development as proposed within the North Natomas community would 
result in impacts to Swainson’s hawk, giant garter snake, riparian/wetland habitat, and agricultural lands/rice 
fields. The development of the NNCP area and the Metro Air Park in combination with the proposed project 
would continue to diminish the lands available for biotic resources. The undeveloped lands in this area, as well as 
South Sutter County, and West Yolo County, serve as prime habitat for a variety of wildlife and vegetation. The 
continued development of these lands would result to the incremental decline in the number and diversity of plant 
and animal species, including sensitive species. The project would contribute to this decline. This is a 
considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact. 

In consideration of these impacts, the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) provides a 
comprehensive program for the preservation and protection of habitat for threatened and endangered species 
potentially found on approximately 53,537 acres of undeveloped and agricultural land in northwestern 
Sacramento County and southern Sutter County. The primary component of the conservation strategy for funding 
habitat reserve acquisition would be the use of mitigation fees to set aside 0.5 acre of habitat land for each acre of 
development that occurs in the Natomas Basin. Approximately 8,750 acres of land would be acquired or 
preserved through implementation of the NBHCP. Included within this area is development within the NNCP, 
which includes all the cumulative projects except for West Lakeside. West Lakeside would require its own habitat 
conservation strategy, possibly through preparation of a habitat conservation plan, or through some other similar 
means. In addition, a HCP was approved for the Metro Air Park. These conservation plans in combination with 
the mitigation recommended for the proposed project provide a comprehensive preservation, conservation, and 
minimization strategy, would reduce the severity of these cumulative biological impacts.  

In addition to the projects considered for all resource areas in this EIR, other projects are considered in the 
cumulative impacts for biological resources. These projects are considered for biological resources only because 
they do not combine with other resource areas (e.g., traffic, agriculture, etc.) to produce cumulative effects, or 
they are already considered in other sections of this EIR (e.g., noise from the expanded airport operations is 
considered in Section 6.3, “Noise”). Other projects include:  
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SACRAMENTO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

The Airport Development Plan would include the major improvements that are needed at the Sacramento 
International Airport over a 20-year planning horizon. These improvements are safety, security, and capacity 
enhancement projects that would enable the Sacramento County Airport System to meet customer service goals at 
increased levels of activity in passengers, air cargo, and aircraft operations. 

The plan is still under development; but, the Sacramento International Airport Master Plan Study (PB Aviation 
2004) contains a recommended Airport Development Plan that illustrates the type, location, and scale of projects 
under consideration. Most projects would be within the existing Airport Operations Area (AOA). Outside of the 
APA, potential projects include approximately 400 acres of development (parking and commercial development) 
on adjacent land along I-5, and approximately 500 acres of development (aviation-related and commercial 
development) on adjacent land to the north of the AOA.  

The recommended Airport Development Plan also would eliminate several waterways, including: 

► 4.4 miles of the drainage ditch north of Elverta Road, 
► 2.0 miles of the drainage ditch west of Power Line Road, 
► 1.0 mile of the canal adjacent to the access road west of Power Line Road, and 
► 0.5 mile of the drainage ditch along Bayou Road. 

SACRAMENTO AREA FLOOD CONTROL LEVEE UPGRADE PROJECT 

To assess the risk of levee failure and to identify potential remedies, SAFCA commissioned the Natomas Levee 
Evaluation Study in 2005, discussed in more detail in Section 6.9, “Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality.” A 
variety of remedies were proposed for identified problems. Most of these remedies involve levee improvement 
and bank protection techniques, including construction of cutoff walls within existing levees, placement of toe 
rock, and revegetation of banks at locations along existing levees that pose erosion problems. The implementation 
of these remedies could temporarily disturb approximately 30 acres of habitat for covered species.  

As a potential remedy, the study also assessed a setback levee along the upper 5 miles of the east levee of the 
Sacramento River. This levee would be set back about 1,000 feet from the existing levee. Under this alternative 
the existing levee would continue to confine the river; the new levee would ensure safe containment of a 200-year 
flood if the existing levee were to fail. The construction of this levee could affect up to 150 acres of habitat for 
species covered by the NBHCP (EDAW 2005). 

NATOMAS MUTUAL WATER COMPANY AMERICAN BASIN FISH SCREEN AND HABITAT IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECT (ABFSHIP) 

The Natomas Mutual Water Company (Natomas Mutual) annually diverts nearly 100,000 AF of water from the 
Sacramento River and the Natomas Cross Canal and distributes that water throughout the Natomas Basin. 
Natomas Mutual is currently planning and designing two new diversions to replace its existing five diversions. 
These pumps would be located along the Sacramento River near Sankey Road and between Elverta Road and 
Elkhorn Road, respectively. These new diversions would retain the same pumping capacity of the existing 
diversions (630 cubic feet per second [cfs]), plus an additional 14 cfs to accomodate the Bolen Ranch, which 
would then eliminate its existing, independent diversion. The new pumps, however, would be variable frequency 
drive pumps that would facilitate the management of water levels throughout the canal system. Other changes to 
the current infrastructure would include: 

► Construction of a new highline canal between the proposed Sankey Diversion along the landside of the 
Natomas Cross Canal south Levee to the existing Northern Pumping Plant; 
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► Relocation and extension of the existing Vestal Drain adjacent to the new highline canal between RD 1000’s 
Pumping Plant No. 4 and the new Sankey Diversion site; 

► Decommissioning and removal of the existing Verona Diversion Dam and Lift Pumps; 

► Additional capacity for the internal re-lift pumps at RD 1000 Pumping Plant No. 3 in place of the removed 
Riverside Pumping Plant; 

► Re-grading the Riverside Main Highline Canal from RD 1000 pumping Plant No. 3 to the existing Riverside 
Pumping Plant; 

► Upgrading of two control structures, the County Line Check and Lift Pump and the Elkhorn Check and Lift 
Pumps; 

► Removing the five pumping plants (two along the Natomas Cross Canal and three along the Sacramento 
River); 

► Re-grading the North Drainage Canal from the V Drain to Highway 99 in order to improve conveyance; and, 

► Re-grading the Elkhorn Main Highline Canal between the existing Prichard Pumping Plant and the existing 
Elkhorn Pumping Plant. 

SACRAMENTO RIVER WATER RELIABILITY STUDY 

The Sacramento River Water Reliability Study (SRWRS) was initiated in 2002 by the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation), Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), Sacramento Suburban Water District 
(SSWD), City of Roseville (Roseville), and City of Sacramento (Sacramento). Its goal is to develop a water 
supply plan that is consistent with the Water Forum Agreement (The Water Forum 2000). It would fulfill this goal 
by providing additional water supply to PCWA for planned urban growth, to SSWD for groundwater stabilization, 
to Roseville for planned urban growth and a local conjunctive use program, and to Sacramento for water supply 
reliability and wheeling services with neighboring water purveyors to meet their water supply demands and to 
reduce their reliance on groundwater. It also would increase the interconnectivity and source redundancy to the 
water supply system to maximize long-term water supply reliability. 

An initial alternatives report has been prepared for this study (Reclamation 2005) that developed four alternatives. 
These alternatives are: 

SRWS Elverta Diversion Alternative. This alternative would consist of a diversion on the Sacramento River 
with an associated pump station and water treatment plant, and treated water pipelines to water distribution 
systems of the SRWRS partners. Water pipelines would extend from the Sacramento River across the Natomas 
Basin along or adjacent to Elverta Road, and from Elverta Road south to the City of Sacramento. Total pipeline 
length would be approximately 9 miles. 

Joint SRWS-ABFSHIP Elverta Diversion Alternative. This alternative would consist of a consolidated 
diversion on the Sacramento River and associated facilities to accommodate the needs of the SRWRS partners 
and the NMWC from the Elkhorn Diversion planned under the ABFSHIP. Water pipelines would extend from the 
Sacramento River across the Natomas Basin along or adjacent to Elverta Road, and from Elverta Road south to 
the City of Sacramento. Total pipeline length would be approximately 9 miles. 

ARPS-Elverta Diversion Alternative. This alternative would consist of facility expansions by PCWA in Placer 
County, increased use of groundwater by Roseville, and construction of a diversion on the Sacramento River and 
of associated treatment and transmission facilities by Sacramento. (Under this alternative, NMWC would 
construct and operate its planned Elkhorn Diversion independent of the SRWRS, or continue to divert from its 
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existing diversion.) Water pipelines would extend from the Sacramento River along or adjacent to Elverta Road 
for approximately 5 miles, and from Elverta Road south to the City of Sacramento. Total pipeline length would be 
approximately 6.5 miles. 

ARPS-Joint Sacramento-ABFSHIP Elverta Diversion Alternative. This alternative would include the same 
facilities as the ARPS-Elverta Alternative plus additional diversion capacity and facilities at the diversion if the 
ABFSHIP lead agencies select the Sankey/Elkhorn Diversions alternative for the ABFSHIP. Water pipelines 
would extend from the Sacramento River along or adjacent to Elverta Road for approximately 5 miles, and from 
Elverta Road south to the City of Sacramento. Total pipeline length would be approximately 6.5 miles. 

Each of these projects could combine to result in disturbances to biological resources, particularly aquatic 
resources. Mitigation would be developed for each of these projects, and to the degree that endangered species are 
affected, mitigation would be required, by law, to fully mitigate impacts. 

Similarly, the Greenbriar project would be required to comply with the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) 
and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Both of these acts require that impacts to endangered species 
are minimized and fully mitigated. As described in Section 6.12, “Biological Resources,” extensive mitigation is 
proposed, including the purchase and enhancement of two mitigation sites (Natomas 130 and Spangler), purchase 
of additional easements for Swainson’s hawk habitat; along with establishment of a 250-foot linear open 
space/buffer along the western edge of the Greenbriar site. Additionally, the project applicant would consult with 
the USFWS and the CDFG on this mitigation plan, and would incorporate additional mitigation that arises 
through the consultation process. Taken together, it is expected that this mitigation would lessen the impact of the 
proposed project on biological resources to the extent that it is not considerable. The project, therefore, would not 
contribute considerably to a cumulatively significant impact on these biological resources and this would be a 
less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

JOINT VISION AND SUTTER COUNTY MEASURE M CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Development within the Joint Vision area would result in the conversion of up to 4,683 additional acres of open 
space land that provides various levels of habitat for Swainson’s hawk, giant garter snake, and other species that 
are currently protected by the NBHCP. This is nearly half the acreage within that Joint Vision area. Some of the 
land within this area has already been set aside as a habitat in compliance with the NBHCP. Additional 
development within the Joint Vision area would be expected to have adverse impacts on the various species 
covered by the NBHCP. It is very likely, and expected, that any development within this area would require a new 
habitat conservation plan, consistent with FESA and the CESA. As described above, compliance with these laws 
requires that impacts to endangered species are minimized and fully mitigated. However, it must be recognized 
that this level of additional development would be expected to have residual environmental impacts to the various 
species in the area. While the extent of potential mitigation for development within this area is not currently 
known, there is the real potential that cumulatively significant impacts to various of the species could occur. 
Because the project would result in adverse effects (which would be mitigated), it has the potential to combine 
with adverse effects from development in the Joint Vision area, and generate cumulatively significant impacts. 
However, a conclusion on this issue cannot be reached until development is actually proposed in the Joint Vision 
area. 

The Measure M area is located on property that is covered by the incidental take permit issued under the NBHCP. 
While development of this 7,500 acre area could adversely affect the various species covered by the NBHCP, the 
impacts would be minimized and fully mitigated through necessary compliance with the terms of the NBHCP. 

Overall, development of the project site, the NNCP area, West Lakeside, the Joint Vision area, and be Measure M 
area would result in development of several thousand acres of habitat and potential habitat. While this 
development would be subject to the terms and conditions of HCP’s, which either are or would be in existence to 
guide development while minimizing impacts of biological resources, it is cumulative impacts could occur to 
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sensitive biological resources. That stated, it would be speculative to conclude, without the details of any HCP’s, 
whether the residual impacts would be cumulatively significant. 

7.2.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Development of the cumulative projects have the potential to result in the discovery of undocumented subsurface 
cultural resources or unmarked historic-era and prehistoric Native American burials. However, these potential 
impacts would not increase in severity in consideration of cumulative projects. In addition, the incorporation of 
standard measures addressing the response when undocumented resources are discovered would address this 
potential impact. For these reasons, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact on cultural resources. 

7.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES THAT 
WOULD BE CAUSED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21100[b][2]) provides that an EIR shall include a detailed statement 
setting forth “[i]n a separate section…[a]ny significant effects on the environment that would be irreversible if the 
project is implemented.” State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) provides the following guidelines for 
analyzing the significant irreversible environmental changes of a project: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible 
since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary 
impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a 
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also irretrievable 
damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of 
resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified. 

Although the proposed project would use minor amounts of both renewable and nonrenewable natural resources 
for project construction, this use would not increase the overall rate of use of any natural resource, or result in the 
substantial depletion of any nonrenewable resource.  

The project includes the development of or creation of access to a previously inaccessible area. However, 
development of the project site would commit future generations to the significant irreversible change of 
converting the project site from agricultural, which supports both crops and habitat, and open-space use to an 
urbanized land use. Mitigation for habitat conversion is included in the project and considered in this EIR. 

Lastly, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in irreversible damage from environmental accidents, such 
as an accidental spill or explosion of a hazardous material. During construction, equipment would be using 
various types of fuel and material classified as hazardous. In the State of California, the storage and use of 
hazardous substances are strictly regulated and enforced by various local, regional, and state agencies. The 
enforcement of these existing regulations would preclude credible significant project impacts related to 
environmental accidents. 

7.4 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

This section is prepared in accordance with Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which requires the 
discussion of any significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if a project is implemented. These 
include impacts that can be mitigated but cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

An analysis of environmental impacts caused by the proposed project is provided in Chapter 6 of this EIR. The 
following is a summary of the impacts that have been determined to be significant and unavoidable: 
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► Transportation 

● Impacts to the Freeway Ramps. The proposed project would increase traffic volumes on the freeway 
system and would cause three study freeway ramps (i.e., SR 70/99 NB/Elkhorn Boulevard off ramp, SR 
70/99 SB/I-5 SB off ramp, and I-5 NB/SR 70/99 NB off ramp) to operate unacceptably under Baseline 
plus Project Conditions. With implementation of mitigation measures 6.1-3b, the SR 70/99 Northbound to 
Elkhorn Boulevard off ramp would operate at acceptable levels and this impact would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. However, this ramp is not under the jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento 
(i.e., subject to Caltrans jurisdiction). While the project would contribute funds that would implement 
measures that would fully mitigate impacts to this ramp to a less-than-significant level, it is unknown 
whether these measures would be implemented because they are not subject to the control of the City. As 
a result, for purposes of CEQA impacts to the SR 70/99 Northbound to Elkhorn Boulevard off ramp 
(Impact 6.1-3b) would remain significant and unavoidable. Further, no feasible mitigation is available to 
reduce the project’s impacts to the SR 70/99 Southbound to I-5 Southbound on ramp and the I-5 
Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off ramp because recommended mitigation is beyond the control of 
the project applicant, outside the jurisdiction of the City, and there is no established funding mechanism 
available for contribution to recommended improvements. Therefore, impacts to these ramps would be 
significant and unavoidable.  

● Freeway Mainline Segment Impacts. The proposed project would increase traffic volumes on the freeway 
system and would cause four study freeway mainline segments (i.e., I-5 north of Del Paso Road, I-5 north 
of I-5/I-80 interchanges between I-80 and Arena Boulevard, SR 70-99 between Elverta Road and Elkhorn 
Boulevard, and SR 70/99 between Elkhorn Boulevard and I-5/SR 70/99 interchange) to operate 
unacceptably under Baseline plus Project Conditions. Because no feasible mitigation is available to 
reduce the project’s impacts to study area freeway segments, impacts to these freeway segments would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

● Cumulative Traffic Impacts to Study Area Intersections. Traffic volumes associated with the project in 
combination with other reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would cause several study area 
intersections to operate unacceptably and exceed City and County thresholds of significance for 
intersection operations. The intersections of SR 70/99 Southbound Ramps and Elkhorn Boulevard, SR 
70/99 Northbound Ramps and Elkhorn Boulevard, and Metro Air Parkway are not under the jurisdiction of 
the City of Sacramento (i.e., subject to Caltrans jurisdiction). While the project would contribute funds 
that would implement measures that would fully mitigate impacts to this intersection to a less-than-
significant level, it is unknown whether these measures would be implemented because they are not 
subject to the control of the City. As a result, for purposes of CEQA, cumulative impacts to these 
intersections would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Further, no feasible mitigation is available or implementation of feasible mitigation can not be guaranteed 
because it is not subject to the control of the City for the intersections of Elkhorn Boulevard and Lone 
Tree Road, Meister Way and Metro Air Parkway, Meister Way and Lone Tree Road, Elkhorn Boulevard 
and Project Street 1, Elkhorn Boulevard and Project Street 2, and Elkhorn Boulevard and Project Street 3. 
Therefore, the project’s cumulative impacts to these intersections are considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

● Cumulative Impacts to Study Area Roadway Segments. The proposed project in combination with 
cumulative projects would increase traffic volumes along the Elkhorn Boulevard west of SR 70/99 
interchange segment and would cause this segment to degrade from an acceptable operating condition 
(i.e., LOS A) to an unacceptable operating condition (i.e., LOS F). No feasible mitigation is available to 
reduce the project’s cumulative impacts to this segment. Therefore, the project’s cumulative impact to this 
intersection would be significant and unavoidable. 
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● Cumulative Impacts to Study Area Freeway Ramps The proposed project in combination with cumulative 
projects would increase traffic volumes on the freeway system and would cause six study freeway ramps 
to operate unacceptably under Cumulative plus Project Conditions and exceed Caltrans thresholds of 
significance for freeway ramp operations. With implementation of recommended mitigation measures, SR 
70/99 Northbound to Elkhorn Boulevard off ramp, I-5 Northbound to Metro Air Parkway off-ramp, I-5 
Southbound to Metro Air Parkway off-ramp, and the Metro Air Parkway to I-5 Southbound loop on-ramp 
would operate at acceptable levels under cumulative conditions and the project’s cumulative impact 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, these ramps are not under the jurisdiction of 
the City of Sacramento (i.e., subject to Caltrans jurisdiction). While the project would contribute funds 
that would implement measures that would fully mitigate impacts to this intersection to a less-than-
significant level, it is unknown whether these measures would be implemented because they are not 
subject to the control of the City. As a result, for purposes of CEQA, cumulative impacts to these 
intersections would be significant and unavoidable. 

● Further, no feasible mitigation is available or implementation of feasible mitigation can not be guaranteed 
because it is not subject to the control of the City for the Elkhorn Boulevard to SR 70/99, Southbound slip 
on ramp and the Northbound to SR 70/99 Northbound off ramp. Therefore, the project’s cumulative 
impacts to these intersections are considered significant and unavoidable. 

● Cumulative Freeway Mainline Segment Impacts. The proposed project in combination with cumulative 
projects would increase traffic volumes on the freeway system and would cause three study freeway 
mainline segments (i.e., I-5 east of Powerline Road, I-5 north of Del Paso Road, I-5 north of I-5/I-80 
interchanges between I-80 and Arena Boulevard) to operate unacceptably under Cumulative plus Project 
Conditions. These intersections would operate unacceptably under Cumulative no Project conditions; 
however, the project would contribute additional trips to these intersections, which is unacceptable based 
on Caltrans standards. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s cumulative mainline 
freeway segment impacts (Impacts 6.1-8a, b, and c) to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the 
project’s cumulative impacts to these mainline freeway segment impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

► Short-term Construction Generated Emissions 

The proposed project would result in construction-generated emissions that would exceed SMAQMD’s 
significance threshold for NOX and would contribute concentrations that would exceed ambient air quality 
standards. Mitigation recommended for the project would include measures to limit temporary construction 
emissions including use of late-model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, payment of 
fees to SMAQMD’s construction mitigation fund, and reduction of fugitive dust emissions. Implementation 
of the recommended mitigation would substantially reduce NOX and fugitive dust emissions; however, 
emissions would still exceed SMAQMD’s significance thresholds. Therefore, the project would result in a 
significant unavoidable impact and would result in a substantial contribution to a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impact. 

► Generation of Long-Term (Regional) Emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 

Long-term operation of the project would result in operations of ozone-precursor pollutants that would exceed 
SMAQMD’s threshold. Furthermore, the project’s operational emissions would conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of applicable air quality plans. Mitigation recommended for the project would include the 
redesign and incorporation of features into the project that would encourage bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 
use, would eliminate physical barriers between residential and nonresidential uses, and building to Title 24 
energy standards. Implementation of the recommended mitigation would substantially reduce operational 
emissions; however, emissions would still exceed SMAQMD’s significance thresholds. Therefore, the project 
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would result in a significant unavoidable regional emission impact and would result in a substantial 
contribution to a significant and unavoidable regional emission cumulative impact.  

► Long-Term Operational Traffic Noise 

Implementation of the project would result in increases in traffic noise levels greater than 4 dBA and would 
cause noise levels to exceed the County’s 60 dBA Ldn/CNEL exterior noise standards at sensitive receptors in 
unincorporated Sacramento County. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce exterior project-related 
traffic noise levels to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable long-term operational traffic noise impact and would result in a substantial contribution to a 
significant and unavoidable long-term operational traffic noise cumulative impact in the County. 

► Land Use Compatibility with On-site Noise Levels 

Implementation of the project would expose on-site sensitive receptors to future noise levels generated by 
area traffic and light rail operations that exceed applicable noise standards. Mitigation recommended for the 
project would require the construction of sound barriers, re-orientation of on-site land uses to protect outside 
areas from transportation noise, and preparation of site-specific acoustical analyses. Even with 
implementation of recommended mitigation, outdoor areas at proposed residential uses and the proposed 
school would exceed the City’s noise standards. Therefore, the project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable land use compatibility impact and would result in a substantial contribution to a significant and 
unavoidable land use compatibility cumulative impact. 

► Environmental Impacts Associated with SRWTP Expansion 

The project would result in increased demand for wastewater treatment from the SRWTP. Although 
wastewater treatment capacity is currently available to serve the project, the project in combination with other 
cumulative development would result in the need to expand the capacity of the SRWTP. The SRCSD 
prepared and approved the SRWTP 2020 Master Plan Expansion Project in 2004, which would allow the 
incremental expansion of the SRTWP to meet projected wastewater demands over the next 15 to 20 years. An 
EIR was prepared and certified for that project and identified one significant and unavoidable impact related 
to construction-related air quality. Although wastewater treatment capacity is currently available to serve the 
project, the project in combination with other development would contribute to the need for and expanded 
SRWTP and would contribute to the significant and unavoidable construction-related air quality impact. 
Therefore, the project would contribute to a significant and unavoidable cumulative wastewater impact. 

► Increased Demand for Fire and Emergency Medical Services 

Implementation of the project would increase demand for fire protection services. Although the Sacramento 
Fire Department (SFD) is planning to construct a new fire station near the project site and with this facility 
SFD would provide fire and emergency services to the project site within acceptable standards, the timing of 
construction of this facility is currently unknown and could result in a potentially significant fire and 
emergency medical service impact. Mitigation recommended for the project would require that adequate fire 
and emergency medical services be in place before issuance of the project’s first occupancy permit, which 
may require the construction of a new fire station facility. Construction of this facility could result in 
construction-related environmental effects some of which may be significant and unavoidable even with 
implementation of all feasible mitigation. Therefore, because the project would contribute the need for a new 
fire station facility the construction of which could result in significant and unavoidable environmental 
effects, this would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 
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► Degradation of Visual Character 

Implementation of the proposed project would substantially alter the visual character of the project site 
through conversion of agricultural land to developed urban uses, resulting in a significant aesthetic impact 
related to degradation of visual character. Because of the scale and location of the proposed project, there is 
no feasible mitigation available to address aesthetic resource impacts associated with the conversion of 
agricultural land to urban development. Although design, architectural, development, and landscaping 
standards are included to ensure that urban development on the project site remains within certain aesthetic 
guidelines, there is no mechanism to allow implementation of the project while avoiding the conversion of the 
local viewshed from agricultural to urban development. Therefore, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable and would contribute to a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. 

► Conversion of Open Space 

The proposed project would result in the conversion open space areas to urban land use. Because feasible 
mitigation is not available to completely mitigate the loss of open space, this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable and the project would contribute to a significant and unavoidable cumulative open space 
impact. 

► Potential for Safety Hazards from Proximity of Airport to Proposed Land Uses 

The project would result in the construction of seven neighborhood parks and a light rail station either 
partially or wholly within the safety zone as identified in the Sacramento International Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). These land uses are prohibited from being located within the safety 
zone in order to minimize potential risks associated with aircraft hazards. Therefore, the project would 
resulted in a significant impact related to incompatibility with the Sacramento International Airport CLUP. 
Mitigation recommended for the project would require the City to issue an override to the Airport Land Use 
Commission’s (ALUC) consistency determination. However, this mitigation would not eliminate the project’s 
inconsistency with the CLUP; therefore, this would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

► Conversion of Prime Farmland and Unique Farmland 

The proposed project would result in the conversion Prime and Unique Farmland to urban land use. Because 
feasible mitigation is not available to completely mitigate the loss of Prime Farmland and Unique Farmland, 
this impact would be significant and unavoidable and the project would contribute to a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative farmland impact. 
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8 COMPARATIVE MERITS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

In accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must discuss a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project “… which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project … and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” The factors that can determine feasibility are site suitability, 
other plan or regulatory limitations, and jurisdictional boundaries. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose 
effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. The alternatives 
analysis must also include a comparative evaluation of the No Project Alternative (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6[e]). Through comparison of the alternatives, the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative 
compared with the proposed project can be weighed. Chapter 4 provides a description of the alternatives that are 
analyzed in this EIR. 

This chapter provides a comparative summary of potentially feasible alternatives considered in this EIR. 
Alternatives that were considered but rejected as infeasible and alternatives that were considered and resulted in 
changes to the project are discussed in Chapter 4, “Alternatives to the Proposed Project.” Section 8.1 provides a 
comparative analysis of a Reduced Size Alternative, Section 8.2 provides a comparative analysis of a Dispersed 
Development Alternative, and Section 8.3 provides a comparative analysis of a No Project Alternative. Section 
8.4 summarizes the environmental conclusions of the alternatives analysis and compares the project impacts for 
each resource area to impacts associated with the alternatives. Lastly, Section 8.5 identifies the environmentally 
superior alternative.  

8.1 CONSIDERATION OF AN OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE 

The key question in consideration of an off-site alternative is whether a feasible alternative is available that would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, and would also avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant environmental effects of the project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). The basic objectives 
of the project include creating a residential development located near downtown Sacramento and Metro Air Park, 
as well as providing development and a light rail stop along the proposed Downtown-Natomas-Airport light rail 
line with densities that would support the feasibility of a light rail line. In addition, the project site is located 
immediately adjacent to (across SR 70/99 from) the North Natomas community and the project would be located 
within the NNCP through a boundary amendment. The project would be a special planning area and would 
implement its own planned unit development guidelines. Because the NNCP area provides the greatest area of 
available land for development within close proximity to downtown Sacramento, the Sacramento International 
Airport, and alternative transportation opportunities, the North Natomas community is considered the most 
reasonable and feasible location for a potential off-site alternative. Further, staff of the Sacramento Regional 
Transit District have expressed (during a LAFCo hearing) that the location of the project and its proposed land 
uses and densities “create an environment that transit supportive” and would be critical to ensuring the success of 
the Downtown–Natomas–Airport transit line (Scott 2005). 

According to the City’s General Plan, as of September 2005 there were approximately 14,000 acres of low and 
medium density parcels of vacant land available. However, this number is likely less than this total, because there 
continues to be urban development in the North Natomas area, where the majority of this land is concentrated. For 
example, projects considered in a cumulative context include the Westborough, Cambay West, Natomas Crossing, 
Natomas Town Center, Natomas Creek and Panhandle projects (Exhibit 6-1), each of which are in the North 
Natomas area. As this shows, the North Natomas area continues to be actively developed, and much of the land is 
tied up by other landowners interested in development. None of the undeveloped low or medium density 
residential or residential /mixed-use properties within the NNCP area are currently owned by the Greenbriar 
property owner. As described in Chapter 4,”Alternatives to the Proposed Project,” this alternative has been 
rejected as infeasible because land suitable for development of the project is not available. Nonetheless, a 
comparative analysis is provided below to describe the comparative environmental effects if this alterative were 
feasible. For this reason, an off-site alternative that would be located within the North Natomas area is considered 
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below, but a specific off-site property has not been selected as the “off-site alternative project site.” However, to 
consider the relative environmental impacts of an alternative in one of the undeveloped areas of the NNCP 
currently designated for low or medium density residential development, this section provides a comparative 
analysis of a theoretical off-site alternative within the vacant low or medium density residential properties within 
the NNCP. 

A key version of this alternative is that, if development of the project were to occur within the boundaries of the 
NNCP, it would displace development that would otherwise occur within the boundaries of the NNCP. It is 
assumed, therefore, at the overall development of the NNCP would be the same, that is, development of the 
project would replace a similar level of development already planned within the NNCP. The Greenbriar site 
would not be developed. Therefore, overall development (considering the NNCP and Greenbriar) would be less 
under this alternative than under the proposed project if this alternative were feasible. 

8.1.1 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Development of an off-site alternative would result in the same trip generation rates as the project (i.e., 41,119 
total trips; 3,153 a.m. peak hour and 4,467 p.m. peak hour). The transportation and circulation impacts of an 
alternative within the existing NNCP boundaries have been projected by the 1993 NNCP EIR (City of 
Sacramento 1993). The SACMET 2025 traffic analysis model, developed for the North Natomas area, includes 
the assumptions consistent with the 1993 NNCP EIR and the ultimate land uses projected for the North Natomas 
area. This model reflects the NNCP and approved land use changes in the North Natomas area, as well as the 
ultimate roadway configuration planned for the NNCP area, as specified in the NNCP Financing Plan. If the 
project were to occur within the boundaries of the NNCP, consistent with the NNCP, the additional vehicle trips 
projected by this EIR would not be additive to overall development assumptions of the NNCP, because they have 
already been included in these projections. Thus, it can be assumed that an off-site alternative within the 
boundaries of the NNCP would result in comparatively substantially less traffic impacts; however, specific 
quantification of the traffic reductions can not be determined without a specific location for the off-site 
alternative. The same transportation system deficiencies would be expected with the Greenbriar project, although 
the overall congestion and anticipated delays would be less. Thus, this alternative would result in less 
transportation and circulation impacts [Less]. 

8.1.2 AIR QUALITY 

The air quality impacts identified for the proposed project are related to construction, the land uses proposed (e.g., 
residential, elementary school and commercial tenants), and the location of these land uses adjacent to I-5 and SR 
70/99. Construction of an off-site alternative would result in the same construction and long-term operational 
emissions as the project (i.e., mitigated to 89.5 lbs/day of ROG and 511.2 lbs/day of NOX) because the same land 
uses would be developed. Similarly, operational emissions associated with the off-site alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project because the same land uses are proposed. As a result, the off-site alternative would 
result in mitigated emissions of 350.7 lbs/day of ROG, 338.5 lbs/day of NOX, and 206.6 lbs/day of PM10. 
However, because overall there would be less development under this alternative than if the Greenbriar site were 
to develop (see assumptions under description of the alternative), regional emissions would be substantially less 
than with the project. Further, depending on the location (or multiple locations) of the off-site alternative, the off-
site alternative may not be located in close proximity (i.e., within 500 feet) of a nearby freeway (e.g., I-5 or 
SR 70/99) and may reduce potential less-than-significant health risk-related air quality impacts associated with 
toxic air contaminants. However, because the specific location for the off-site alternative is not known, it can not 
be determined with any certainty whether this project would reduce this potential. Therefore, overall the project 
would result in similar air quality impact [Similar or less]. 



Greenbriar Development Project EIR  EDAW 
City of Sacramento and Sacramento LAFCo 8-3 Comparative Merits of the Alternatives 

8.1.3 NOISE 

Similar to the project, this alternative would result in temporary noise generated by construction activities; 
development of various noise-generating land uses; increases in traffic noise; and development of sensitive 
receptors that would be exposed to existing or project noise levels exceeding City standards. Because the off-site 
alternative would result in the construction of the same facilities and use of similar construction equipment, 
unmitigated construction-related noise levels would range from 79 to 91 dBA at 50 feet. However, similar to the 
project, construction activities would be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Saturday and 9 
a.m. to 6 p.m. on Sunday, which would reduce construction-related noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
Because of the developing nature of the NNCP area, it is likely that the off-site alternative would be in close 
proximity to sensitive receptors. It is unknown whether existing noise levels currently exceed the City’s 
standards; however, construction of an off-site alternative would likely result in an increase in ambient noise 
levels in the local area and could result in an exceedence of the City’s exterior noise standard (i.e., 60 dBA 
Ldn/CNEL). If an alternative were developed within an available site within the NNCP, noise levels associated 
with roadway traffic volumes would likely be comparatively less (i.e., less than 74 to 81.1 dBA unmitigated) 
because this site would be located at a greater distance from the combined impacts of traffic noise from I-5 and 
SR 70/99. Thus, significant noise impacts to residential and school uses may be eliminated depending on the 
location of the off-site alternative. However, final determination of traffic noise reductions can not be made with 
knowing the specific location of the off-site alternative. Similarly, although noise impacts at the site from aircraft 
operations at Sacramento International Airport are less than significant, the off-site alternative would likely be 
located a greater distance from regularly used flight paths and would therefore be subject to less frequent 
overflights by aircraft and would likely have reduced single event (SENL) levels. When compared to the project, 
because of its likely more distant location from I-5 and SR 70/99 and airport operations, the off-site alternative 
would result in less noise impacts when compared to the project [Less]. 

8.1.4 UTILITIES 

An off-site alternative within the NNCP boundaries would generate a similar number of people and create similar 
utility and service system demands as the proposed project (i.e., water, wastewater, drainage, electricity, and 
natural gas). These NNCP demands have already been anticipated by the North Natomas Financing Plan (first 
approved in 1994, and last updated in 2002) and the public facilities fees (PFF) that are collected for projects 
within the current North Natomas boundaries. The project’s demands would be addressed by the financing plan 
prepared specifically for the project. The significant environmental impacts that would occur with the provision of 
wastewater treatment services (i.e., expanded wastewater treatment facilities) to the project would not be expected 
to occur under this alternative because the NNCP area is within the City’s corporate boundaries and was planned 
for in the SRCSD’s facility master plan. Therefore, this alternative would eliminate the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impact to wastewater treatment services. Although the proposed project and an off-site alternative 
within the boundaries of the NNCP would have similar utility system demands, the off-site alternative would 
eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable impact to wastewater treatment services and impacts would be 
less [Less]. 

8.1.5 PUBLIC SERVICES 

An off-site alternative within the NNCP boundaries would generate a similar number of people and create similar 
public service demands (i.e., police, fire, schools, and libraries) as the proposed project. These NNCP demands 
have already been anticipated by the North Natomas Financing Plan (first approved in 1994, and last updated in 
2002) and the public facilities fees (PFF) that are collected for projects within the current North Natomas 
boundaries. The project’s demands would be addressed by the financing plan prepared specifically for the project. 
Further, a site within the NNCP would not result in demands that are additive to overall development demands of 
the NNCP because they have already been included in these projections. For these reasons, an off-site alternative, 
while resulting in the same demands as the project based on a per capita demand factor for each service, would 
have comparatively less public services effects because demands associated with build out of the NNCP area have 
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already been planned for by the City the NNCP. Overall, this alternative would result in less public services 
impacts [Less]. 

8.1.6 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

An off-site alternative within the NNCP boundaries would generate a similar number of residents as the proposed 
project and would construct the same facilities (i.e., 48.4 net acres of parkland) as the project. The City’s standard 
for parkland dedication (5 acres per 1,000 new residents or a demand for 48.2 acres) would remain the same 
regardless of the location of the off-site alternative. However, a site within the NNCP would not result in demands 
that are additive to overall park demands of the NNCP because they have already been included in these 
projections. The project would result in the conversion of 577 acres of open space area (518 acres of which are 
farmlands). While an off-site alternative would likely also result in the conversion of open space areas, the loss of 
this open space areas were accounted for in the NNCP and its EIR; therefore, this alternative would not result in 
the additive loss of open space resources. The off-site alternative would have less effects related to parks and open 
space [Less]. 

8.1.7 AESTHETICS 

Under this alternative, it is likely that development of property within the NNCP boundaries would result in the 
development of open space land or land historically used for farming activities. Therefore, the off-site alternative 
would result in the same type of land use alterations as the project because the site would be converted to urban 
land uses. This was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. However, the project would 
extend the area of the City that would be converted from agricultural to urban land uses. A development within 
the NNCP would maintain the City’s boundaries and would not extend the urban core of the City. Lighting would 
be similarly changed under this alternative, but lighting impacts were not identified as significant project impacts. 
Overall, this alternative would result in the same aesthetic resources impacts, but these impacts would be less than 
the project because the existing urban core of the City would be maintained [Less]. 

8.1.8 PUBLIC HEALTH AND HAZARDS 

While it is unknown whether an off-site location would have contaminated soils, development within the 
boundaries of the NNCP would not be expected to result in public health and hazard impacts that could not be 
addressed by standard mitigation and remediation measures (City of Sacramento 1992). It should be noted that a 
project site within the boundaries of the NNCP would locate the proposed lake/detention basin at a greater 
distance from the Sacramento International Airport, which would reduce potential bird hazard impacts in 
comparison to the project. The Sacramento International Airport discourages the construction of water features 
which could attract hazardous wildlife within 5 miles of the airport. Although the off-site alternative would 
construct the same water feature at a greater distance from the airport, it nonetheless would likely be located 
within the airport’s 5-mile radius and would be considered a hazardous wildlife attractant. However, 
implementation of the project’s mitigation to reduce bird hazards from the lake would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level. 

An off-site alternative would eliminate the project’s potential inconsistency with the Sacramento International 
Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) requirement to limit land uses (i.e., parks and light rail station) 
that would result in a substantial concentration of people (i.e., 25 persons per acre on average of 50 persons per 
acre at any one time) because the off-site alternative would be located outside the airport’s overflight safety zone. 
Therefore, the off-site alternative would eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable CLUP consistency 
impact. Further, a site within the NNCP would locate sensitive receptors including the elementary school at 
greater distances from I-5 and SR 70/99, which would reduce their, exposure to mobile source emissions (see 
Section 8.1.2, “Air Quality,” above). Thus, an off-site alternative within the boundaries of the NNCP would have 
less public health and hazard effects [Less]. 
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8.1.9 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The City determined that the NNCP includes measures to reduce soils and geology impacts to a less-than-
significant level (City of Sacramento 1992). No unique geologic structures or conditions have been identified in 
the NNCP area and the NNCP area is substantially similar to the project site in terms of site soils and geotechnical 
issues (i.e., liquefaction, expansive soils, fault hazards). Similar to the proposed project, standard engineering 
practices can address design and structural requirements for development of a site within the NNCP boundaries. 
For these reasons there would be no measurable difference in environmental impacts when comparing the 
proposed project with an off-site alternative within the boundaries of the NNCP [Similar]. 

8.1.10 HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE, AND WATER QUALITY 

Hydrology and drainage in the NNCP area has been addressed by the Comprehensive Drainage Plan. Similar to 
the requirements for the proposed project, any development within the NNCP would be required to comply with 
the City’s Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance (Chapter 15.88 of the City Code). A SWPPP would 
be prepared and BMPs would be required to be implemented to address stormwater quality control during 
construction and post-construction. With the implementation of these existing requirements, less-than-significant 
impacts on water quality and hydrology would occur. Further, the alternative would be required to be designed 
consistent with the City’s drainage system standards to ensure adequate drainage facilities are provided on-site 
and that adequate capacity is available in off-site drainage facilities to handle proposed flows. Drainage impacts 
were determined to be less than significant with the project. Similar to the project, this alternative would be 
located in an area that is located outside the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 100-year 
floodplain and less-than-significant flooding impacts would occur. Therefore, the proposed project and an off-site 
alternative within the current boundaries of the NNCP would have similar hydrology, drainage, and water quality 
effects [Similar]. 

8.1.11 AGRICULTURE 

Approval of the NNCP required that the City adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the significant 
impact of conversion of Prime Farmland. The City has determined that conversion of farmlands that were once 
within the boundaries of the NNCP was an acceptable impact and that there were overriding reasons for approval 
of development of the NNCP. The project would require a similar finding, because of the presence of Important 
Farmland at the project site. However, approval of the project would result in the conversion of an additional 518 
acres of Important Farmlands beyond the conversions anticipated by the NNCP. Thus, development of an off-site 
alternative within the boundaries of the NNCP would result in fewer acres (i.e., 518 fewer acres) of Important 
Farmland being converted to urban uses. For these reasons, an off-site alternative within the boundaries of the 
existing NNCP would create less impact on Important Farmlands [Less]. 

8.1.12 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Similar to the proposed project, development of the North Natomas community would result in impacts on 
Swainson’s hawk, riparian/wetland habitat, and agricultural lands/rice fields. Without knowing the exact site 
within the NNCP boundaries that could be pursued for an off-site alternative, it is not possible to perform a 
detailed comparison of biological impacts. However, development of an off-site alternative within the NNCP 
would bring the project within the City’s permit area identified in the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan 
(NBHCP). The NBHCP, the EIR on the NBHCP, and subsequent monitoring programs have evaluated the 
impacts to biological resources from development within the NNCP area including impacts to giant garter snake 
and Swainson’s hawk. The project is not included in the City’s permit area. The biological impacts of the project 
are subject to ongoing review, including review by resource agencies of the applicant’s specific mitigation 
proposal. Based on these conditions, development of an off-site alternative within the NNCP area would have less 
biological resource impacts compared to the project. However, because the project will be required to comply 
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with its own HCP, it would require a finding from USFWS and CDFG that impacts to sensitive biological 
resources are fully mitigated, it is expected that impacts would not be significant. Nevertheless, because less land 
would be developed under this alternative, it would have less of an effect on sensitive biological resources.[Less]. 

8.1.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Both the off-site location and the project site would have the potential for undocumented subsurface cultural 
resources. However, there are no documented resources on either the project site or on Low Density Residential 
sites within the NNCP. For this reason, the proposed project and an alternative within the current boundaries of 
the NNCP would have similar effects on cultural resources [Similar]. 

8.1.14 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Depending on the specific location, the off-site alternative could meet most if not all of the project’s objectives 
including those related to creation of a pedestrian-friendly development; development of a project that is 
consistent with SACOG’s Blueprint plan, development of a residential development near the major employment 
centers of downtown Sacramento and Metro Air Park; provision of vertically and horizontally mixed 
neighborhoods; incorporation of parks and open space in a manner that provides connectivity; creating a 
residential development with a variety of housing types; and providing housing and employment opportunities 
that meet the City’s long-term housing and employment demand projections. In addition, an off-site alternative 
could possibly further support and implement the project objective related to developing a project that is 
consistent with the Sacramento International Airport CLUP because it would eliminate the project’s inconsistency 
with the safety requirement of maintaining a density of 50 persons per acres for the proposed light rail station, and 
park areas. However, the off-site alternative may not meet the project’s objective of providing readily accessible 
light rail transit opportunities on-site. 

8.2 CONSIDERATION OF DISPERSED DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Among the findings to be considered in deliberations over the project, LAFCo will need to determine whether 
expansion of the City’s SOI will be needed to provide adequate housing within its jurisdiction to meet projected 
housing demands. There are several properties designated for residential land uses within the City that are either 
undeveloped or under utilized such that they could be developed (or re-developed) with new residential land uses 
that could help the City meet its long-term housing demands. The City’s objective in considering the Greenbriar 
project is to consider development projects that would provide housing and employment opportunities that would 
meet long-term employment and housing demand projections. 

According to the City’s General Plan, as of September 2005 there were approximately 14,000 acres of low and 
medium density parcels of vacant land available. However, this number is likely less than this total, because there 
continues to be urban development in the North Natomas area, where the majority of this land is concentrated. For 
example, projects considered in a cumulative context include the Westborough, Cambay West, Natomas Crossing, 
Natomas Town Center, Natomas Creek and Panhandle projects (Exhibit 6-1), each of which are in the North 
Natomas area. In the south Sacramento area, SunCal Companies has announced they intend to develop on of the 
last remaining large blocks of land in the City, the 800-acre Delta Shores site (Suncal press announcement, 
November 8, 2005). Vacant industrial sites at the downtown Sacramento and Curtis Park railyards are being 
actively pursued for development, with applications submitted on both. As this shows, the North Natomas area 
continues to be actively developed, and other large, vacant, or undeveloped parcels are be actively pursued. 
Further, much of the land is tied up by other landowners interested in development. None of the undeveloped low 
or medium density residential or residential /mixed-use properties within the NNCP area or in other large, 
undeveloped areas of the City are currently owned by the Greenbriar property owner.  

The purpose of this alternative is to consider whether existing properties within the City’s SOI could support the 
project’s proposed land uses, while at the same eliminating some of the project’s significant and significant and 
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unavoidable environmental impacts. As described above, sufficient holding capacity is available within the City’s 
SOI to accommodate the project’s proposed residential development. In spite of the fact that the City may 
currently have holding capacity for the project, this is not expected to be the case in the foreseeable future. 
According to Sacramento City staff (McDonald, pers. comm., June 19, 2006), the Technical Background report 
for the City of Sacramento General Plan Update shows the following: 

Current (2005) population: 450,000 
Proposed General Plan Holding Capacity (2030): 564,000 
Anticipated City population (2030): 650,000 

Over the next 25 years, the City is expected to grow by 200,000 people. However, the current General Plan, 
including the current sphere-of-influence, would accommodate an additional estimated 114,000 people. 
Additional land would be needed if the City intends to accommodate the 86,000 people above the General Plan’s 
holding capacity that are anticipated to live in the City. 

The proposed project would also provide for employment through commercial/retail uses, although these uses 
would primarily serve residential uses on and near the project site. Projections for employment uses in the City 
are as follows: 

Current (2005) employment: 181,000 
Proposed General Plan Holding Capacity (2030): 445,000 
Anticipated City employment (2030): 321,000 

Unlike housing, the City has ample holding capacity for employment uses. As mentioned above, 
commercial/retail uses on the project site are intended to be local serving, and they would reduce the need for 
driving trips outside the project site. So, while they could be provided elsewhere within the City, they would 
frustrate project objectives for a mixed use development. 

8.2.1 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Implementation of a dispersed development alternative would result in similar trip generation rates as the project 
(i.e., 41,119 total trips; 3,153 a.m. peak hour and 4,467 p.m. peak hour); however, these trips would not be 
concentrated in one area of the City, but instead would be dispersed throughout multiple properties and areas of 
the City. Overall, this alternative could result in reduced transportation impacts because proposed trips would be 
dispersed over a large area; however, quantification of the traffic reductions can not be determined without 
specific locations for the dispersed development alternative. In some cases, the existing roadway network may 
currently operate unacceptably and, thus, this alternative would exacerbate these unacceptable conditions. Thus, 
this alternative would result in similar (but may be greater or lesser) transportation and circulation impacts 
[Greater or Less]. 

8.2.2 AIR QUALITY 

The air quality impacts identified for the proposed project are related to construction, the land uses proposed (e.g., 
residential, elementary school and commercial tenants), and the location of these land uses adjacent to I-5 and SR 
70/99. Construction of an off-site alternative would result in the same construction and long-term operational 
emissions as the project (i.e., mitigated to 89.5 lbs/day of ROG and 511.2 lbs/day of NOX) because the same land 
uses would be developed. Similarly, operational emissions associated with the dispersed development alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project because the same land uses are proposed. As a result, the dispersed 
development alternative would result in mitigated emissions of 350.7 lbs/day of ROG, 338.5 lbs/day of NOX, and 
206.6 lbs/day of PM10. Depending on the multiple locations of the dispersed development alternative, this 
alternative may not be located in close proximity (i.e., within 500 feet) of a nearby freeway (e.g., I-5 or SR 70/99) 
and may reduce potential less-than-significant health risk-related air quality impacts associated with toxic air 
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contaminants. However, because the specific locations for this alternative are not known, it can not be determined 
with any certainty whether this project would reduce this potential TAC impact. Therefore, overall this alternative 
would result in similar air quality impacts as the project [Similar or less]. 

8.2.3 NOISE 

Similar to the project, this alternative would result in temporary noise generated by construction activities; 
development of various noise-generating land uses; increases in traffic noise; and development of sensitive 
receptors that would be exposed to existing or project noise levels exceeding City standards. Because the 
dispersed development alternative would result in the construction of the same facilities and use of similar 
construction equipment, unmitigated construction-related noise levels would range from 79 to 91 dBA at 50 feet. 
However, similar to the project, construction activities would be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday 
through Saturday and 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Sunday, which would reduce construction-related noise impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. Because of the developed nature of the City, it is likely that this alternative would be in 
close proximity to sensitive receptors. It is unknown whether existing noise levels currently exceed the City’s 
standards; however, construction of a dispersed development alternative would likely result in an increase in 
ambient noise levels in the local area and could result in an exceedence of the City’s exterior noise standard (i.e., 
60 dBA Ldn/CNEL). If an alternative were dispersed throughout the City, noise levels associated with roadway 
traffic volumes would likely be comparatively less (i.e., less than 74 to 81.1 dBA unmitigated) because this site 
would be located at a greater distance from the combined impacts of traffic noise from I-5 and SR 70/99. Thus, 
significant noise impacts to residential may be eliminated depending on the location of this alternative. However, 
final determination of traffic noise reductions can not be made with knowing the specific locations for this 
alternative. Similarly, although noise impacts at the site from aircraft operations at Sacramento International 
Airport are less than significant, this alternative would likely be located a greater distance from regularly used 
flight paths and would therefore be subject to less frequent overflights by aircraft and would likely have reduced 
single event (SENL) levels. When compared to the project, because of its likely more distant location from I-5 
and SR 70/99 and airport operations, the dispersed development alternative would result in less noise impacts 
when compared to the project [Less]. 

8.2.4 UTILITIES 

An off-site alternative dispersed throughout the city limits and SOI would generate a similar number of people 
and create similar utility and service system demands as the proposed project (i.e., water, wastewater, drainage, 
electricity, and natural gas). These demands have already been anticipated by various public facilities financing 
programs established by the City. The significant environmental impacts that would occur with the provision of 
wastewater treatment services (i.e., expanded wastewater treatment facilities) to the project would not be expected 
to occur under this alternative because dispersed locations would be within the city limits or SOI and have been 
planned for in the SRCSD’s facility master plan. Therefore, this alternative would eliminate the project’s 
significant and unavoidable impact to wastewater treatment services. Although the proposed project and a 
dispersed development alternative would have similar utility system demands, the dispersed development 
alternative would eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable impact to wastewater treatment services and 
impacts would be less [Less]. 

8.2.5 PUBLIC SERVICES 

A Dispersed Development alternative within the city limits or SOI would generate a similar number of people and 
create similar public service demands (i.e., police, fire, schools, and libraries) as the proposed project. These 
demands have already been anticipated by the City’s General Plan and the public facilities fees that are collected 
for projects within specific service areas. These fees would provide sufficient facilities and capacity to serve this 
alternative. For these reasons, a dispersed development alternative, while resulting in the same demands as the 
project based on a per capita demand factor for each service, would have comparatively less public services 
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effects because demands associated with build out of the city limits or SOI have already been planned for by the 
City. Overall, this alternative would result in less public services impacts [Less]. 

8.2.6 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

A Dispersed Development alternative within the city limits or SOI would generate a similar number of residents 
as the proposed project and would construct the same facilities (i.e., 48.4 net acres of parkland) as the project. The 
City’s standard for parkland dedication (5 acres per 1,000 new residents or a demand for 48.2 acres) would remain 
the same regardless of the location of the alternative. While this alternative would also result in the conversion of 
open space resources, the loss of these were accounted for in the General Plan and its EIR; therefore, this 
alternative would not result in the additive loss of open space resources. This alternative would have less effects 
related to parks and open space [Less]. 

8.2.7 AESTHETICS 

Under this alternative, it is likely that development of property within the city limits or SOI could result in the 
development of open space land or land historically used for farming activities. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in the same type of land use alterations as the project because the site would be converted to urban land 
uses. However, it is likely that impacts would be less because some parcels where development could occur 
would be in urban areas (i.e., infill development). Changes to visual character of the project site was identified as 
a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. However, the project would extend the area of the City that 
would be converted from agricultural to urban land uses. A development within the city limits or SOI would 
maintain the City’s boundaries and would not extend the urban core of the City. Lighting would be similarly 
changed under this alternative, but lighting impacts were not identified as significant project impacts. Overall, this 
alternative would result in the same aesthetic resources impacts, but these impacts would be less than the project 
because the existing urban core of the City would be maintained [Less]. 

8.2.8 PUBLIC HEALTH AND HAZARDS 

While it is unknown whether an off-site location would have contaminated soils, development within the City’s 
SOI would not be expected to result in public health and hazard impacts that could not be addressed by standard 
mitigation and remediation measures (City of Sacramento 1992). It should be noted that because development 
would be dispersed over multiple properties, the project’s proposed lake/detention basin would likely not be 
constructed. As a result, this alternative would eliminate the project’s potential wildlife hazard impacts. However, 
implementation of the project’s mitigation to reduce bird hazards from the lake would reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level. 

A dispersed development alternative would eliminate the project’s potential inconsistency with the Sacramento 
International Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) requirement to limit land uses (i.e., parks and light 
rail station) that would result in a substantial concentration of people (i.e., 25 persons per acre on average of 50 
persons per acre at any one time) because this alternative would be located outside the airport’s overflight safety 
zone. Therefore, the dispersed development alternative would eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable 
CLUP consistency impact. Further, a site within the NNCP would locate sensitive receptors including the 
elementary school at greater distances from I-5 and SR 70/99, which would reduce their, exposure to mobile 
source emissions (see Section 8.1.2, “Air Quality,” above). Thus, a dispersed development alternative within the 
city limits or SOI would have less public health and hazard effects [Less]. 

8.2.9 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The City’s General Plan and various community plans include measures to reduce soils and geology impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. No unique geologic structures or conditions have been identified in greater Sacramento 
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area and other areas within the City are substantially similar to the project site in terms of site soils and 
geotechnical issues (i.e., liquefaction, expansive soils, fault hazards). Similar to the proposed project, standard 
engineering practices can address design and structural requirements for development of a site within the NNCP 
boundaries. For these reasons there would be no measurable difference in environmental impacts when comparing 
the proposed project with a dispersed development alternative within the boundaries of the NNCP [Similar]. 

8.2.10 HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE, AND WATER QUALITY 

Similar to the requirements for the proposed project, any development within the City would be required to 
comply with the City’s Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance (Chapter 15.88 of the City Code). A 
SWPPP would be prepared and BMPs would be required to be implemented to address stormwater quality control 
during construction and post-construction. With the implementation of these existing requirements, less-than-
significant impacts on water quality and hydrology would occur. Further, the alternative would be required to be 
designed consistent with the City’s drainage system standards to ensure adequate drainage facilities are provided 
on-site and that adequate capacity is available in off-site drainage facilities to handle proposed flows. Drainage 
impacts were determined to be less than significant with the project. This alternative could be accommodated in 
areas located outside the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 100-year floodplain; therefore, less-
than-significant flooding impacts would occur. Therefore, a dispersed development alternative within the city 
limits or SOI would have similar hydrology, drainage, and water quality effects compared to the project [Similar]. 

8.2.11 AGRICULTURE 

Approval of the project would result in the conversion of 518 acres of Important Farmlands and 465 acres of open 
space areas. While a dispersed development alternative would likely also result in the conversion of Important 
Farmlands, the loss of these were accounted for in the General Plan and its EIR; therefore, this alternative would 
not result in the additive loss of farmland. For these reasons, a dispersed development alternative within the city 
limits or SOI would create less impact on Important Farmlands [Less]. 

8.2.12 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Similar to the proposed project, development within the city limits and SOI would result in impacts on 
Swainson’s hawk, riparian/wetland habitat, and agricultural lands/rice fields. Without knowing the exact sites 
within the city limits or SOI that could be pursued for a dispersed development alternative, it is not possible to 
perform a detailed comparison of biological impacts. Implementation of a dispersed development alternative in 
the city limits or SOI would be anticipated to result in similar resource impacts as those affected by the project 
(e.g., foraging habitat, wetlands) and would result in similar take of species because habitat and species present at 
the project site is common throughout the City and surrounding areas. Developments north of the American River 
would be located within the City’s permit area identified in the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan 
(NBHCP). The NBHCP, the EIR on the NBHCP, and subsequent monitoring programs have evaluated the 
impacts to biological resources from development within the NNCP area including impacts to giant garter snake 
and Swainson’s hawk. Because this alternative would result in similar habitat and species impacts as the project, it 
would have similar effects on sensitive biological resources [Similar]. 

8.2.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Both the dispersed development site locations and the project site would have the potential for undocumented 
subsurface cultural resources. However, there are no documented resources on either the project site or on Low 
Density Residential sites within the NNCP. For this reason, the proposed project and an alternative within the city 
limits or SOI would have similar effects on cultural resources [Similar]. 
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8.2.14 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Because of the dispersed nature of this alternative, this alternative would likely not meet many of the project’s 
objectives including development of a residential development near the major employment centers of downtown 
Sacramento and Metro Air Park; provision of vertically and horizontally mixed neighborhoods; incorporation of 
parks and open space in a manner that provides connectivity; creating a residential development with a variety of 
housing types; and creating a development that could support a light rail station. However, this alternative could 
possibly further support and implement the project objective related to developing a project that is consistent with 
the Sacramento International Airport CLUP because it would eliminate the project’s inconsistency with the safety 
requirement of maintaining a density of 50 persons per acres for the proposed light rail station, and park areas. 
Further, this alternative would be consistent with the City’s infill development strategy and would contribute to 
meeting long-term housing and employment demand projections. 

8.3 CONSIDERATION OF A REDUCED SIZE ALTERNATIVE 

The key objective of the reduced size alternative is to avoid or reduce several of the significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts identified for the project including minimizing impacts to farmland, noise compatibility, 
air quality, traffic, sensitive habitat and species, and hazards. ’As described in section 4.2.2, “Reduce Size 
Alternative,” the reduced size alternative is designed to reduce the development footprint of the project to avoid 
one or more of the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. Although this alternative would constrain 
development at the project site to a development level that may not be financially feasible to implement, it would 
achieve most if not all of the project’s objectives including providing sufficient development densities to support 
a light rail station and would be consistent with SACOG’s Blueprint.  

Development of this alternative would be approximately 80% of proposed project levels (20% reduction in 
proposed development at the site) (Exhibit 4-1). Therefore, this alternative would result in the development of 
2,995 residential units and approximately 25 acres of commercial development. The remainder of the site would 
be undeveloped and would continue in its existing state. To reduce potential impacts to agricultural resources, 
open space areas, sensitive biological species and habitats, and to minimize the development area that falls within 
the Sacramento International Airport’s safety zone, development of this alternative would need to be concentrated 
in the eastern portion of the project site. However, mobile source air emissions and noise impacts from I-5 and SR 
70/99 result in the need to locate sensitive receptors including the elementary school at a greater distance from 
these sources. Therefore, this alternative would need to be designed in such a way as to provide a buffer on the 
eastern and southern boundaries of the site in addition to the proposed buffer on the western boundary of the 
project site. In general, this alternative would result in a development project that provides a 200- to 400-foot 
open space buffer along the eastern, southern, and western edges of the project site.  

8.3.1 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The reduced size alternative would reduce the number of housing units developed at the project site by 
approximately 20%, resulting in a corresponding 20% reduction in daily traffic volumes on local roadways. 
Therefore, the reduced size alternative would result in the generation of 32,896 total trips (2,523 a.m. peak hour 
and 3,574 p.m. peak hour trips). Based on evaluation of the surrounding roadway network, a reduction of 
approximately 75% of total trip generation (i.e., not to exceed 10,280 total trips) would be required to eliminate 
the project’s significant and significant and unavoidable transportation system impacts including impacts to local 
roadway intersections, roadway segments, freeway ramps, and freeway segments. Therefore, while this alternative 
would result in less traffic on area roadways, it nonetheless would continue to result in significant and 
unavoidable transportation impacts because existing traffic volumes are either closely approaching unacceptable 
operating conditions or currently exceed acceptable operating thresholds for these facilities. However, it should be 
noted that mitigation recommended for the project would like result in more efficient and less congested operation 
of the local roadway network under the reduced size alternative compared to the project. Further, because of its 
reduced size and the reduced number of traffic trips generated by this alterative, this alternative would result in 
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less transportation and circulation impacts compared to the project, but these impacts would continue to be 
significant and unavoidable [Less]. 

8.3.2 AIR QUALITY 

This alternative would result in development of the majority of the project site and the generation of construction- 
and operations-related air emission. Air emissions would be approximately 20% less under this alternative 
because of the reduced number of houses and commercial acreage (and associated vehicle trips). However, 
because a majority (i.e., 80%) of construction activities and proposed uses would occur, this alternative would 
also result in the generation of air emissions that exceed relevant standards of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District (SMAQMD) (i.e., construction-related emissions mitigated to 71.6 lbs/day of ROG 
and 408.96 lbs/day of NOX ) and operational emissions mitigated to 280.6 lbs/day of ROG, 270.8 lbs/day of NOX, 
and 165.3 lbs/day of PM10) This alternative would provide a greater setback between I-5 and SR 70/99 from 
sensitive receptors through the provision of a 200- to 400-foot buffer along the eastern and southern boundaries of 
the project site. This setback would further reduce less-than-significant (due to reduced exposure resulting from 
emissions controls over time; see Section 6.2, “Air Quality”) exposure to toxic air contaminants from freeway 
operations, and could depending on other design considerations (e.g., soundwalls, tree lines) eliminate any 
concerns surrounding this concern. Overall, this alternative would result in less construction- and operation-
related air emissions compared to the project, but these impacts would continue to be significant and unavoidable, 
and this alternative would likely substantially reduce or avoid the project’s significant toxic air contaminant 
impacts [Less]. 

8.3.3 NOISE 

Both this alternative and the proposed project would result in temporary noise generated by construction 
activities; development of various noise generating land uses; increases in traffic noise; and development of 
sensitive receptors that would be exposed to existing or project-generated noise levels exceeding City standards. 
Construction-related noise impacts would be the same as the proposed (i.e., unmitigated construction-related 
noise levels ranging from 79 to 91 dBA at 50 feet) because the same types and numbers of construction 
equipment would be used. However, noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors may be reduced because of the 
larger buffer areas provided around the development site. Similar to the project, construction activities would be 
limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Saturday and 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Sunday, which would 
reduce construction-related noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Given the relative level of traffic (80% 
of project), compared with the project, traffic noise would be reduced. This alternative would also shift the project 
footprint of the site to the center and would provide a greater distance between the development and the major 
noise source of the Sacramento International Airport. More importantly, this alternative would provide a greater 
setback from major transportation noise sources, I-5 and SR 70/99, thereby reducing and perhaps eliminating 
exterior and interior noise level exceedances at sensitive receptors. However, because of the constrained nature of 
the site and the need to locate the elementary school outside the overflight safety zone of the Sacramento 
International Airport, it may not be feasible to re-locate the elementary school such that the benefit of increased 
noise reduction could be achieved. Overall, this alternative would reduce noise impacts to some noise sensitive 
land uses and impacts would be less than the project [Less]. 

8.3.4 UTILITIES 

Under this alternative, public utility demands would be approximately 20% less; however, these impacts are less 
than significant or less than significant with mitigation for the project. No significant utilities impacts were 
identified for the project after mitigation, so this alternative would not reduce or avoid any such impacts. Indirect 
impacts related to regional improvement projects (i.e., wastewater treatment expansion) would be similar. Overall, 
this alternative would result in similar environmental impacts (i.e., based on CEQA thresholds) as the project, 
although unit demands for utility services would be less because this alternative would reduce the total population 
living on-site [Similar]. 
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8.3.5 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Under this alternative, public service demands would be approximately 20% less; however, these impacts are less 
than significant or less than significant with mitigation for the project. No significant utilities impacts were 
identified for the project after mitigation, so this alternative would not reduce or avoid any such impacts. Overall, 
this alternative would result in similar environmental impacts (i.e., based on CEQA thresholds) as the project, 
although unit demands for public services would be less because this alternative would reduce the total population 
living on-site [Similar]. 

8.3.6 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

Although reduced in size, it is assumed this alternative would provide comparable park land as the project and 
would meet the City’s standard for parkland dedication (5 acres per 1,000 new residents). Based on a population 
of 7,141 residents, approximately 35.71 acres of parkland would be provided under this alternative. However, 
because of the need to provide buffers around the perimeters of the project site to reduced noise and air quality 
impacts associated with traffic on I-5 and SR 70/99 and the constraints associated with the airport safety zone, it 
may be potentially infeasible for this alternative to provide a community park (i.e., a park of 23 acres or more). 
Nonetheless, it is expected that this alternative would meet its park demand requirements. This alternative would 
convert approximately 20% less open space areas because of its reduced size. Therefore, the proposed project and 
this alternative would have similar effects related to parks and open space [Similar].  

8.3.7 AESTHETICS 

Under this alternative there would be the same alteration of views, but at a reduced scale, of the project site from 
surrounding lands including I-5, SR 70/99, and local roadways. This impact was identified as significant and 
unavoidable with the project. With this alternative, this impact would also be considered significant and 
unavoidable because the view shed would substantially changed from existing conditions, similar to what would 
occur with the project. Lighting would be slightly less under this alternative, but lighting impacts were not 
identified as significant project impacts. Overall aesthetic resources impacts would be perceived as nearly the 
same as the project because the site would be substantially converted from any open space to a developed use 
[Similar]. 

8.3.8 PUBLIC HEALTH AND HAZARDS 

In general, this alternative would result in the same land uses and same project amenities including the proposed 
light rail station. This alternative would reduce the number of houses within the overflight safety zone of the 
Sacramento International Airport, thereby reducing potential safety risks associated with airport operations. This 
alternative would, however, include a proposed light rail station, commercial uses, and parks which would be 
incompatible with safety standards of the Sacramento International Airport’s CLUP. Further, this alternative 
would also locate a lake/detention basin within the airport safety zone, which could create potential bird strike 
hazards for commercial aircraft. However, implementation of mitigation recommended for the project would 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Overall, this alternative would reduce the development and land 
uses that would fall within the airport safety zone, thereby reducing the number of residents and tenants that are 
exposed to potential aircraft hazards. Therefore, this alternative would result in less public health and hazards 
impacts [Less]. 

8.3.9 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Under this alternative there would be a reduction in project development; therefore impacts related to construction 
erosion and risks from seismic and soil hazards would be reduced. Nonetheless, because of its substantial size 
(i.e., greater than 15 acres), this alternative would include the same soil erosion (i.e., preparation of a SWPPP) and 
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soil hazards mitigation measures as the project; therefore, post mitigation impacts would not change (i.e., impacts 
would be less than significant). Therefore, this alternative would result in similar geology and soils impacts 
[Similar]. 

8.3.10 HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE, AND WATER QUALITY 

In general, this alternative would result in the same hydrology and water quality impacts as the project because a 
substantially similar, but somewhat reduced development would occur. This alternative would reduce the volumes 
of stormwater discharges from the site. Nevertheless, because both the project and this alternative would be 
designed in accordance with City drainage standards, would ensure that sufficient capacity exists in off-site 
drainage facilities, and would implement BMPs for water quality, this alternative would result in similar 
hydrology and water quality impacts. Similar to the project, this alternative would be located in an area that is 
located outside the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 100-year floodplain. Therefore, less-than-
significant flooding impacts would occur. Therefore, the proposed project and reduced size alternative would have 
similar hydrology, drainage, and water quality effects [Similar]. 

8.3.11 AGRICULTURE 

The viability of the buffer areas on the project site (i.e., long, narrow 200- to 400-foot wide strips of land) for 
agricultural operations would likely be infeasible. In general, large areas dedicated to agricultural operations are 
needed to have a viable farming operation. Further, potential land use incompatibilities (e.g., air, noise) associated 
with agricultural operations adjacent to urban development increases the likelihood that a viable agricultural 
operation surrounding the project site would not occur. Therefore, although the foot print of this alternative would 
result in less development and direct conversion of Important Farmland, the net effect because of land use 
compatibilities and lack of viable farming properties would be similar to the project (i.e., conversion of 518 acres 
of Important Farmland) and with mitigation would be significant and unavoidable. However, this alternative 
would reduce the acreage of open space converted to urban land uses; however, because of the substantial size of 
this alternative and the lack of full compensatory mitigation, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. Nonetheless, this alternative would reduce impacts to Important Farmland and overall impacts 
would be less [Less]. 

8.3.12 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This alternative would reduce the development footprint of the project site and would increase the buffer area 
along the western, eastern, and southern boundaries of the site (i.e., up to 400 feet). Therefore, this alternative 
would reduce overall impacts to giant garter snake. Further, similar mitigation to enhance giant garter snake 
habitat at off-site location would also be provided. There would be increased Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat at 
the site under this alternative. Other habitat and species impacts would be comparable under this alternative, but 
would occur to a lesser degree (e.g., wetland impacts). Overall, this alternative would result in less biological 
resources impacts. However, because less of the site would be developed, less off-site mitigation would need to 
be purchased and enhanced for the benefit of species affected. The establishment of off-site preserves designed 
for the benefit of species is intended to fully offset the impacts of project development. Under this alternative, the 
need for off-site mitigation would be less. Because the mitigation is designed to offset the impacts, impacts under 
this alternative would be similar to the proposed project.[Similar]. 

8.3.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Because this alternative would result in development of the majority of the project site and ground-disturbing 
activities would occur across the site, impacts to unknown archaeological resources would be potentially 
significant with this alternative similar to those of the project. However, with implementation of mitigation 
recommended for the project, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. This alternative would 
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not reduce or avoid and significant cultural resource impact of the project, so overall cultural resource impacts 
would be similar to the project [Similar]. 

8.3.14 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The reduced size alternative would meet most if not all of the project’s objectives including those related to 
creation of a pedestrian-friendly development; development of a project that is generally consistent with 
SACOG’s Blueprint development plan, development of a residential development near the major employment 
centers of downtown Sacramento and Metro Air Park; provision vertically and horizontally mixed neighborhoods; 
incorporation of parks and open space in a manner that provides connectivity; and creating a residential 
development with a variety of housing types. However, because of its reduced size and reduced population 
densities, the reduced size alternative may not provide a sufficient population base to support the construction of a 
light rail station on the project site and it would not provide as great a benefit toward meeting the City’s long-term 
housing and employment demand projections.  

8.4 CONSIDERATION OF NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE – CONTINUATION 
OF EXISTING LAND USES 

The key objective of the no project alternative is to continue existing land use activities on the project site 
consistent with the County’s agricultural land use designations for the site. The project site has been or is 
currently in agricultural production and agricultural support uses. The majority of the site currently consists of 
rice fields/former rice fields and associated water canals. A racehorse training facility was previously located in 
the northwest corner of the project site but has been demolished and only remnant building foundations and the 
dirt racetrack remain. This alternative would not develop the project site with urban land uses and the project site 
would continue to operate in an agricultural/farming capacity including rice and row crop cultivation.  

8.4.1 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The no project alternative would not develop any urban land uses on the project site. Therefore, traffic volumes on 
local roadways would not increase as a result of the project. Because no changes in land uses would occur from 
existing condition, this alternative would not generate any increased daily vehicle trips and would not cause any 
impacts to local roadways or intersections. Therefore, this alternative would eliminate the project’s significant and 
unavoidable transportation impacts to local intersections, roadway segments, freeway ramps, and freeway 
segments. Overall, the no project alternative would result in substantially less transportation and circulation 
impacts compared to the project [Less]. 

8.4.2 AIR QUALITY 

Because the no project alternative would not develop any urban land uses on the project site, and no construction 
activities would occur, this alternative would not generate any construction- or operational-related air emissions 
(e.g., ROG, NOX, PM10, or TAC’s). The project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
construction emissions, increases in stationary source TAC’s, and long-term regional emissions. Implementation 
of the no project alternative would eliminate these impacts. However, farming activities would likely occur at the 
site and these activities would result in the generation of fugitive dust emissions associated with disking and 
plowing activities. Quantified dust emissions associated with on-site farming operation are known, but depending 
the crops that are produced and how crops are rotated at the site, this alternative could result in the substantial 
generation of fugitive dust emissions, but because of their intermittent nature would not likely result in significant 
air quality impacts. Overall, this alternative would reduce or eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable 
air quality impacts; therefore, impacts would be less [Less]. 
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8.4.3 NOISE 

No construction activities would occur under this alternative because no development would occur. As a result, 
this alternative would eliminate the project’s construction-related noise impacts; however, these impacts are 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of recommended mitigation. Noise impacts 
associated with aircraft overflights would not occur because no new residential land uses would be developed on-
site. Further, mobile-source noise impacts associated with traffic on I-5 and SR 70/99 would not occur because no 
residences would be located in close proximity to these noise sources. Implementation of this alternative would 
eliminate all of the project’s significant and unavoidable noise impacts [Less]. 

8.3.4 UTILITIES 

No increased demands for utility services would occur under this alternative because no new development would 
occur. While the project’s utility impacts were determined to be less than significant with mitigation, this 
alternative would not result in the need to construct or extend existing utilities to the site, the construction of 
which could result in significant environmental effects. As such, this alternative would result in less utility 
impacts compared to the project [Less]. 

8.4.5 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Under this alternative, demand for public services would not occur. Although no significant public service 
impacts were identified for the project after mitigation, this alternative would not create the need to extend public 
services (e.g., fire protection, law enforcement, schools) to the project site. As such, this alternative would result 
in less utility impacts compared to the project [Less]. 

8.4.6 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

Because the no project alternative would not develop any urban land uses, this alternative would not require 
development or dedication of park land as defined by City standards and would have no demands for park 
facilities. Further, no open space lands would be converted. For these reasons, this alternative would have less 
effects related to parks and open space [Less].  

8.4.7 AESTHETICS 

The no project alternative would not develop any urban land uses on the project site. Therefore, alteration of 
existing views from surrounding lands including I-5, SR 70/99, and local roadways would not occur. This impact 
was identified as significant and unavoidable with the project. With this alternative, this impact would not occur 
because the view shed would not change from existing conditions. Overall, aesthetic resource impacts would be 
perceived as less than the proposed project because the site would not convert from existing agricultural land uses 
to a developed use [Less]. 

8.4.8 PUBLIC HEALTH AND HAZARDS 

Under this alternative no new development would occur; therefore, no residents or tenants of the site would be 
exposed to aircraft safety hazards (i.e., bird strikes) associated with the location of a lake/detention basin on-site. 
However, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of recommended 
mitigation under the project. Nonetheless, this alternative would eliminate this potential safety impact and it 
would also eliminate the project’s potential inconsistency with the CLUP because no land uses are proposed that 
would be inconsistent with development standards in the CLUP (i.e., parks, commercial, light rail station). This 
alternative eliminates the project’s interim significant and unavoidable flooding hazard impacts because no 
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housing would be located on the project site. Therefore, the no project alternative would result in less public 
health and hazards impacts compared to the project [Less]. 

8.4.9 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Under this alternative there would be no development of urban land uses; therefore impacts related to construction 
erosion and risks from seismic and soil hazards would not occur. While farming activities at the site could result 
in exposed soils, which could lead to potential erosion impacts, these impacts are anticipated to be minor and 
would not increase from existing conditions. This alternative would not construct any buildings or structures on 
the project site and, as a result, would not result in any soil hazard impacts (e.g., liquefaction, soil expansion). 
Overall, the no project alternative would result in less geology and soils impacts compared to the proposed project 
[Less]. 

8.4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

This alternative would reduce the volumes of stormwater discharges from the site because development of urban 
land uses would not occur. Further, this alternative would not develop land uses (e.g., homes, structures) that 
would be subject to a flooding risk during storm events. While flooding impacts would be less-than-significant, 
this alternative would result in less hydrology and water quality impacts than the proposed because no structures 
would be constructed on-site [Less]. 

8.4.11 AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural operations on the project site would continue under this alternative and the potential for conflicts 
between urban land uses and surrounding agricultural operations would not occur. Further, implementation of this 
alternative would not result in the conversion of any Important Farmlands to urban land uses. Therefore, impacts 
to agriculture would be less compared to the proposed project [Less]. 

8.4.12 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This alternative would not develop any urban land uses on the project site and existing biological and wildlife 
habitats on the project site would remain unchanged. As a result, this alternative would avoid the project’s 
significant biological resource impacts; however, these impacts would reduced to a less-than-significant level 
with implementation of recommended mitigation. It is important to note that this alternative would not provide 
any mitigation lands that would serve to enhance giant garter snake habitat in the local area at an off-site location. 
Nonetheless, this alternative would result in less overall biological resource impacts [Less]. 

8.4.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Although this alternative would not result in development of the project site, ground-disturbing activities (i.e., 
disking and plowing) would still occur on the project site. However, these activities would likely not extend to the 
same depths as the project (i.e., 2-3 feet versus 10-15 feet). Nonetheless, because ground-disturbing activities 
would continue, this alternative would result in the same potentially significant impacts associated with the 
discovery of previously undiscovered cultural resources. Mitigation recommended for the project would reduce 
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar cultural resource 
impacts [Similar]. 

8.4.14 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The no project alternative would not meet any of the project’s objectives including those related to development 
of a light rail station, creation of a pedestrian-friendly development; development of a project that is generally 
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consistent with SACOG’s Blueprint development plan, development of a residential development near the major 
employment centers of downtown Sacramento and Metro Air Park; provision vertically and horizontally mixed 
neighborhoods; incorporation of parks and open space in a manner that provides connectivity; and creating a 
residential development with a variety of housing types along the DNA line. This alternative would not further the 
City’s goal to provide sufficient and additional housing opportunities to area residents and would not contribute to 
meeting long-term housing and employment demand projections.  

8.5 SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT SITE 
ALTERNATIVES 

Table 8-1 summarizes the environmental analysis provided above for the off-site alternative, dispersed 
development alternative, reduced size alternative, and the no project alternative.  

Table 8-1 
Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Alternatives in Relation to the Proposed Project 

Issue Area 
No Project Alternative—

Continuation of Existing Land 
Uses (NP) 

Off-site 
Alternative 

Dispersed 
Development 
Alternative 

Reduced Size 
Alternative 

Traffic and Circulation Less Less Greater or Less Less 

Air Quality Less Similar or Less Similar or Less Less 

Noise Less Less Less Less 

Utilities Less Less Less Similar 

Public Services Less Less Less Similar 

Parks and Open Space Less Less Less Similar 

Aesthetics Less Less Less Similar 

Public Health and Hazards Less Less Less Less 

Geology and Soils Less Similar Similar Similar 

Hydrology and Water Quality Less Similar Similar Similar 

Agriculture Less Less Less Less 

Biological Resources Less Less Similar Similar 

Cultural Resources Similar Similar Similar Similar 
 

8.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the alternatives to the proposed project, CEQA 
requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative among the alternatives considered be selected and the 
reasons for such selection disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that 
would generate the fewest or least severe adverse impacts. In the case of the project, the no project alternative is 
the environmentally superior alternative because it would not create any new site-specific adverse environmental 
impacts. However, CEQA requires the identification of another environmentally superior alternative when the “no 
project” alternative is identified as environmentally superior (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[e][2]). 

The reduced size alternative would be environmentally superior to the project because it would substantially 
reduce the project’s traffic, air, noise, farmland, and biological resources impacts. Further, it would meet most 
project objectives including supporting light rail and creating a development consistent with SACOG’s Blueprint.  
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An off-site alternative within the existing boundaries of the NNCP would be environmentally superior to the 
project and to the reduced size alternative. This alternative is the overall superior alternative because it would 
avoid the project’s significant aircraft safety hazard impact associated with compatibility with CLUP standards 
and it would substantially reduce traffic, farmland, biological, air quality, and noise impacts. Further, it would 
meet most if not all project objectives. However, a site within the NNCP is not currently owned by the project 
applicant and all land in the NNCP area is currently proposed for development. Therefore, it is not known 
whether the off-site alternative considered in this analysis is feasible. Further, this alternative would not meet the 
key project objective of providing a development along the DNA line. 

The dispersed development alternative would not be environmentally superior to the project. While this 
alternative would avoid the project’s significant aircraft safety hazard impacts associated with compatibility with 
CLUP standard and it would substantially reduce traffic, farmland, biological, air quality, and noise impacts, 
depending on localized conditions could result in greater transportation impacts compared to the project. Further, 
multiple sites within the city limits or SOI are not owned by the project applicant and most land with the City is 
currently proposed for development. Therefore, it is not known whether this theoretical off-site alternative 
considered in this analysis is feasible. Further, development of an alternative in a dispersed nature would not 
achieve the key project objectives related to providing residential development that would support development of 
a light rail station along the DNA line. 
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11 STANDARD TERMINOLOGY AND ACRONYMS 

This DEIR uses the following terminology and acronyms. 

11.1 STANDARD TERMINOLOGY 

“No impact” means no change from existing conditions (no mitigation is needed). 

“Less-than-significant impact” means no substantial adverse change in the physical environment (no mitigation is 
needed). 

“Potentially significant impact” means an impact that might cause a substantial adverse change in the environment 
(mitigation is recommended because potentially significant impacts are treated as significant). 

“Significant impact” means an impact that would cause a substantial adverse change in the physical environment 
(mitigation is recommended). 

“Significant and unavoidable impact” means an impact that would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
physical environment and that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of recommended mitigation. 

“Greenbriar site/area” refers to the 577-acre area identified for the Greenbriar development proposal. 

 “Proposed project” refers to the Greenbriar project. 

11.2 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

The following acronyms and abbreviations are used in this DEIR: 

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
AB Assembly Bill 
ac-ft acre-feet 
AEP Annual Exceedance Probability 
AFY acre-feet per year 
APN assessor’s parcel number 
ARB California Air Resources Board 
 
BMP best management practice 
BP before present 
 
CAA federal Clean Air Act 
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Cal-EPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
Cal/OSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
CCAA California Clean Air Act 
CCIC Central California Information Center 
CCR California Code of Regulations 
CDC California Department of Conservation 
CDE California Department of Education 
CDMG California Division of Mines and Geology 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
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CESA California Endangered Species Act 
cf cubic feet 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
cfs cubic feet per second 
CGS California Geological Survey 
CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System 
City City of Sacramento 
City General Plan City of Sacramento General Plan 
CIWMB California Integrated Waste Management Board 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
CNEL community equivalent noise level 
CNG compressed natural gas 
CNPS California Native Plant Society 
CO carbon monoxide 
County Sacramento County 
County General Plan Sacramento County General Plan  
CP Community Park 
CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 
CTR California Toxics Rule 
CWA Clean Water Act 
 
DA development agreement 
dB decibel 
dBA A-weighted decibel 
DEIR draft environmental impact report 
DFG California Department of Fish and Game 
DHS California Department of Health Services 
DPR California Department of Parks and Recreation 
DRB Design Review Board 
DSMP Caltrans District 3 Draft District System Management Plan 
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 
du dwelling unit 
du/ac dwelling units per acre 
DWR California Department of Water Resources 
 
EIR environmental impact report 
EIS environmental impact statement 
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA Environmental Site Assessment 
 
FAR floor area ratio 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency  
FESA federal Endangered Species Act 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 
FMMP Important Farmland Maps of the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program+ 
FPP Farmland Protection Program 
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 
FSZ Farmland Security Zone 
FTE Full-Time Equivalent 
 
GO General Obligation bonds 
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gpm gallons per minute 
 
HAP hazardous air pollutant 
HCD California Department of Housing and Community Development 
HCS highway capacity software 
HR High Density Residential 
HS High School 
 
I- interstate 
IS initial study 
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers 
 
kWh kilowatt hours 
kWh/day kilowatt hours per day 
K–8 kindergarten through grade 8 
 
LAFCO Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission 
Ldn day-night average noise level 
Leq energy-equivalent noise level 
LESA California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Lmax maximum noise level: the maximum instantaneous noise level during a specific period 
Lmin minimum noise level: the minimum instantaneous noise level during a specific period  
LOS level of service 
LRT light rail transit 
 
M Maximum Moment Magnitude 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
mcf million cubic feet 
MCL Maximum Contaminant Level 
MCM Minimum Control Measure 
mgd million gallons per day 
mg/l milligrams per liter 
ml milliliter 
MMI Modified Mercalli Intensity 
mm/yr millimeter/year 
mph miles per hour 
MPN Most Probable Number 
msl mean sea level 
MUTCD Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 
NAPMPD Northern Area Portion Master Plan of Drainage 
NC Neighborhood Commercial 
NCCP Natural Community Conservation Plan 
NCCPA Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NEHRP National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program 
NEHRPA National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program Act 
NESHAP National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
NFIP National Flood Insurance Program 
NGVD National Geodetic Vertical Datum 
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NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
NNCP North Natomas Community Plan 
NO nitric oxide 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NOP notice of preparation 
NOX oxides of nitrogen 
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
NP Neighborhood Park 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRCS U.S. Department of Agriculture National Resources Conservation Service 
NUSD Natomas Unified School District 
NWP nationwide permit 
 
OC Office-Commercial 
O&M operation and maintenance 
OS Levees, Open-space, River 
O3 ozone 
 
pc/mi/ln passenger cars/mile/lane 
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
PM particulate matter 
PM2.5 particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter 
PM10 particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter, or suspended 
 particulate matter 
POC point of connection 
Porter-Cologne Act Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
ppm parts per million 
ppt parts per thousand 
psi pounds per square inch 
P-SP(NC) Public/Semi-Public (Neighborhood Commercial underlay) 
PSR project study report 
 
RD reclamation district 
REC recognized environmental condition  
R/MU Residential/Mixed Use 
ROG reactive organic gases 
RV recreational vehicle 
RWD Report of Waste Discharge 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
SB Senate Bill 
SB 610 Report SB 610 Water Supply Assessment 
SEL single-event noise level 
SFPD School Facilities Planning Division 
SIP State Implementation Policy 
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
SO2 sulfur dioxide 
SPA special planning area 
SPC Specialty Commercial 
SR State Route 
SRA shaded riverine aquatic 
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SRCSD Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
SWMP stormwater management program 
SWP State Water Project 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
 
TAC toxic air contaminant 
TPY tons per year 
 
UBC Uniform Building Code 
UCMP University of California, Museum of Paleontology 
UPRR Union Pacific Railroad 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USC U.S. Code 
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS U.S. Geological Survey 
 
VR Variable Density Residential 
 
WDR waste discharge requirements 
WQCF Water Quality Control Facility 
WQCP Water Quality Control Plan 
WSA Water Supply Assessment 
 
°C degrees Celsius 
°F degrees Fahrenheit 
μg/l micrograms per liter 
μg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 




