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23 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was released on January 8, 2019 and 
had a 45-day public review period that closed on February 21, 2019. A total of 22 
individual letters were received during the written comment period. Each letter has been 
given a numeric designation (e.g. Letter 1), which can be found on the upper right-hand 
corner of the attached letters. All 22 letters are included at the end of this chapter. 
Opportunity for oral comment on the DEIR was offered at the Sacramento County 
Planning Commission on February 25, 2019, at which time the comment period was 
closed. Each Draft EIR reviewer that submitted written comments is listed below. Oral 
comments received during the public hearings before the Sacramento County Planning 
Commission are also included and are organized in accordance with the order in which 
they spoke. Oral comments begin after the written comments. 

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

Where changes to the text of the EIR are made as a result of the comments received, 
those changes are shown with bold underline for text added and strikethrough for text 
deleted within the pertinent chapters.  

In some cases the response to the comment is “comment noted”. Pursuant to Section 
15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, no written responses are provided for those letters or 
comments that did not address the adequacy of the DEIR. While no response to the 
comment is provided, the comment letters are forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration via this EIR. 
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LIST OF WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE EIR  
Letter 1 - California Department of Transportation ................................................. 5 

Letter 2 – Regional San/SASD .................................................................................. 9 

Letter 3 – PG&E Gas and Electric Facilities .......................................................... 12 

Letter 4 – Rancho Cordova Public Works Department ......................................... 13 

Letter 5 – Sacramento County Water Agency ....................................................... 20 

Letter 6 – Roxanne Fuentez .................................................................................... 23 

Letter 7 – CHP East Sacramento Area Office ........................................................ 29 

Letter 8 – Cordova Recreation and Park District .................................................. 30 

Letter 9 – County of Sacramento Department of Water Resources  ................... 35 

Letter 10 – Mather Alliance ..................................................................................... 37 

Letter 11 – Friends of Swainson’s Hawk ............................................................... 52 

Letter 12 – Eva Butler .............................................................................................. 56 

Letter 13 – Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District .............. 62 

Letter 14 – Jeffer-Mangels Butler & Mitchell, LLP ................................................. 64 

Letter 15 – Rancho Cordova Planning Department .............................................. 67 

Letter 16 – CHP South Sacramento Area Office.................................................... 68 

Letter 17 – Carol Witham ......................................................................................... 69 

Letter 18 – County of Sacramento Department of Regional Parks ...................... 73 

Letter 19 – Department of Fish and Wildlife .......................................................... 74 

Letter 20 – Sacramento Municipal Utility District................................................ 100 

Letter 21 – City of Sacramento Park Planning and Development Service ........ 101 

Letter 22 – State Clearinghouse ........................................................................... 102 

Letter 23 – Carl Werder ......................................................................................... 103 
Letter 24 – Jeffer, Mangels, Butler and Mitchell* .......................... Appendix RTC-1 

* This letter is untimely as it was received on December 20, 2019, ten months after the 
close of the 45-day public review period on February 22, 2019. Section 15105 of the 
CEQA Guidelines provides for a designated public review and comment period. Section 
15088 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that lead agencies shall respond to comments 
received during the noticed comment period but need not respond to comments 
received after that period ends. This comment letter does not raise new issues not 
addressed in this Final EIR; consequently, no individual responses are provided.  
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ORAL COMMENTS: SACRAMENTO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

(FEBRUARY 25, 2019)  

1. Roxanne Fuentez. Reiterated comments from letter sent on February 20, 2019.  
See Letter 6 for detailed comments and responses.  

2. Mather Alliance. Reiterated comments from letter sent on February 21, 2019.  
See Letter 10 for detailed comments and responses.   
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WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE EIR 
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LETTER 1 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Alex Fong, written correspondence; dated February 22, 2019 

COMMENT 1-1 

 

RESPONSE 1-1  
Figure 6.5 on page 215 of the Transportation Impact Report Mather South Specific Plan 
Amendment shows Future Cumulative Traffic Conditions without the four project 
conditions and Figure 6.6 on page 216 of the aforementioned document shows Future 
Cumulative Traffic Impacts and Future Cumulative Traffic Conditions with the four 
projects.  

As the text on page 204 states, "the full build out of all reasonably foreseeable 
development projects was assumed within the study area, including the following major 
developments", which include Cordova Hills, Sunridge Ranch, Grantline 220 and Mather 
South as the primary subject of the report. Note that all other planned and proposed 
development in the large study area was included in the CEQA Cumulative scenario, 
but only major developments were listed in the text. The CEQA Cumulative scenario 
represents full residential buildout of the study area and a large increase in non-
residential development that is "balanced" with that residential growth. SACOG assisted 
by applying their "popgen" program to populate all of the households in the study area. 
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COMMENT 1-2 

 

RESPONSE 1-2 
The comment is correct that the proposed project will produce higher vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) per capita per day in comparison to the regional average. On page 17-
85, states “public transit is not currently provided to, or in the vicinity of the Mather 
South Project site. As detailed in the Project Transportation Improvement section, a 
conceptual transit system to serve the Jackson Corridor Projects (including Mather 
South Project) was developed by Sacramento County, SacRT, DKS Associates, and the 
applicant of the Jackson Corridor Projects as part of a joint transit planning process.” 
The transit network and service meets General Plan requirements, and is designed to 
be flexible over time such that advancements in technology and transit service models 
may be incorporated and further reduce VMT.   

COMMENT 1-3 

 

RESPONSE 1-3 
Trip generation is a product of the SACSIM activity-based tour model. An agreement 
was made with the County and SACOG to utilize SACOG "placetypes" to define land 
use and SACOG's “percentage employment mix" for each placetype. As such, Table 3.1 
on page 59 shows the land use summary for the Mather South Specific Plan 
Amendment. The text on page 57, Section 3.1.1 states that "the total enrollment for the 
two elementary schools was estimated at about 1,500 students". Due to the size of the 
project and its context, retail identified in the aforementioned Table 3.1 refers to 
neighborhood retail.  

COMMENT 1-4 
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RESPONSE 1-4 
The project's trip distribution is a product of applying the SACSIM model, which 
represents best practices for a project of this size. SACOG calibrated the model and its 
trip distribution process to exiting conditions and DKS validated the model to existing 
traffic data prior to the addition of the Mather South development. SACSIM does not 
simply generate and "add" project traffic to existing traffic volumes, but rather takes into 
consideration the uses and context of land uses near the project. The model then 
develops a new trip distribution specific to each scenario. The model's estimate that 
45% of trips generated by the project would use US 50 is reasonable and appropriate. 

COMMENT 1-5 

 

RESPONSE 1-5 
The analysis presented in the Traffic and Circulation section was prepared using a 
methodology that is consistent with the methodology adopted by Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) to determine regional thresholds and regional VMT 
per capita.  The comment is asking for coordination among jurisdictions and is not 
germane to the CEQA analysis nor is it not a comment on the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis.  Interagency and regional coordination and cooperation is 
important and the County will continue to work with Amador County, SACOG and other 
regional partners to ensure the transportation system functions as efficiently as 
possible. 

COMMENT 1-6 

 

RESPONSE 1-6 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. However, should 
relinquishment not occur, design of improvements on State Route 16 will be subject to 
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the design standards set forth by the Highway Design Manual and will be reviewed and 
approved by Caltrans. Comment noted.  
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LETTER 2 – REGIONAL SAN/SASD 

Anne Tran, P.E.; written correspondence; January 16, 2019 

COMMENT 2-1 
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RESPONSE 2-1 
The comment provides general information about the Sacramento Regional Sanitation 
District (Regional San) and Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD), which would 
operate wastewater conveyance infrastructure and treatment facilities that would 
eventually the project. The comment also states that Regional San provides recycled 
water in some areas, but does not have facilities to do so for the project. The project is 
not proposing to use recycled water at this time.  The comment does not address the 
analysis of the EIR.  The information provided for the NOP was incorporated into the 
DEIR for background information on wastewater facilities.  The comment is noted.   

ATTACHMENT 22



 23 – Response to Comments 

Mather South Final EIR 23-12 PLNP2013-00065 

LETTER 3 – PG&E GAS AND ELECTRIC FACILITIES 

Plan Review Team; written correspondence; January 28, 2019 

COMMENT 3-1 

 

 

RESPONSE 3-1 
The project area is not located within PG&E Service Districts.  As stated on page 9-1, 
natural gas services are provided by West Coast Gas Company. The comment does not 
identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis.  
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LETTER 4 – RANCHO CORDOVA PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT  

Albert Stricker; written correspondence; January 29, 2019 

COMMENT 4-1 

 

RESPONSE 4-1 
The commenter is correct that the cumulative transportation analysis includes all four 
Jackson Corridor master plans. However, each master plan has a stand-alone EIR. 
Responses related to specific comments made on the NewBridge DEIR will be 
contained in the NewBridge Response to Comments and Final EIR. Comments from the 
letter dated September 20, 2018 are listed below starting at Comment 4.4; comments 
that are specific to the Mather South transportation analysis will be addressed in this 
Response to Comments and FEIR. 

COMMENT 4-2 

 

RESPONSE 4-2 
The commenter refers to Figure 3.4 to describe the percent of project traffic traveling on 
Zinfandel Drive and Sunrise Boulevard. As the figure shows, the percentages identified 
are quite far from the Highway 50 interchanges. The figure shows that the project traffic 
percentages approaching the interchanges are nearly half of what was identified on 
segments closer to the project. Segments and intersections were evaluated using best 
practice HCM analysis methods, so the conclusions in the TIS are results from 
adequate analysis. 
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COMMENT 4-3 

 

 

RESPONSE 4-3 
As stated later in the letter, in 2015 Sacramento County and the City of Rancho 
Cordova adopted a reciprocal funding agreement and master operational agreement 
between the jurisdictions to share transportation improvement costs. City of Rancho 
Cordova staff will need to continue coordination with County DOT staff to develop a 
project-level operational agreement for the Mather South project. The project is 
responsible to fund its fair share of improvements on regional roadways in the City’s 
jurisdiction, provided there is a project-level operational agreement in place. The timing 
of improvements will be identified using the Dynamic Implementation Tool, as described 
in the Jackson Highway Corridor Transportation Mitigation Strategy adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors on July 23, 2019.  

COMMENT 4-4 

 

RESPONSE 4-4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR’s analysis. The County 
does not disagree with the commenter’s concern regarding the practicality of planning 
for developments that, if approved, will take multiple decades to build out. In fact, in the 
time between the adoption of the 2030 General Plan (November 2011), the beginning of 
the transportation analysis for the Jackson Corridor master plans (April 2013), and 
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publication of the first two Draft EIRs for Mather South and NewBridge, significant 
advances in technology and transportation network companies have disrupted the 
transportation industry and prompted local jurisdictions including Sacramento County to 
reevaluate current transportation and land use planning practices. However, consistent 
with CEQA practice, the analysis to date is based on the best currently available 
information and does not speculate on potential changes over the next century.  

COMMENT 4-5 

 

RESPONSE 4-5 
The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. The Mather South 
Public Facilities Financing Plan utilizes the Cordova Recreation and Park District 
(CRPD) Impact Fee Nexus Study (Appendix PD-3) in its financial assumptions.  

COMMENT 4-6 

 

RESPONSE 4-6 
Consistent with CEQA practice, the EIR analysis identified impacts based on the 
Existing Plus Project and CEQA Cumulative Plus Four Projects scenarios. The Existing 
Plus Four Projects scenario in the TIS was used as additional information, not used to 
identify impacts in the EIR; therefore, identification of mitigation is not required for the 
Existing Plus Four Projects scenario. The CEQA Cumulative Plus Four Projects 
scenario identifies potential mitigation options for facilities under Caltrans jurisdiction 
(Mitigation Measure CU-TR-3). Note that the mitigation strategy described starting on 
page 16-220 of the DEIR includes the Dynamic Implementation Tool, which is designed 
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to estimate the vehicle trips that would be generated, where those new vehicle trips 
would go, and if the addition of those new vehicle trips causes any roadway segments 
or intersections to operate at an unacceptable LOS. As stated on page 16-220 of the 
DEIR, the Dynamic Implementation Tool is based on, and is consistent with, the traffic 
modelling conducted for the joint TIS, and would identify each project's financial 
obligation for transportation improvements based on the Project-specific fair shares of 
its traffic impacts in the CEQA Cumulative Plus Project scenario. 

The existing intersection configuration at Mather Field Road and Rockingham Drive is 
constructed with its ultimate geometry, as defined in Table 4.7 and Table 6.6 of the TIS; 
therefore, additional feasible mitigation cannot be identified. 

COMMENT 4-7 

 

RESPONSE 4-7 
There are no segment mitigations beyond the County General Plan build-out network. 
The additional mitigations that the commenter identifies at some County intersections 
are the result of the County's analysis of each impacted intersection to determine which 
of several possible mitigations are reasonable and feasible in each individual context.  

The base assumptions for cumulative conditions within and bordering the City of 
Rancho Cordova were determined by taking input from the City at the start of the 
transportation impact analysis. It was decided to utilize the best information at the time, 
the future land use and roadway network in the City's Transportation Impact Fee 
Program adopted in 2013. The CEQA Cumulative analysis includes land use consistent 
with that document, and assumes full residential buildout in the City of Rancho Cordova. 
The transportation network improvements are reasonable and feasible. Given that there 
are multiple solutions to improving impacts and the varying feasibility of different 
improvements, the County will not determine feasible improvements in other 
jurisdictions beyond what was previously agreed upon. That said, the County would 
work with the City to develop appropriate mitigations as part of a reciprocal funding 
agreement. 

COMMENT 4-8 
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RESPONSE 4-8 
See Response 4-3. The City’s desire to create a mechanism to assure timely County 
participation on joint County/City facilities is beyond the scope of this EIR. The comment 
has been provided to DOT staff for consideration. 

COMMENT 4-9 

 

RESPONSE 4-9 
As stated in Response 4-6, the Existing Plus Four Projects scenario was not used to 
identify impacts in the EIR.  Therefore, mitigation is not identified for this scenario.  

COMMENT 4-10 

 

RESPONSE 4-10 
The Cumulative Plus Four Projects analysis shows that there is not an impact at 
Bradshaw Road & US 50 EB Ramps. The analysis also provides mitigation at Happy 
Lane & Old Placerville Road which suggests the modification to access control.  

Base geometric assumptions for cumulative condition for roadway segments and 
intersection within and bordering or in the City of Rancho Cordova were determined by 
taking input from the City at the start of the transportation impact analysis. It was 
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decided to utilize the best information at the time - that is the land use and segment and 
intersection geometry in the Transportation Impact Fee Program adopted in 2013. 
Given that there are multiple solutions to improving impacts and the varying feasibility of 
different improvements, the County will not determine feasible improvements in other 
jurisdictions, though the County would work with the City to develop an improvement list 
as part of a reciprocal funding agreement. 

COMMENT 4-11 

 

RESPONSE 4-11 
Public transit is not currently provided to, or near the Plan Area. As detailed in the 
Project Transportation Improvements section, a conceptual transit system to serve the 
Jackson Corridor Projects (including the Mather South Project) was developed by 
Sacramento County, SacRT, DKS Associates, and the applicants of the Jackson 
Corridor Projects as part of a joint transit planning process. The Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation, Caltrans, City of Sacramento, City of Rancho Cordova, 
City of Elk Grove, City of Folsom, and Capital Southeast Corridor Joint Powers Authority 
were consulted for transportation analysis purposes. 

The proposed transit system is a requirement for the project and was assumed as an 
attribute of the Mather South Project and included in the traffic modeling and analysis in 
the Joint TIS. The assumed transit routes and service frequency would be required at 
full development of the Mather South Project.  The County agrees that coordination and 
cooperation is helpful but CEQA requires feasible mitigation for an individual project to 
stand alone. However, the County recognizes that if multiple projects are approved and 
moving forward with development on similar timelines, cost and service efficiencies may 
be gained by coordinating delivery of transit service.  

COMMENT 4-12 

 

RESPONSE 4-12 
Please refer to Response 4-1. The commenter is referring to page 76 which shows a 
decrease of delay in the PM Peak Hour at Mather Field Road and Rockingham Drive. 
The traffic forecasts for this study result from applying the SACSIM regional model, 
which is best practice for a project of this size.  SACSIM does not apply project traffic 
additively to existing conditions, but rather takes into consideration the uses and context 
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of land use surrounding the project. The model then redistributes trips in the region for 
each scenario. With the addition of 3,522 dwelling units, the Project will change the 
distribution of employees commuting in and out of the City of Rancho Cordova - more 
commute traffic will come from the south and less from US 50. To that end, it is 
reasonable that delay at some intersection may improve with the addition of the project. 

COMMENT 4-13 

 

RESPONSE 4-13 
See Response 4-1. This comment is specifically for NewBridge Specific Plan DEIR and 
is not relevant to the Mather South DEIR.  
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LETTER 5 – SACRAMENTO COUNTY WATER AGENCY  

Michael Grinstead; written correspondence; February 19, 2019 

COMMENT 5-1 

 

RESPONSE 5-1 
Comment noted. Revisions to the text of the Water Supply chapter incorporate 
clarifications consistent with this comment. 

COMMENT 5-2 

 

RESPONSE 5-2 
The comment is correct; the wrong graphic was unintentionally used in place of a map 
depicting the project’s proposed water supply infrastructure. The graphic has been 
corrected on page 18-14. This does not result in the need for any changes to the text or 
analysis.    

COMMENT 5-3 
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RESPONSE 5-3 
The comment is correct and revision has been made in the FEIR. This revision does not 
change the conclusion in the FEIR. 

COMMENT 5-4 

 

RESPONSE 5-4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and this will be a 
condition of approval for project level entitlements. Comment noted. 

COMMENT 5-5 

 

RESPONSE 5-5 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. The draft PFFP 
has been revised to reflect the administering agency.  

COMMENT 5-6 

 

RESPONSE 5-6 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. Comment noted 
that credit and reimbursement amounts are updated periodically.  

COMMENT 5-7 
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RESPONSE 5-7 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. Comment noted. 

COMMENT 5-8 

 

RESPONSE 5-8 
The hardpan restoration plan identified in the EIR is required for all backbone 
infrastructure that is requires trenching below the depth of hardpan adjacent to the 
Mather Preserve. Although the Mather South project is not seeking federal permits 
through the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan, the Mather Preserve is 
identified in the SSHCP’s hard-line preserve strategy. Avoidance and Minimization 
Measure EDGE-7 is applicable where infrastructure is constructed adjacent to 
preserves.  

COMMENT 5-9 

 

RESPONSE 5-9 
 This comment is correct. The text on page 18-1 has been revised to correct the names 
of the Central and South groundwater basins. 
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LETTER 6 – ROXANNE FUENTEZ 

Roxanne Fuentez; written correspondence; February 20, 2019 

COMMENT 6-1 

 

RESPONSE 6-1 
The purpose of this EIR is to inform decision makers and the public about the project’s 
significant environmental impacts and ways to reduce or mitigate them. This comment 
relates to the merits of the project – not to the environmental issues analyzed in the 
FEIR. Thus, no changes to the document are necessary. This comment will become 
part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision makers. 
Comment noted.  

COMMENT 6-2 

 

RESPONSE 6-2 
The purpose of this EIR is to inform decision makers and the public about the project’s 
significant environmental impacts and ways to reduce or mitigate them.  The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR’s analysis or proposed mitigation but simply 
restates the impacts the DEIR has already identified. Thus, no changes to the document 
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are necessary. However, this comment will become part of the administrative record 
and will be considered by the decision makers.  

COMMENT 6-3 

 

RESPONSE 6-3 
Refer to Response 6-2. Comment noted.  

COMMENT 6-4 

 

RESPONSE 6-4 
Refer to Response 6-2. Comment noted.  

COMMENT 6-5 

 

RESPONSE 6-5 
 

Refer to Response 6-2. Comment noted. 

COMMENT 6-6 

 

RESPONSE 6-6 
Refer to Response 6-2 and based on page 6-68, detailed construction plans are not 
available at this time. The offsite sewer trunk line in Zinfandel Drive was analyzed in the 
Mather Field Specific Plan Amendment EIR (County Control Number PLNP2013-
00044), and project-level impacts and mitigation were identified.  Impacts associated 
with offsite improvements are discussed at a programmatic level. The Plan Area does 
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not contain designated sensitive natural communities other than vernal pools and the 
cottonwood woodland that will be appropriately mitigated.  

COMMENT 6-7 

 

RESPONSE 6-7 
Mather Field was operated as a federal military installation and was subject to 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Department of Defense, U.S. Air Force, 
Cal EPA and California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversight for 
hazardous substances remediation. In addition, the Project will be required to comply 
with federal, state, and local hazardous materials regulations and codes monitored by 
the state and/or local jurisdictions. The Project would implement Mitigation Measures 
HM-1, HM-2, HM-3, and HM-4 to require the preparation of a site-specific Health and 
Safety Plan, conducting of soil sampling before construction activities begin, preparation 
of a contaminated soil contingency plan, and notification of future landowners of the 
potential for hazardous materials. As indicated in Chapter 11 of the DEIR, these 
mitigations will ensure less than significant impacts.  

COMMENT 6-8 

 

RESPONSE 6-8 
Chapter 5, Airport Compatibility, specifically addresses the portions of the Plan Area 
located within the Overflight Zone. As mentioned on page 5-16, there is a slight 
elevated risk associated with living in an Overflight Zone, but overall risks are not 
considered to be substantial.  Plate AC-6 provides a map showing these proposed land 
uses within the Overflight Zone. None of the restricted uses cited in the CLUP land use 
compatibility table are proposed within the Overflight Zone. Therefore, all proposed land 
uses are compatible with the allowed uses within the Overflight Zone.  

COMMENT 6-9 

 

RESPONSE 6-9 
Refer to Response 6-2 and Mitigation Measure BR-13.  

ATTACHMENT 22



 23 – Response to Comments 

Mather South Final EIR 23-26 PLNP2013-00065 

COMMENT 6-10 

 

RESPONSE 6-10 
Refer to Response 6-2 and Mitigation Measure BR-14.  

COMMENT 6-11 

 

RESPONSE 6-11 
Refer to Response 6-2 and Mitigation Measure BR-16. Comment noted. 

COMMENT 6-12 

 

RESPONSE 6-12 
Refer to Response 6-2 and Mitigation Measure BR-17. Comment noted. 

COMMENT 6-13 

 

RESPONSE 6-13 
Refer to Response 6-2 and Mitigation Measure BR-11. Comment noted. 
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COMMENT 6-14 

 

RESPONSE 6-14 
Refer to Response 6-2 and Mitigation Measure BR-12.  

COMMENT 6-15 

 

RESPONSE 6-15 
Refer to Response 6-2 and Mitigation Measure BR-20. Comment noted 

COMMENT 6-16 
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RESPONSE 6-16 
Refer to Response 6-2. Comment noted.  

COMMENT 6-17 

 

RESPONSE 6-17 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. This comment 
will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision 
makers. 

COMMENT 6-18 

 

RESPONSE 6-18 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and prefers 
Alternative 2 development concept identified on Plate Alt-1.  
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LETTER 7 – CHP EAST SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE  

R.M. Johnson, Lieutenant; written correspondence; February 21, 2019 

COMMENT 7-1 

 

RESPONSE 7-1 
The purpose of this EIR is to inform decision makers and the public about the project’s 
significant environmental impacts and ways to reduce or mitigate them. Chapter 17 is 
specific to traffic and circulation of the project, and identifies the impacts and provides 
appropriate mitigation measures. Thus, no changes to the document are necessary. 
This comment will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by 
the decision makers. 
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LETTER 8 – CORDOVA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT 

Laura Taylor, ASLA; written correspondence; February 22, 2019 

COMMENT 8-1 

 

RESPONSE 8-1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and will be further 
addressed during the tentative map process.  

COMMENT 8-2 

 

RESPONSE 8-2 
Park details such as park programming and lighting are not fully defined at the master 
plan stage and, therefore, a project-level analysis of potential future lighting impacts 
cannot be made. The DEIR includes a programmatic analysis that identifies a potentially 
significant impact associated with new lighting in the Project, and includes Mitigation 
Measure AE-1 that requires all lighting applications to use fixtures approved by the 
International Dark Sky Association. Further analysis of lighting impacts will be the 
responsibility of the lead agency designing and developing of the park.    

COMMENT 8-3 

 

RESPONSE 8-3 
The comment is noted, but does not address any deficiencies in the DEIR. This revision 
does not change the conclusion in the FEIR. Such details will be further addressed 
during the subsequent tentative map process.  
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COMMENT 8-4 

 

RESPONSE 8-4 
Comment noted. The DEIR includes mitigation measures for biological resources 
including wetlands and protected plants and animals that are applicable to all 
development on the Project site, including parks.  

COMMENT 8-5 

 

RESPONSE 8-5 
On page ES-25, the construction permitting process within Sacramento County requires 
completed geotechnical reports for developments located within areas known to contain 
expansive soils and subsequent project conditioning to eliminate the hazardous soil 
conditions.  

COMMENT 8-6 

 

RESPONSE 8-6 
Mitigation Measure HM-2 requires soil sampling before ground disturbing activities; refer 
to Ch. 11 Hazardous Materials for full text of mitigation measures.  
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COMMENT 8-7 

 

RESPONSE 8-7 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and will be further 
addressed during the tentative map process. Comment noted.  

COMMENT 8-8 

 

RESPONSE 8-8 
The word “parks” has been added to page 14-35 to make it clear to the reader that the 
analysis considers parks as new noise sources. This does not change the conclusions 
of the analysis.   

COMMENT 8-9 

 

RESPONSE 8-9 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and will be further 
addressed during the tentative map process. Comment noted.  

COMMENT 8-10 

 

RESPONSE 8-10 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and will be further 
addressed during the subsequent tentative map process. Comment noted.  
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COMMENT 8-11 

 

RESPONSE 8-11 
The Traffic Impact Report does address trips generated by the community park. The 
land use summary for the Project in Table 3.1 on page 59 of the Appendix TR-1 
identifies 43.05 acres of Parks and Recreation. Furthermore, page 9 of the document 
states "the daily roadway segment capacity methodology takes into account typical 
peak hour volume profiles, as well as the effects of signalized intersections". The level 
of service at facilities connected and adjacent to the community park was calculated 
using best practice HCM methodology. As such, the results are reasonable and 
adequate. 

COMMENT 8-12 

 

RESPONSE 8-12 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and will be further 
addressed during the subsequent tentative map process and as CRPD goes through 
the community park design process with the applicant.  Comment noted.  

COMMENT 8-13 

 

RESPONSE 8-13 
The Mather South Community Master Plan includes policies in Section 5.7.1 and 5.7.1 
to address the potential shortfall in Quimby parkland acreage requirements.  
Specifically, Policy 5-7 requires this to be addressed during the tentative map process in 
Phase 1.  
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COMMENT 8-14 

 

RESPONSE 8-14 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and no revision to 
the document is required. Comment noted. 

COMMENT 8-15 

 

RESPONSE 8-15 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and revisions to 
the PFFP have been made. Comment noted.   
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LETTER 9 – COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO DEPARTMENT OF WATER 

RESOURCES  

Michael Durkee; written correspondence; February 22, 2019 

COMMENT 9-1 

 

RESPONSE 9-1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis and will be further 
addressed during the tentative map process. Comment noted.  

COMMENT 9-2 

 

RESPONSE 9-2 
See Response 9-1.  

COMMENT 9-3 

 

RESPONSE 9-3 
The comment is correct that the DMP calls for ten drainage basins. Revisions have 
been made throughout the FEIR to reflect the correct number of basins. 

COMMENT 9-4 

 

RESPONSE 9-4 
The comment is correct and revision has been made to the FEIR.  
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COMMENT 9-5 

 

RESPONSE 9-5 
The comment is correct and revision has been made to the FEIR.   

COMMENT 9-6 

 

RESPONSE 9-6 
Comment noted; the referenced text has been updated in the FEIR.  
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LETTER 10 – MATHER ALLIANCE  

The Mather Alliance Core Group; written correspondence; February 21, 2019 

COMMENT 10-1 

 

RESPONSE 10-1 
This comment does not address to the environmental issues analyzed in the DEIR. 
Thus, no changes to the document are necessary. This comment will become part of 
the administrative record and will be viewed by the decision makers. Comment noted. 

COMMENT 10-2 

 

RESPONSE 10-2 
This comment relates to the merits of the project, not to the environmental issues 
analyzed in the DEIR. Thus, no changes to the document are necessary. This comment 
will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision 
makers. Comment noted. 
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COMMENT 10-3 
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RESPONSE 10-3 
The purpose of the Storm Drainage Master Plan was to assist Sacramento County in 
the evaluation of the proposed drainage facilities planned for the Project. As such, this 
study is intended to satisfy the requirements of Sacramento County for a large-scale 
drainage master plan for the Project, not design level detail normally required for review 
and approval of individual parcels within the Mather Specific Plan area. The EIR 
analysis is based on the proposed project, and includes mitigation where appropriate for 
the impacted resources in the Biological Resources chapter.  

A final grading plan for the Environmental Campus (EC) will be prepared when a 
specific development proposal is made for the site. At that time, the grading concept for 
the EC Site can be adjusted to preserve the existing topographic features of the site to 
the maximum extent practical (e.g., preservation of the abandoned weapons storage 
buildings and the existing drainage swale that meanders across the northwestern 
portion of the site from the SP1 parcel). The principal factor that may impact the ability 
to preserve these existing physical features of the EC parcel will be the ability to 
develop an efficient drainage system for the Mather South development. The final 
design of the drainage system, including detention facilities, will be developed when the 
specific development proposal for the EC site is submitted to the County for 
development review. 
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COMMENT 10-4 

 

RESPONSE 10-4 
Refer to Response 10-3. Comment noted. 
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COMMENT 10-5 

 

RESPONSE 10-5  
Refer to Response 10-3. Comment noted.  
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COMMENT 10-6 

 

RESPONSE 10-6 
The Drainage Master Plan (Appendix HY-1) contains some details regarding planned 
site grading in the Project Area (Exhibit H). On page 10-13, it is identified that the 
Mather South Project would be required to comply with the Sacramento County Land 
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Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance (Sacramento County Code Ch. 16.44). The 
ordinance was established to minimize damage to surrounding properties and public 
rights-of-way; limit degradation to the water quality of watercourses; and curb the 
disruption of drainage system flow caused by the activities of clearing, grubbing, 
grading, filling, and excavation land. According to Mitigation Measure HM-3, prior to 
construction, the applicant shall submit a Contaminated Soil Contingency Plan to the 
County for review and approval.  

Although the Mather South project is not seeking State and federal permits through the 
SSHCP, the Mather Preserve is identified as a component of the hard-line preserve 
strategy in the SSHCP. Therefore, the SSHCP’s Avoidance and Minimization Measures 
(AMMs) are applicable to certain activities adjacent to the Mather Preserve. Specifically, 
AMMs EDGE-10 and BMP-2 include measures to prevent the transport of non-native 
invasive species onto preserves: 

EDGE-10 (Prevent Invasive Species Spread): Completed Covered Activities 
(including roads) will be maintained in a manner that avoids the spread of invasive 
species into Preserve and Open Space areas. Such maintenance measures will 
include the following: 

• To prevent the transport of non-native invasive species onto Preserves, 
before bringing any equipment onto an SSHCP Preserve or Preserve 
Setback, equipment must be cleaned of mud, dirt, and plant material. 
Cleaning will occur in the infested area or another appropriate location as 
approved by a Plan Permittee. 

• Mowing rotation will start in un-infested areas and move to infested areas. 

• Invasive plant prevention techniques will be incorporated into maintenance 
plans. 

• The SSHCP Implementing Entity will survey road shoulders, ditches, and 
rights-of-way that border SSHCP Preserves for invasive weeds or other exotic 
plant species. Where roadside weed infestations have reached a critical 
control point, the Implementing Entity or Land Use Authority Permittee will 
apply the appropriate manual, mechanical, or chemical treatment. 

BMP-2 (Erosion Control): Plan Permittees and Third-Party Project Proponents 
implementing ground-disturbing Covered Activities will install temporary control 
measures for sediment, stormwater, and pollutant runoff as required by the Plan 
Permittee to protect water quality and species habitat. Silt fencing or other 
appropriate sediment control device(s) will be installed downslope of any Covered 
Activity that disturbs soils. 

Fiber rolls and seed mixtures used for erosion control will be certified as free of 
viable noxious weed seed. As discussed in Section 5.4.2, Covered Species Take 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures, erosion controls installed in or adjacent to Plan 
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Area modeled habitat for giant gartersnake (Thamnophis gigas), western pond turtle 
(Actinemys marmorata), California tiger salamander (California tiger salamander), or 
western spadefoot (see Chapter 3) must be of appropriate design and materials that will 
not entrap the species (e.g., not contain mesh netting). Regular monitoring and 
maintenance of the project’s erosion control measures will be conducted until project 
completion to ensure effective operation of erosion control measures. 

It is anticipated that the State and federal permits obtained for the Mather South project 
will contain similar requirements to EDGE-10 and BMP-2 to ensure a consistent 
approach with the adopted SSHCP AMMs. 
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COMMENT 10-7 

 

RESPONSE 10-7 
This comment does not address the environmental issues analyzed in the DEIR. Thus, 
no changes to the document are necessary. This comment will become part of the 
administrative record and will be reviewed by the decision makers. However, it should 
be noted that quarterly reports have been prepared by the Center for Natural Lands 
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Management to document preserve management activities, and these reports have 
been shared with stakeholders for their review and comment.  

COMMENT 10-8 

 

RESPONSE 10-8 
Action 4-4 is specifically identifying the Sacramento County Regional Parks Department 
Director authority on docents and Section 5.6 (page 5-11) within the Master Plan 
identifies the Mather Preserve and Nature Preserve as open space areas of the plan 
and, therefore, allowing members of the public to access the preserves.  
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COMMENT 10-9 
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RESPONSE 10-9 
Mitigation Measure AE-1 requires the Community Master Plan to be amended to require 
all lighting applications to use fixtures approved by the International Dark Sky 
Association. As discussed in Response 10-6, the Mather Preserve is a part of the 
SSHCP’s hard-line preserve strategy, so the SSHCP AMMs are applicable to 
development activities adjacent to preserves, including the Mather South project. AMM 
EDGE-8 relates to outdoor lighting: 

EDGE-8 (Outdoor Lighting): All outdoor lighting in Urban Development Covered 
Activity projects will be designed to minimize light pollution into existing and planned 
Preserves, except where a Land Use Authority Permittee determines lighting is 
necessary for public safety or security. Minimization measures may include light 
fixture placement (e.g., as low to the ground as possible), lamp designs (e.g., 
shielding, low glare, or no lighting), directing light away from Preserves, or other 
means to avoid or minimize light pollution. The Third-Party Project Proponent will 
use the best information available at the time of project design to minimize effects of 
light pollution on target SSHCP Covered Species (e.g., western spadefoot (Spea 
hammondii), Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus), 
and Ricksecker’s water scavenger beetle (Hydrochara rickseckeri)). 

ATTACHMENT 22



 23 – Response to Comments 

Mather South Final EIR 23-49 PLNP2013-00065 

COMMENT 10-10 

 

RESPONSE 10-10 
During the time of Zinfandel Drive/sewer trunk line construction, consideration of the 
existing residents will be a priority and the County will ensure that appropriate measures 
are made to lessen potential impacts.  Mitigation Measure PS-2 of the Mather Field 
Revised FEIR (PLNP2013-00044) requires preparation of a plan detailing how adequate 
access will be provided during construction of the Zinfandel Drive/trunk sewer 
construction activities.   
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COMMENT 10-11 

 

RESPONSE 10-11 
The Biological Resources Chapter of the DEIR contains extensive analyses of impacts 
to species and recommends extensive Mitigation Measures that require pre-
construction surveys, exclusion and re-location depending on the species being 
evaluated.   

COMMENT 10-12(A) 

 

RESPONSE 10-12(A) 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. This comment 
will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision 
makers. Comment noted. 
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COMMENT 10-12(B) 

 

RESPONSE 10-12(B)  
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. This comment 
will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision 
makers. Comment noted. 
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LETTER 11 – FRIENDS OF SWAINSON’S HAWK  

James Pachl and Judith Lamare; written correspondence; February 22, 2019.  

COMMENT 11-1  

 

RESPONSE 11-1  
The Mather South project is a portion of the larger Mather Field Specific Plan area, 
which includes the 1,383 acre Mather Preserve. The Mather Preserve was required to 
be set aside for mitigation of impacts to biological resources as part of the overall 
redevelopment strategy of the former Air Force base. The preserve contains 76.9 
wetted acres of wetlands, vernal pools, vernal swales, and streams, and 1,306.1 acres 
of upland habitat that is similar to the habitat that exists on the Mather South project site 
in terms of foraging habitat value. Edits have been made to the Biological Resources 
chapter of the FEIR in response to this comment. 
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COMMENT 11-2 

 

 

RESPONSE 11-2 
It is assumed that permanent habitat loss would occur in all land use designations 
except for the Nature Preserve (33 acres), Mather Preserve (53.2 acres), and Open 
Space Drainage Corridor (55.6 acres) designations, which comprise a total of 
approximately 142 acres of the 848-acre Plan Area. Page 6-54 of the DEIR 
acknowledges that while mitigation is provided to reduce impacts on Swainson’s Hawk, 
the impact remains significant and unavoidable because of regional impacts. The Board 
of Supervisors will weigh the merits of the project against this impact as a part of the 
decision-making process.   
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COMMENT 11-3 

 

RESPONSE 11-3 
Refer to Response 11-1.  

COMMENT 11-4 

 

RESPONSE 11-4 
The DEIR includes mitigation for nesting Swainson’s hawks consistent with CDFW 
guidance.  The comment is requesting expansion of Mitigation Measure BR-12 for the 
purpose of preserving nesting trees in the Plan area. However, as noted in Response 
11-5, the majority of the trees in the Plan area are not suitable for retention due to their 
incompatibility with an urban environment. In addition, preservation of nesting trees 
could result in Swainson’s hawks or other raptors nesting in an urban environment, 
where they could be subject to greater threats.  
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COMMENT 11-5 

 

RESPONSE 11-5 
Based on BIO-1: Arborist Report, which was conducted in 2014, 61 trees have been 
recommended for removal from the project area due to the nature and extent of defects, 
compromised health and/or structural instability noted at the time of field inventory. 
According to the arborist, at this early stage of the project, it was not recommended the 
removal of these trees since development plans, including proposed home sites, 
building footprints, have not yet been finalized, and the precise location of these trees in 
proximity to planned improvement activities is not known. At that time, it was 
recommended that these trees be monitored and thoroughly inspected by a qualified 
ISA Certified Arborist on at least an annual basis to keep abreast of the trees’ changing 
condition(s) and to assess the trees’ ongoing structural integrity and potential for hazard 
in a developed environment. Then prior to initiating development projects, the applicant 
would be required to be compliant with Mitigation Measure BR-21.  

Although Fremont cottonwood is a native tree species, they are not suitable to be 
retained in an urban environment due to their weak branch strength, high root damage 
potential, and high allergy health hazard (https://selectree.calpoly.edu/tree-
detail/Populus-fremontii). 
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LETTER 12 – EVA BUTLER  

Eva Butler; written correspondence; February 20, 2019 

COMMENT 12-1 
First, I wish to express my appreciation for the time and energy expended by Lewis Planned 
Communities (Proponent) and Sacramento County (County) for investing in the process of 
collaborative, community-based problem solving that led to many improvements evident in the 
Project.  As a result of this investment the Project contributes substantively to the protection of 
the natural resources of the site by:  Setting aside additional vernal pools (the Critter Pool and 
the Spadefood Pool); Maintaining and enhancing surface water resources through innovative 
stormwater management technology; Designing roads to decrease human and wildlife impacts; 
and creatively visioning opportunities for job creation, innovation, and education through an 
Environmental Campus.  This project will be a better neighbor to the adjacent preserve and the 
wildlife we seek to protect than a less visionary proponent might have conjured.  For all of this I 
join many others in gratitude. 

RESPONSE 12-1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. Comment noted. 

COMMENT 12-2 
The drainage plan seems to lack a name or identifying for the creek corridor in the southern 
half of the project area, making it difficult to reference that feature.  With respect to that main 
channel, I recommend that the EIR include a mitigation measure that requires habitat 
restoration of this Morrison Creek tributary, consistent with site-specific characteristics of the 
corridor, to maximize natural resource values, aesthetic and passive recreation values, while 
managing low-flow and high-flow drainage events. 

RESPONSE 12-2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis within the project 
area. The comment is requesting for mitigation for impacts that would not result from the 
Project, and therefore, cannot be applied in this document.  

COMMENT 12-3 
This DEIR lacks specificity in mitigation measures. While alternatives are discussed and 
minimums are proposed, there are no analyses and recommendations of preferred methods. 
Most of the mitigation measures rely on preparation of future documents, which will not be 
subject to public disclosure and comment. This inappropriately defers mitigation and prevents 
interested citizens from participating in the process.  As evidenced by the many improvements 
to the Project through public participation, the public has the ability to improve design and 
mitigation implementation.  

The mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts to biological resources are 
unnecessarily vague at this point in the approval process.  By putting this off to another time in 
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the future, the DEIR review process essentially asks the public to trust that these yet-to-be-
developed plans will provide sufficient mitigation to achieve the proposed less than significant 
impacts.  These plans should be drafted by the County and made public to allow the public to 
review whether they are indeed sufficient to achieve the promised outcome.  In this respect, 
and for reasons outlined in more detail below, the DEIR is deficient. 

Over the past few years the public has commonly seen that the mitigation plans and/or their 
implementation in Sacramento County fall far short of protecting the public interest in natural 
resources and species. After the environmental review documents are deemed complete, the 
process to identify and implement specific mitigation processes referenced in the DEIR take 
place outside the public purview.  This black box, government-to-government consultation, 
often produce plans that fall short of effective resource protection. With respect to Mather 
Field specifically, the concerned public has seen the USFWS set low expectations and maintain 
minimal oversight to ascertain whether the proposed environmental benefits and mitigation 
goals are attained.   

This has been abundantly evident in the creation of the Mather Preserve Management Plan 
development and implementation.  The public comments during the plan development process 
declared that the funding was insufficient to complete the necessary actions to achieve the 
desired outcomes. Moreover, the plan lacked specificity and performance metrics.  It is 
abundantly clear to anyone willing to look, that too little is being done to manage the 
burgeoning problem with invasive plants within the preserve that is supposed to mitigate for 
the loss of resources on the site of the Project. Actual wetted acreage of vernal pools and 
habitat for listed species has already substantially diminished, which could result in the County 
being short of the acreage required to mitigate for projects at Mather Field, including this 
Project.   

Given that both the County and the regulatory agencies are already failing to prevent 
degradation of the resources intended to mitigate for the Project, the public has no reason to 
trust that future plans and their implementation will be successful. For these reasons the DEIR 
cannot simply defer discussion and disclosure of the environmental consequences of the 
mitigation portion of the project to some future plan. I urge the County to become more 
proactive in ensuring that the natural resources of the Mather Preserve are being well 
preserved and managed. 

RESPONSE 12-3 
The purpose of this EIR is to inform decision makers and the public about the project’s 
significant environmental effects and feasible ways to reduce or mitigate them.  
Mitigation Measure BR-2 contains appropriate performance standards that must be 
satisfied prior to groundbreaking activity within 250 feet of vernal pool invertebrate 
habitat.  

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

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy 
of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such 
as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, 
and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to 
conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commentors. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 
EIR. 

COMMENT 12-4 
Mitigation for increased traffic impacts on wildlife – I recommend that the fairly recently 
adopted new name for Eagle’s Nest Road (Zinfandel Drive) be dropped and replaced with the 
original name.  Better than the name of a wine grape, Eagle’s Nest Road captures the essence 
of the nature preserve landscape. By re-establishing the original name north of the preserve, 
the Project can mitigate the future impacts of more traffic on adjacent wildlife in the preserve 
by giving motorists a trigger to increase awareness of natural areas through which they are 
traveling. A commitment by the County to execute this name change, together with roadside 
signage that alerts motorists to a lower speed limit and risk of wildlife crossings, should be 
included as a mitigation measure. 
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RESPONSE 12-4 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis, but it will be 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration. Comment noted.  

COMMENT 12-5 
Mitigation Measure BR-2. (pages 6-40 through 6-41): This mitigation measure is simply a plan to 
make a plan that satisfies the regulatory agencies. It fails to disclose the environmental impacts 
of the mitigation itself. This circumvents public disclosure and the public’s ability to comment 
upon the mitigation.  

Additionally, any restoration or creation within the Mather Preserve for the purposes of 
compensatory mitigation must include monitoring of adjacent natural vernal pool habitat and 
appropriate remediation should these activities result in degradation of the adjacent natural 
vernal pool habitats. I recommend that the restoration plan elements be modified to include 
monitoring and potential remediation of adjacent natural vernal pool habitat. 

RESPONSE 12-5 
See Response 12-3. Mitigation Measure BR-2 requires project applicants to purchase 
habitat creation credits at a USACE and USFWS approved mitigation bank, record a 
conservation easement over lands that include created/restored/rehabilitated vernal 
pool habitat and implement a final preserve management plan. The combination of 
habitat creation credits and restoration shall be equivalent to 14.53 acres, at a 
minimum, to compensate for the direct loss of vernal pool habitat within the Plan Area. 
Additional preservation credits shall be purchased to compensate for indirect impacts if 
it is determined during ESA Section 7 consultation that onsite preservation and 
preservation within the Mather Preserve is not sufficient to satisfy the 2:1 preservation 
ratio necessary to compensate for direct and indirect impacts. The acreage and function 
of all wetlands that would be removed because of project implementation shall be 
replaced and restored on a “no-net-loss” basis. 

COMMENT 12-6 
Mitigation Measure BR-9. (page 6-47). The DEIR acknowledges that both direct and indirect 
impacts to Western Spadefoot will occur. It goes on to highlight all of the potential indirect 
impacts including water quality, domestic animals, litter, traffic, noise, etc. Then this mitigation 
measure goes on to say that the salvage of adults, larvae and eggs, if encountered within the 
project construction footprint, constitutes mitigation which would render impacts to less than 
significant. More specificity regarding monitoring and measurable outcomes needs to be made 
for Western Spadefoot mitigation. 

RESPONSE 12-6 
As stated on page 6-47, a condition of project approval and before ground disturbing 
activities, the County shall require future project proponents to retain a qualified 
biologist to conduct surveys for western spadefoot in areas of potential habitat that 
would be eliminated by the project. The surveys shall be conducted at the appropriate 
time of year to detect western spadefoot, generally the breeding season, according to 
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methods approved by CDFW. If western spadefoot is found in habitat that will be 
eliminated or made unsuitable for western spadefoot, then adult and larval western 
spadefoot and egg masses shall be collected and relocated to suitable habitat in the 
Mather Preserve by a qualified biologist in coordination with CDFW. This mitigation 
highlights the monitoring and measureable outcomes feasible within the County’s 
process and ensures appropriateness by utilizing CDFW.  

COMMENT 12-7 
Mitigation Measure BR-15. (page 6-38). The DEIR states on page 6-56 that Western Burrowing 
Owls (WBO) have not been documented in the plan area.  However, WBO have been regularly 
observed for years, immediately west of the westernmost fence between the Weapons Storage 
Area and the preserve, in and around ground squirrel burrows. The most recent siting was on 2-
21-19.   

The Mather Airport has historically been home to many breeding pairs of WBO, which coexisted 
well with airport operations for decades.  Over the last several years breeding pairs of WBO 
have decreased at Mather Field and throughout the County. An opportunity exists to provide 
more safe space for WBO within the airport fences.  It is recommended that the County review 
and adopt a plan like the Burrowing Owl Management Plan used at San Jose Airport, which was 
found to be compatible with safe operation of the airport and improving outcomes for this 
severely at-risk species. 

RESPONSE 12-7 
The DEIR correctly states that burrowing owls have not been reported in the Plan Area, 
but that nesting has been documented on the Mather Preserve west of the Plan Area 
and there are ground squirrel burrows and debris piles (from former military facilities) in 
the Plan Area that could be used by burrowing owls. It is important to note the 
distinction between the words “reported”, “documented”, and “observed”.  The EIR 
preparers must rely on special status species studies and the California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) for documented occurrences as a starting point for the 
analysis. If local observations of special status species are not reported to the CNDDB 
or to the EIR preparers, the analysis suffers. 

According to Mitigation Measure BR-15, if active burrowing owl burrows, or burrow 
surrogates (e.g., debris piles, culvert pipes) are found on the site, the project applicant 
shall mitigate the loss of occupied habitat in accordance with guidance provided in the 
CDFW 2012 Staff Report or the most recent CDFW protocols. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure BR-14 requires before any ground disturbing activities within 500 feet of 
potential burrowing owl habitat (i.e., annual grassland containing ground squirrels or 
debris piles, banks of streams/creeks) the project proponent shall hire a qualified 
biologist to conduct surveys in accordance with Appendix D of CDFW’s Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012). 

COMMENT 12-8 
Storm Drainage Master Plan Appendix HY-1 
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The plan details related to Hydromodification (Section Page 39 of 51) and Stormwater Quality 
(Page 40 of 51) reveal an attempt to go above and beyond the measures typically required to 
attenuate flood and stormwater pollution.  As explained in Section 4.2, the project’s ten (10) 
multi-purpose detention basins will be designed to attenuate peak flow and hydromodification 
flow duration control storage as well as provide stormwater quality treatment as permanent 
pool wet basins. The hydromodification strategy that will be employed for the Project includes 
plans to utilize flow duration control structures in each of the detention basins to accomplish 
flow matching in the downstream creek systems. 

While the project proponent acknowledges that “the future HMP standards [might] differ from 
the assumptions built into this master plan,” which could obviate the proponent’s ability to 
implement this superior approach, the County should accept and acknowledge in the final EIR 
that the proponent may implement the approach that best preserves the quantity and quality 
of surface waters within the project area, regardless of its alignment with any future County 
HMP that might be completed.  Given the location of this project and the high priority to 
protect aquatic resources on site, the plan proposed in this DEIR should be the one adopted for 
implementation, subject to approval by the regulatory agencies. 

RESPONSE 12-8 
The Mather South Storm Drainage Master Plan was developed to demonstrate at a 
master plan level how storm water could be managed in the proposed development.  
Subsequent detailed hydrology analyses will be required as phases of the project move 
forward through the tentative subdivision map process. At each phase, compliance with 
the County’s Stormwater Quality Design Manual will be verified. The Design Manual is 
updated periodically to comply with source control, hydromodification control, treatment 
control, and low impact development measures that are intended to minimize water 
quality impacts. Comment noted.  
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LETTER 13 – SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 

DISTRICT   

Rachel DuBose; written correspondence; February 25, 2019 

COMMENT 13-1 

 

RESPONSE 13-1 
Based on modeling completed for the project, NOx emissions exceeding 85 lbs/day 
would occur in three years over the course of the anticipated 14-year buildout period: 
the first year of Phases 1, 2, and 3, modeled as 2019, 2023, and 2026. The project 
would result in total emissions of 4.529 tons of emissions over the threshold, which 
would result in a total fee of $131,870, plus a 5% administrative fee of $6,794, for a total 
of $142,664 that would be payable to the Air District.  This information, and 
modifications to Mitigation Measure AQ-1 to reflect this, have been made in Chapter 4 
beginning on page 4-26.  

COMMENT 13-2 

 

RESPONSE 13-2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. However, the 
suggested text has been added to the FEIR. The project’s financing plan is specific to 
the public facilities and infrastructure necessary to serve the project; it is not appropriate 
to include funding in the financing plan for purposes not related to public facilities and 
infrastructure. However, this comment is part of the administrative record and will be 
considered by the decision makers. 
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COMMENT 13-3 

 

RESPONSE 13-3 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis. Comment noted. 
The adjacent property between Mather South and Mather Regional Park is owned by 
the County, and includes the Mather Golf Course which is managed by County Regional 
Parks. Discussions with County Regional Parks regarding a potential connection have 
occurred in the past and will continue with the goal of expanding the NEV and trail 
connectivity to the north.  

COMMENT 13-4 

 

RESPONSE 13-4 
The reference to the CAPCOA GHG Rx has been removed from page page 7-26.  

COMMENT 13-5 

 

RESPONSE 13-5 
Mitigation Measure CC-2 has been updated to prohibit the use of natural gas for space 
or water heating and cooking appliances in residences.   
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LETTER 14 – JEFFER-MANGELS BUTLER & MITCHELL, LLP 

Kerry Shapiro; written correspondence; February 22, 2019. 

COMMENT 14-1 

 

RESPONSE 14-1 
The final Jackson Highway Corridor Transportation Mitigation Strategy was approved by 
the Board of Supervisors on July 23, 2019. The FEIR has been revised to incorporate 
the final strategy.   
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COMMENT 14-2 
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COMMENT 14-2 
The site of the Sacramento Rendering Plant is currently the subject of an application for 
the NewBridge Specific Plan, which proposes a master-planned community similar to 
the proposed project. The NewBridge Specific Plan project is currently going through 
public hearings, and is anticipated to be considered by the Board of Supervisors in 
2020.  If the Newbridge project is approved, the Rendering Plant would be relocated 
and the existing facilities would be decommissioned and removed.  

As shown in the Project’s PFFP, the southern portions of the Mather South project 
make up Phases 3 and 4.  These phases are not likely to begin for several years, at 
which point the Rendering Plant would likely be decommissioned. In the event that the 
Rendering Plant is still present, Mitigation Measures LU-1 and LU-2 are sufficient to 
minimize the noise and odor impacts identified in the EIR. In addition, a condition of 
approval has been included to require the Board of Supervisors review of the status of 
the Rendering Plant decommissioning prior to approval of tentative subdivision maps for 
residential uses in Phases 3 and 4.  

Furthermore, as the commenter notes, the Rendering Plant is existing and part of the 
environmental baseline. According to California Building Industry Assoc. v. Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (August 12. 2016, 2 Cal. App. 5th 1057), “CEQA generally 
does not require an analysis of how existing environmental conditions will impact a 
project’s future users or residents.”   
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LETTER 15 – RANCHO CORDOVA PLANNING DEPARTMENT  

Darcy Goulart; written correspondence; February 22, 2019. 

COMMENT 15-1 

 

RESPONSE 15-1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis, but it has been 
provided to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration. Comment noted.  
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LETTER 16 – CHP SOUTH SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE 

Captain E.L. Robinson; written correspondence; February 26, 2019.  

COMMENT 16-1 

 

RESPONSE 16-1 
The purpose of this EIR is to inform decision makers and the public about the project’s 
significant environmental impacts and ways to reduce or mitigate them. Chapter 17 
contains a full analysis of the traffic and circulation impacts of the project and provides 
mitigation as needed. Thus, no changes to the document are necessary. This comment 
will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision 
makers.  

ATTACHMENT 22



 23 – Response to Comments 

Mather South Final EIR 23-69 PLNP2013-00065 

LETTER 17 – CAROL WITHAM  

Carol Witham, written correspondence; February 21, 2019 

COMMENT 17-1 

 

RESPONSE 17-1 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis, but the comment 
has been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration. Comment 
noted. 

COMMENT 17-2 

 

RESPONSE 17-2 
This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DEIR analysis, but the comment 
has been forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration. Comment 
noted.  

COMMENT 17-3 

 

RESPONSE 17-3 
An EIR is not the same as the administrative record.  There is no requirement for an 
EIR to be the complete administrative record but instead the EIR is one part of the 
administrative record.  Additionally, the purpose of a revised NOP is to let agencies 
know that the project description has substantially changed and thereby initiates new 
comments as to the suggested scope of analysis to be contained in the EIR.  
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COMMENT 17-4 

 

RESPONSE 17-4 
The purpose of this EIR is to inform decision makers and the public about the project’s 
significant environmental effects and feasible ways to reduce or mitigate them. The EIR 
identifies the environmental impacts on vernal pool invertebrate habitat in Plate BR-4, 
Table BR-4 and page 6-37 through 6-38. Mitigation Measure BR-2 contains appropriate 
performance standards that must be satisfied prior to groundbreaking activity within 250 
feet of vernal pool invertebrate habitat.  

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

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy 
of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such 
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as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, 
and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to 
conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commentors. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 
EIR. 

COMMENT 17-5 

 

RESPONSE 17-5 
Refer to Response 17-4.  

COMMENT 17-6 

 

RESPONSE 17-6 
As stated on page 6-47, a condition of project approval and before ground disturbing 
activities, the County shall require future project proponents to retain a qualified 
biologist to conduct surveys for western spadefoot in areas of potential habitat that 
would be eliminated by the project. The surveys shall be conducted at the appropriate 
time of year to detect western spadefoot, generally the breeding season, according to 
methods approved by CDFW. If western spadefoot is found in habitat that will be 
eliminated or made unsuitable for western spadefoot, then adult and larval western 
spadefoot and egg masses shall be collected and relocated to suitable habitat in the 
Mather Preserve by a qualified biologist in coordination with CDFW. This mitigation 
highlights the monitoring and measureable outcomes feasible within the County’s 
process and ensures appropriateness by utilizing CDFW. The comment provides no 
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evidence to the assertion that the recommended mitigation in measure BR-9 is 
insufficient to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.   

 

COMMENT 17-7 

 

RESPONSE 17-7 
See response to comment 17-4.   
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LETTER 18 – COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL 

PARKS  

Mikki McDaniel; written correspondence; February 22, 2019 

COMMENT 18-1 

 

RESPONSE 18-1 
This comment is correct and revision has been made to the FEIR.  
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LETTER 19 – DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE  

Kevin Thomas; written correspondence; March 14, 2019 

COMMENT 19-1 

 

RESPONSE 19-1 
The requested reference to Section 4150 of the Fish and Game Code has been made.  

COMMENT 19-2 
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RESPONSE 19-2 
As noted in page 6-11 of the Draft EIR, up to twelve quads were reviewed for 
occurrences of special status species known to occur or with potential to occur in the 
project area. Some of the species listed by the comment do not have potential to occur 
on the project site, others do not qualify as special status under CEQA.  For example, 
the double crested cormorant is no longer listed as a species of special concern by 
CDFW and will not be addressed in the EIR. The Final EIR has been updated to include 
any referenced species qualifying for special status under CEQA (see Table BR-3) and 
where necessary additional information and analysis is provided appropriate to each 
species if the species has potential to occur in the project area.  With the exception of 
additional recommended mitigation for special status bats, the existing recommended 
mitigations for nest surveys and protection, botanical surveys and other species 
protections contained in the DEIR adequately mitigate impacts for any additional 
species covered in the FEIR.  

With regard to avoidance and reduction of on-site impacts, the Department is reminded 
that the DEIR for the proposed Project (Mather South) incorporated the Mather Field 
Final EIR (SCH 2013072073) by reference. The Mather Field FEIR described in detail 
the background and long-term collaborative process of transferring the Mather Air Force 
Base to local control (Pgs. 2-5 to 2-9). As part of that process, avoidance and 
minimization measures have already been included in the Mather Field Special 
Planning Area Ordinance. The current project (Mather South) is subject to the 
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Ordinance. Additionally, as discussed on page 6-29 of the DEIR, the Mather Field 
Special Planning Area Ordinance requires that, “individual developments within the 
Specific Plan area shall implement the mitigation strategies of any area-wide mitigation 
plans prepared by Sacramento County to avoid or reduce impacts upon wetlands and 
special status species to a less than significant level”. 

The choice of the current project site for development was informed by past analysis 
and study that set out the framework to preserve the larger Mather Preserve which 
contains the highest value habitat and to develop the project site which contained lower 
value habitat which had been modified by the construction of the Folsom South Canal 
and the placement of spoils on-site. The Mather Field FEIR analyzed program level 
impacts related to the planned development of the Mather South site including preserve 
configuration. In fact, through that process, another 53 acres of important lands were 
added to the preserve and mitigation measures were adopted for the programmatic 
impacts to vernal pool habitat that include requirements for a comprehensive drainage 
plan, best management practices for erosion and sediment control, worker awareness, 
and a two-step adaptive management plan consisting of an Interim Wetlands 
Management Plan (IWMP) and a Long Term Management Plan (LTMP). It was 
recognized by the stakeholders involved in the Mather Stakeholder process, that the 
two-step active management process would be a significant benefit to the values and 
functions of the natural resources (Mather Field Revised FEIR Page 7-94). The County 
hopes that comments presented by the Department do not constitute “another bite at 
the apple” after the County has proceeded with a collaborative process that has resulted 
in substantial increases of protected and/or avoided acreage.  

COMMENT 19-3 

 

RESPONSE 19-3 
As noted in Response 19-2, additional species have been included in the analysis in 
response to CDFW’s request.  An additional analysis of impacts to the western red bat 
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and pallid bat has been added to the FEIR including recommended mitigation measures 
to assure impacts are less than significant.   

COMMENT 19-4 

 

RESPONSE 19-4 
The comment states the current protocol for conducting rare plant surveys and states 
that past surveys are not enough to substantiate an absence determination. The Draft 
EIR concluded the same regarding absence determination stating on page 6-43 that, 
“Because the surveys are over 15 years old, they cannot be relied upon to make an 
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absence determination for special status plants for which suitable habitat exists in the 
Plan Area.” The Draft EIR goes on to list the species previously found and known to be 
in the area and concludes that because they have been found in the past and other 
populations are nearby that they are considered to be potentially present for the 
purpose of the analysis. A magnitude of the potential impact is disclosed and the Draft 
EIR concludes that the impact would be potentially significant. The Draft EIR then 
recommends several mitigation measures starting with protocol-level floristic surveys 
consistent with what the comment describes above. If the surveys confirm the presence 
of special status plants, the Draft EIR contains a rigorous mitigation measure which 
includes preservation where feasible and adequate compensation where preservation is 
not possible. The mitigation measure contains extensive performance criteria and the 
Draft EIR concludes that with mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.    

COMMENT 19-5 

 

RESPONSE 19-5 
For the reasons discussed in Response 19-4, no new surveys will be required prior to 
circulation of the Final EIR. However, in response to the phasing comment and potential 
for each phase to change hydrologic conditions, mitigation measure BR-7 has been 
modified to require survey of the entire project site prior to the first disturbance within 
250 feet of any vernal pools, swales, and seasonal wetlands. Furthermore, permits from 
resource agencies including CDFW will be required  
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COMMENT 19-6 

 

RESPONSE 19-6 
The high value wetlands on the project site (the spadefoot pool and critter pool) have 
been protected through the collaborative Mather Stakeholder process described on 
page 6-33 of the DEIR. This process was described in the Mather Field Final EIR (SCH 
2013072073) which, as previously mentioned, has been incorporated by reference. The 
Mather Field Revised FEIR described in detail the background and long-term 
collaborative process of transferring the Mather Air Force Base to local control (Pgs. 2-5 
to 2-9) and described the numerous project enhancements that came from the Mather 
Stakeholder process, including but not limited to a re-alignment of Zinfandel Drive to 
avoid sensitive habitat and add 53 acres to the Mather Preserve, preservation of the 
Critter Pool and Spadefoot Pool, avoidance of on-site drainage corridors, and 
elimination of the college campus for a smaller environmental education hub consistent 
with the biological values of the Mather Field area.  
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COMMENT 19-7 

 

RESPONSE 19-7 
The comment states the general impacts known to occur at the boundary between the 
developed environment and the natural environment and does not identify any 
inadequacy in the Draft EIR analysis. The Draft EIR identifies and discusses the 
significant cumulative effects that Sacramento County’s past, present and foreseeable 
urbanization has and will create.  
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COMMENT 19-8 

 

RESPONSE 19-8 
The comment explains in detail the concepts of edge effects and habitat fragmentation 
and goes on to express concern about Zinfandel Drive being routed around the 53-acre 
extension of the preserve. The comment is puzzling to the County because the 53-acre 
preserve was added specifically to protect high-value vernal pool habitat by routing 
Zinfandel Drive around it instead of having it bisect the 53-acre area from the preserve 
as it does in its current configuration. There is a balance between on-site preserves, off-
site mitigation and development that is not acknowledged by the commenter. When 
preserves and avoided areas are included in a project, comments often attack the DEIR 
on edge effects and habitat fragmentations. When areas are not preserved and 
compensatory mitigation is instead required, comments often complain that there should 
be more preservation. The letter from CDFW contains both types of comments, yet no 
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alternative designs or specific recommendations as to what modifications should be 
made to protect a particular resource are provided. The comments states that the edge 
effect factors and human conflicts should be evaluated when determining mitigation and 
that, “prudent refinement of Project design that tends to preserve contiguous habitats 
and limit fragmentation” should be examined. The addition of the 53-acre high-value 
habitat to the preserve is just that, a “prudent refinement” and was an outgrowth of the 
Program Level Mather Field EIR (which has been incorporated by reference) and 
serves to help minimize fragmentation of the important habitat.   

Additionally, as part of the process that added the 53-acre preserve, the land use plan 
concept was revised to include a new east/west open space corridor in the northern 
portion of the property as well as a new north/south connecting corridor from the new 
east/west corridor to the critter pool area. These new corridors provide an open 
space/trail amenity in the northern portion of the site, which will provide trail connectivity 
to the previously identified corridors in the mid and southern portions of the site. The 
new east/west corridor also avoids development of the drainage swale that is identified 
on the wetland delineation. Additionally, the original university concept has been 
replaced with an approximately 25-acre environmental education campus concept in the 
vicinity of the critter pool and in proximity to a neighborhood elementary school, park, 
and community center. This represents a major de-intensification of uses and brings in 
a use that will more appropriately and gently integrate with the important habitat to help 
minimize impacts and human wildlife conflicts. Additionally, the revised Mather South 
land use plan concept does not include the original regional sports park.  

COMMENT 19-9 

 

RESPONSE 19-9 
The DEIR for the proposed Project (Mather South) incorporated the Mather Field Final 
EIR (SCH 2013072073) by reference. The Mather Field FEIR dealt with program level 
impacts related to the planned development and preserve configuration at Mather Field, 
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including the development of the current Project.  Hydrologic impacts were well studied 
and disclosed. A micro watershed analysis was conducted to help determine indirect 
impacts and was used to help determine the size and configuration of the additional 53 
acres added to the preserve. Mitigation measures were adopted for the programmatic 
impacts to vernal pool habitat that include requirements for a comprehensive drainage 
plan, best management practices for erosion and sediment control, worker awareness, 
and a two-step adaptive management plan consisting of an Interim Wetlands 
Management Plan (IWMP) and a Long Term Management Plan (LTMP). It was 
recognized by the stakeholders involved in the Mather Stakeholder process, that the 
two-step active management process would be a significant benefit to the values and 
functions of the natural resources (Mather Field Revised FEIR Page 7-94).  

The Sunrise Douglas Mitigation Bank referenced by the Department is located up 
gradient of the project site and is separated from the project site by Sunrise Boulevard 
and the concrete lined, trapezoidal Folsom South Canal. In fact, drainage from Sunrise 
Douglas enters the project site by flowing across concrete causeways crossing the 
Folsom South Canal. There is no evidence that project development will affect the 
Sunrise Douglas Mitigation bank hydrologically. The depth of the Folsom South Canal 
and its concrete lining further the argument that no-sub surface connection exists 
between the vernal pool resources of the up-gradient Sunrise Mitigation Bank and the 
Mather South Project. See Response to comment 19-18 for additional information 
regarding speculation about hydrologic changes.  

COMMENT 19-10 

 

RESPONSE 19-10 
The proposed project is a community level Master Plan and as such, complete plans 
are not available for off-site improvements. Such plans are made later in the 
development process when project level mapping is completed. As discussed on pages 
6-68 and 6-69 of the DEIR there are potentially significant impacts from offsite 
improvements and because specific impacts cannot be determined at this time, the 
impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  
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COMMENT 19-11 

 

RESPONSE 19-11 
The County understands the commenter’s concerns given that the Mather Air Force 
Base re-use process has spanned decades. Following receipt of CDFW’s comment 
letter, County staff met with CDFW staff to discuss the history and the fact that the 2012 
Biological Opinion does not indicate that the preserve cannot be used for project 
mitigation. In fact, the County’s development plans were part of the considerations 
made in the Biological Opinion. As stated on page 1 of the Biological Opinion, the 
transfer of Mather Field to the County was for continued operation of the commercial 
airport, biological resource preservation, and future development. The proposed future 
development of Mather Field was assumed as an indirect effect of the transfer (page 2 
of the Biological Opinion). As summarized in the consultation history, conversations 
were occurring over several years with regulatory agencies regarding future 
development plans, endangered species compensation, and permitting and mitigation 
requirements. The Biological Opinion describes the Mather Preserve as containing 
vernal pool grasslands along with the vernal pools, vernal swales, and seasonal 
wetlands (pages 6-7). The DEIR for the proposed Project (Mather South) incorporated 
the Mather Field Final EIR (SCH 2013072073) by reference. The ongoing process of 
transferring the base to the County and of placing the Mather Preserve into 
conservation easement was discussed in that FEIR. Because the federal permitting 
process was ongoing, the FEIR presented two mitigation scenarios, one in which 
enhancements and augmentations to the preserve; its management plans would allow it 
to be used as mitigation, and another based on CEQA compliance using standard 
programmatic consultation and mitigation measures should the enhanced methodology 
of the first approach not be approved.  
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COMMENT 19-12 

 

RESPONSE 19-12 
The comment is incorrect that the DEIR does not discuss the white-tailed kite because it 
is discussed on page 6-59 of the DEIR and mitigation is provided to avoid any take of 
birds or their active nests. Additionally, the DEIR for the proposed Project (Mather 
South) incorporated the Mather Field Final EIR (SCH 2013072073) by reference. The 
white-tailed kite is also discussed on pages 7-71 and 7-72 of that document and 
foraging habitat is discussed. The preservation of the Mather Preserve and the 
protections for active nests and required raptor surveys that are recommended as 
mitigation will assure impacts are less than significant.  

COMMENT 19-13 
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RESPONSE 19-13 
Page 1-39 of the DEIR identifies that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife is 
one of several Responsible Agencies that will use the EIR for subsequent permitting 
processes. The language above regarding Sections 2080.1 and 2080 of the Fish and 
Game Code has been added to the regulatory setting section of the FEIR. The 
development rules for the Mather Field Special Planning Area Ordinance (the Project is 
subject to the Ordinance) require avoidance and minimization measures as discussed 
on page 6-29 of the DEIR. Specifically, the Mather Field Special Planning Area 
Ordinance requires that, “individual developments within the Specific Plan area shall 
implement the mitigation strategies of any area-wide mitigation plans prepared by 
Sacramento County to avoid or reduce impacts upon wetlands and special status 
species to a less than significant level”. The County acknowledges that consultation 
may be required to fine-tune project details with regard to avoidance and minimization 
as specific development phases are defined.  

COMMENT 19-14 

 

RESPONSE 19-14 
Both the DEIR (pages 6-54 and 6-55) and the Mather Field Final Revised EIR (SCH 
2013072073) (pages 7-68 and 7-69) which has been incorporated by reference into the 
DEIR, discuss and analyze impacts to the tricolored blackbird. These documents both 
conclude that the Mather Preserve will continue to provide adequate foraging habitat.  
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COMMENT 19-15 

 

RESPONSE 19-15 
As discussed on page 6-64 of the DEIR, a complete tree inventory is provided as 
Appendix BIO-1. The DEIR assumed that nearly all of the existing trees in the project 
area would be removed by development. Mitigation Measure BR-21 was presented to 
require tree replacement consistent with County policy. Combined with mitigation BR-12 
which specifically calls for Swainson’s hawk nest surveys consistent with the protocols 
described by the commenter and mitigation measure BR-16 requiring pre-construction 
surveys for all nesting birds, impacts to nesting Swainson’s hawks are avoided. 
Because the project is a community level master plan and specific development plans 
and lotting patterns are not available at this time, trees that can possibly be saved will 
be addressed through avoidance and minimization when specific development plans 
are available consistent with the existing avoidance and minimization requirements of 
the Mather Field Special Planning Area Ordinance. 

The DEIR as well as the Mather Field Final Revised EIR (SCH 2013072073) which has 
been incorporated by reference into the DEIR, describe the Swainson’s hawk and its 
foraging habitat in detail and analysis is provided consistent with long-standing 
methodology for Sacramento County that was collaboratively developed with and 
approved by CDFW in 2006. With regard to the use of the Mather Preserve as 
mitigation please see response to comment 19-11.   
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COMMENT 19-16 

 

RESPONSE 19-16 
These species are specifically discussed on page 6-43 and 6-44 of the DEIR and 
mitigation measure BR-7 specifically addresses the NPPA. See responses to 
Comments 19-2, 4, 5 and 13.  
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COMMENT 19-17 

 

RESPONSE 19-17 
The County disagrees that additional surveys are needed prior to FEIR distribution with 
regard to Burrowing Owl. The DEIR identifies that Burrowing Owls, while not identified 
on the project site, are known to nest in the area and that the project site contains 
suitable nesting and wintering habitat. The DEIR identifies that site disturbance would 
be an impact to burrowing owl if they were present and recommends mitigation 
requiring surveys and the development of an exclusion and relocation plan prior to any 
disturbance. If the County conducted protocol level surveys for burrowing owl prior to 
the release of the FEIR and no owls were identified, the Department would still 
recommend additional surveys stating that owls may occupy the site in the intervening 
time. Therefore, and consistent with past practice, pre-construction surveys are 
required. 
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Mitigation measure BR-14 specifically calls for consistency with the CDFW Staff Report 
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation and specifies that an exclusion plan be prepared and 
subsequently be approved by the County and CDFW (DEIR pg. 6-56 and 6-57) and 
mitigation measure BR-15 specifically calls for compensation for the loss of occupied 
burrowing owl habitat.   

COMMENT 19-18 

 

RESPONSE 19-18 
As currently proposed, the open space drainages are not part of the larger Mather 
Preserve located west of Zinfandel Drive and are being set aside as a project amenity 
which contains a biological component. Page 6-35 of the Draft EIR describes these 
open space drainages as 56 acres of drainage corridors that connect to the Mather 
Preserve. They are not currently proposed as project mitigation; therefore, Mitigation 
Measure BR-1 has been modified to remove the requirement that the open space 
drainages be placed under a conservation easement.   

The addition of a hardpan restoration plan was included as an outgrowth of the Mather 
Stakeholder process described in numerous responses above. The hardpan restoration 
plan comes from the Mather Field FEIR, which as previously mentioned has been 
incorporated by reference, and was included because of the controversy surrounding 
expert opinion with regard to perched aquifers and vernal pool systems. Please see the 
detailed discussion in the Mather Field FEIR on pages 7-46 through 7-48 and 
additionally on pages 7-54 to 7-55. Contrary to the comment, mitigation measure BR-1 
includes the performance measures of requiring a qualified hydrogeologist and 
geotechnical expert to prepare the plan, and that the plan include identification of 
hardpan depths as well as appropriate backfill materials to restore hardpan functionality. 
The hardpan restoration plan is only for the sewer trunk line, which occurs very near the 
Mather Preserve. As described below there is no reason to expect subsurface 
hydrologic effects up gradient on the east side of the Folsom South Canal.   

There has been no evidence presented that any development of the Mather South 
project would have indirect effects up gradient on the Sunrise Douglas (Anatolia) 
preserve/mitigation bank. In fact, the Sunrise Douglas Mitigation Bank referenced by the 
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Department is not only located up gradient of the project site but is separated from the 
project site by Sunrise Boulevard and the concrete lined, trapezoidal Folsom South 
Canal. In fact, drainage from the Sunrise Douglas project enters the Mather South 
project site by flowing across concrete causeways crossing the Folsom South Canal.  

As discussed in the DEIR, the Mather South project occurs primarily on Red Bluff and 
Redding soil complexes. According to the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
(Chapter 2 Physical Setting), the soils of the project area occur on the High Terrace 
Landform associated with the Laguna Formation and the claypan/hardpans of these 
soils occur from two to four feet deep. The Folsom South Canal is a trapezoidal 
concrete canal with an average bottom width of 34 feet and an average depth of 17.8 
feet.   

The depth of the Folsom South Canal and its concrete lining combined with the shallow 
hardpan layer of the Project soils further the argument that no-sub surface connection 
exists between the vernal pool resources of the up-gradient Sunrise Mitigation Bank and 
the Mather South Project. 

COMMENT 19-19 

 

RESPONSE 19-19 
See response to comments 19-9 and 19-11.  

COMMENT 19-20 
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RESPONSE 19-20 
The County understands the need to assure that qualified biologists conduct worker 
awareness training and such a requirement is already included in measure BR-4. The 
County will coordinate with CDFW regarding biologist qualifications during 
implementation and enforcement of County-adopted mitigation measures; however, the 
County is not able to require that CDFW provide agency approval when no official 
procedure at CDFW exists for approving biologists.   

The Draft EIR properly evaluates the project’s impacts to sensitive resources, discloses 
the impacts and provides mitigation where feasible. There is no nexus to require “no 
Take” of sensitive resources and the comment from CDFW may overreach the agency’s 
regulatory authority.  

COMMENT 19-21 

 

RESPONSE 19-21 
See response to comment 19-4 regarding surveys prior to the final EIR. The mitigation 
measure requires the project proponent to prepare a mitigation and monitoring plan. 
The measure requires the proponent submit the plan to CDFW for review and comment. 
This process will allow for the scientific review of the proposal. The existing mitigation 
measure already explicitly lists seed collection as an option for re-establishment. 
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COMMENT 19-22 

 

RESPONSE 19-22 
Consistent with the County response to comment 19-20 regarding the nexus required to 
prohibit take, the Spadefoot Toad is only a California Species of Concern. As such, it is 
not afforded California Endangered Species Act protections and no incidental take 
permit is required from CDFW. The species is required to be considered as part of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process. Consistent with the public 
disclosure and input aspects of CEQA and the County’s public outreach process, the 
project has already been modified through a stakeholder process to preserve the 
“spadefoot pool” as discussed in response to comment 19-6. In compliance with CEQA, 
the EIR provides analysis of impacts to spadefoot toad, and has concluded that the 
existing recommended mitigation will reduce impacts to less than significant levels.  

COMMENT 19-23 

 

RESPONSE 19-23 
The comment speculates that the project “may” prevent migration of the species 
through removal of habitat and cites “two populations” connected by the project site but 
does not provide any identification of the populations or scientific evidence supporting 
the concern. The VELB is not a State Listed Endangered Species but is a federally 
threatened species. As such, the mitigation measure appropriately identifies the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as the appropriate permitting agency and cites the 
USFWS Framework as a guiding document for mitigation, surveying, avoidance and 
minimization. The mitigation measure specifically requires compliance with the federal 
Endangered Species Act including consultation with the USFWS. As quoted in the 
mitigation measure: “Implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-10 would reduce 
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impacts on valley elderberry longhorn beetle to less than significant with mitigation 
because project applicants would be required to identify and avoid direct and indirect 
impacts to the extent feasible or provide compensation for loss of valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle habitat through USFWS-approved mitigation measures such that 
project implementation would not inhibit recovery of the species or result in loss of 
viability of the species in the region.”  

COMMENT 19-24 

 

RESPONSE 19-24 
As identified in the Draft EIR, the 1,650-foot buffer is based on conservative guidance 
provided by CDFW. Typically, the turtle basks within 650 feet but up to 1,300 feet from 
aquatic habitats. There is no suitable aquatic turtle habitat on the project site. The 
comment does not suggest any alternative buffer size but instead speculates that turtles 
“may” be present elsewhere including the project site. The turtle is not afforded any 
state or federal endangered species act protections but is a California Species of 
Special Concern. As such, pursuant to CEQA, the County has determined that pre-
construction surveys, utilizing the conservative buffer around Mather Lake and the 
mitigation contained in BR-11 that includes consultation with CDFW will be sufficient to 
assure that impacts are less than significant.  

COMMENT 19-25 

 

RESPONSE 19-25 
Comment noted. 

COMMENT 19-26 

 

RESPONSE 19-26 
The mitigation, which is based on years of work with CDFW on appropriate mitigation 
for burrowing owl, requires coordination with CDFW and references the CDFW staff 
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report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. The buffer will be based on the site-specific 
circumstances, published CDFW guidance and consultation with CDFW.  

COMMENT 19-27 

 

RESPONSE 19-27 
There is no need to identify the potential den locations at this time since mitigation will 
require pre-construction surveys of the project site. Furthermore, since site access is 
currently uncontrolled, identification of the dens could pose a risk to the badger if it is 
present on-site due to poaching or other disturbance. The comment suggests that the 
draft EIR must describe how the dens will be impacted or avoided. The draft EIR 
already does that, stating, “… there is high potential for this species to den and forage in 
the Plan Area and project development could result in direct mortality of individuals or 
loss of natal dens resulting in death of young either directly through destruction of the 
den or indirectly through disturbance that causes the mother to abandon her kits.” The 
Draft EIR goes on to say, “Loss of individuals within the project site could diminish the 
local population of this species and lower reproductive potential, which could contribute 
to further declines. This impact would be potentially significant.” Therefore, the County 
is proposing mitigation that active dens not be disturbed and has concluded that this will 
reduce impacts to less that significant. See response to comment 19-20 and 19-22 
regarding species of special concern.  

COMMENT 19-28 

 

RESPONSE 19-28 
The comment is misleading because it is provided out of context and does not reference 
the fact the BR-19 leads off by stating, “Compensate for Loss of Wetlands/Waters not 
Compensated under BR-2.” The purpose of the mitigation measure is to capture any 
impacts that are not mitigated under the vernal pool and associated wetland habitat 
impact mitigation associated with the State and federally listed species addressed in 
BR-2 and other mitigation measures. BR-19 works in conjunction with BR-1 thorough 
BR-5 to assure impacts to waters and wetlands are less than significant. Impacts to the 
important vernal pool ecosystem are evaluated and mitigated at substantially higher 
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levels as indicated by BR-2 through BR-5 and the separate and distinct impact 
evaluation for vernal pool ecosystems provided in the EIR.  

COMMENT 19-29 

 

RESPONSE 19-29 
BR-21 (3) is addressing equipment to be actively used for demolition under a dripline 
while BR-21 (5) is addressing storage, transport or parking of equipment under a 
dripline. The type of tunneling and boring generally contemplated by the mitigation 
measure is for the routing of small drain, irrigation or utility lines and is not associated 
with large equipment that would be utilizing drilling fluids.  

COMMENT 19-30 

 

RESPONSE 19-30 
Please refer to the Draft EIR, page 6-61 which states the following: 

The Plan Area does not contain designated sensitive natural 
communities other than vernal pool communities, which are 
addressed under impacts to vernal pool invertebrate habitat and 
impacts to wetlands. Additionally, while cottonwood woodland is 
traditionally a riparian community, the cottonwood woodland in the 
Plan Area is not associated with the bed and bank of a river, 
stream, or other water body and is not connected to the active 
floodplain of the American River. While the cottonwood woodland 
provides some habitat values of traditional riparian habitats 
(primarily nest trees), the hydrology that supports regeneration of 
riparian vegetation is lacking from cottonwood woodland habitat 
areas, the community does not support the structural diversity of 
typical riparian habitats, and the riparian vegetation is not 
associated with streambeds and banks as generally required for 
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jurisdiction under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
Code. Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on riparian habitats and this impact is less than significant. 

COMMENT 19-31 

 

RESPONSE 19-31 
The County is puzzled why the need for a Statement of Overriding Considerations is a 
concern for CDFW when in fact it is required by law when impacts cannot be reduced to 
less than significant levels (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093) and serves to document 
for the public and decision makers why in spite of significant and unavoidable effects, 
the project was approved. As noted in the Draft EIR Summary of Impacts Chapter (19), 
“The evaluation of resources in Chapters 3 through 18 of this draft EIR identifies 
significant impacts in aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, noise, traffic and 
circulation that remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation”. It is expected that 
most, if not all, of these impacts will remain significant and unavoidable in the Final EIR 
and that a Statement of Overriding Considerations will be prepared and adopted 
consistent with CEQA, should the Board of Supervisors decide to approve the project.  
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COMMENT 19-32 

 

RESPONSE 19-32 
The Independence at Mather project was former Mather Air Force Base Housing built 
on a military installation in the late 1940’s in response to the U.S. Air Force expanding 
their capabilities. The base housing was placed in the middle of an open area on the 
former Base before the importance of vernal pools was understood, before CEQA and 
before Endangered Species Act protections. It was not subject to environmental review 
and does not serve as an example of a project that was built to address sprawl or 
biological conservation. The comment expresses concern that the project does not 
disperse houses within large sections of preserve and that this can contribute to sprawl. 
This is contrary to modern planning principles and the State’s own guidance that 
indicates density is one method to address sprawl. The comment is also contradictory 
with previous comments regarding the Project’s impacts due to habitat fragmentation, 
human influence, introduced species and indirect effects in that the previous comments 
highlight the impacts development has on small preserves and set-asides yet this 
comment wants exactly that. Furthermore, the comment cites the Cordova Community 
plan and its call for infill development and then infers that other developments like 
SunCreek and Anatolia meet this goal. That is in fact false, both Anatolia and SunCreek 
were green-field developments and required movement of urban boundaries. The 
Mather South project has been within the County’s urban growth area since the base 
conversion and does not require movement of any urban limit line or growth boundary. 
This is reflected in the Mather Field Specific Plan adopted in 1997. The Mather South 
project represents the adaptive re-use of a former Air Force base and is not green-field 
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development. The comment also infers that by dispersing housing within large sections 
of preserve that it “serves to complement and complete other neighborhoods”. This is 
again false; dispersing housing around preserves, while biologically prudent in some 
circumstances does not make neighborhoods complete. It instead divides communities 
and creates barriers to movement and integration as noted by the commenter’s own 
statement that, “Anatolia is split directly in two” by a preserve. While the County 
disagrees with the land-use planning aspects of the comment and reminds the 
Department that CEQA guidelines 15204 (d) states “…Each responsible agency and 
trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that 
agency's statutory responsibility”, the concern for on-site preserves is noted. See 
response to Comment 19-6 and 19-8 for a discussion of the collaborative planning 
process that has resulted in current project configuration including additions of on-site 
protected areas (critter pool and spadefoot pool), expansion of the Mather Preserve, 
additional avoidance areas and reduction in intensity of uses. 

COMMENT 19-33 

 

RESPONSE 19-33 
The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the analysis contained in the EIR. 
The County is aware of the CNDDB database and reporting criteria.  

COMMENT 19-34 

 

RESPONSE 19-34 
The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the analysis contained in the EIR. As 
CDFW is aware, the County routinely collects this fee on behalf of CDFW.   
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LETTER 20 – SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT  

Nicole Goi; written correspondence; February 21, 2019.  

COMMENT 20-1 

 

RESPONSE 20-1 
Comment noted.   
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LETTER 21 – CITY OF SACRAMENTO PARK PLANNING AND 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICE  

Dana Mahaffey; written correspondence; February 8, 2019 

COMMENT 21-1 

 

RESPONSE 21-1 
Comment noted.  The commenter has been added to the project notification list.   
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LETTER 22 – STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

Scott Morgan; written correspondence; February 22, 2019 

COMMENT 22-1 

 

RESPONSE 22-1 
The comment acknowledges the end of the public review period and does not address 
the analysis of the EIR. Comment noted.  
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LETTER 23 – CARL WERDER 

Carl Werder; written correspondence; November 20, 2019. Follow up from oral 
comments on November 17, 2019.  

COMMENT 23-1 
You requested this information at the Vineyard meeting last Thursday.  The point of my 
presentation was to alert everyone to the fact that there may not be water available for 
all of this development along Jackson Hwy.  Sacramento Central Groundwater Agency 
(SCGA) is now tasked with developing a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) by 
January 2022.  (See Draft Plan Schedule)  

RESPONSE 23-1 
A Water Supply Assessment was prepared by Sacramento County Water Agency 
(Appendix WS-2 to the EIR) pursuant to California Water Code Sections 10910-10915 
and demonstrates that water supply is available for the project.  The comment raises a 
concern regarding the availability of water for the proposed project, as well as the three 
other proposed master plans concurrently in the entitlement process along Jackson 
Highway. The four projects are within Sacramento County Water Agency's Zone 40 
service area and the South American Sub-Basin.  The comment is correct that 
Sacramento Central Groundwater Authority is responsible for submitting a Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the Sub-basin to the California Department of Water 
Resources by January 2022. 

COMMENT 23-2 
SCGA originally submitted an Alternative Plan to DWR that was shot down this 
year.  The primary reason for the denial of the Alternative Plan is the reliance on the 
negotiated groundwater extraction amount of 273,000 AF/yr.  There is no scientific 
bases for this amount of groundwater extraction.  Therefore, SCGA has until January 
2022 to develop a GSP that scientifically determines a groundwater 
sustainability amount to insure that the basin remains at historical groundwater levels. 

RESPONSE 23-2 
The comment questions the validity of the 273,000 acre-feet per year sustainable yield 
that is the basis of the Water Forum Agreement, citing SCGA's Alternative submittal to 
CA DWR (that also relied on 273,000 AF/year) which was not approved. CA DWR was 
not able to determine from the information presented in the Alternative whether the 
273,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) sustainable yield, is equivalent to the sustainable yield 
defined by the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Therefore SCGA 
will be preparing a SGMA compliant GSP that will determine the sustainable yield of the 
Sub-basin to avoid undesirable results, as defined by SGMA.  Until the time of an 
approved GSP by CA DWR there is no other sustainable yield number to use besides 
the 273,000 AFY.  
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COMMENT 23-3 
As part of your office’s documents in support of development along Jackson Hwy is the 
attached Water Supply Assessment dated January 9, 2018.  (See attached File)  If you 
look at page 18 of this document you will see the paragraph I marked that talks about 
the Central Basin GMP.  SCGA must address trigger points from the plan, but they have 
yet to do so.   I’ve included one page showing these trigger points from the 2006 
GMP.  (See GMP 2006 trigger Points) 

As you can see by SCGA-6 monitoring well located on Eagles Nest Road between 
Florin and Grantline Roads the groundwater has dropped 50 feet in 15 years.  (See 
attached SCGA-6 2019 and Monitoring Well Location Map)  Note that the groundwater 
elevation has been below the WF low threshold for many years, a trigger point.  This is 
just one example as a cone of depression exists under the Vineyard area.  (See Fall 
2018 GW Elevations)  The red lines I’ve added are Jackson Hwy, Florin and Excelsior 
Roads.  I’ve included an existing Supply Facilities map from 2014 so you can see the 
problem if additional wells are developed at the Excelsior Wellfield.  Additional wells will 
only increase the problem we already have in this area. 

RESPONSE 23-3 
The comment cites trigger points from the 2006 Central Basin Groundwater 
Management Plan as potential thresholds for action consistent with the Basin 
Management Objective No. 2, which is to maintain specific groundwater elevations 
within all areas of the basin consistent with the Water Forum "solution". The comment 
also cites a 2018 groundwater elevation exhibit showing the groundwater elevation 
decline over the last 15 years, and refers to additional wells in the Excelsior Road well 
field which are included in SCWA's Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan 
(WSMP).  However, the comment does not reference the Technical Memorandum 
regarding Groundwater Elevation BMO Threshold Development prepared for SCGA 
(RMC, 2015) which is publicly available on SCGA’s website 
(https://scgah2o.saccounty.net/pages/reports.aspx, accessed December 2, 2019).  As 
stated in the Technical Memorandum, BMO No. 2 was established in the GMP with 
defined actions, but without fully quantified thresholds. Threshold values were based on 
percentages of a range of groundwater elevations, but that range of groundwater 
elevations was not defined in the GMP. Instead, a methodology was presented to define 
the groundwater elevation range, termed the bandwidth, relative to specific wells. The 
effort outlined in the Technical Memorandum implements that methodology, adjusting 
for changes that have occurred in the basin from both a management and technical 
standpoint, to fully implement BMO No. 2. 

The 273,000 AFY sustainable yield is supported by the Water Forum Agreement Final 
Environmental Impact Report (https://www.waterforum.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/FEIR_WF_RES.pdf, accessed December 2, 2019) and the 
SCWA Zone 40 WSMP Final EIR (https://waterresources.saccounty.net/Pages/Reports-
Z40-EIR.aspx, accessed December 2, 2019). Both of these EIRs identified the 
environmental effects associated with the groundwater extraction of 273,000 AFY, and 
are hereby incorporated by reference. The WFA's sustainable yield is the best currently 

ATTACHMENT 22

https://scgah2o.saccounty.net/pages/reports.aspx
https://www.waterforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/FEIR_WF_RES.pdf
https://www.waterforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/FEIR_WF_RES.pdf
https://waterresources.saccounty.net/Pages/Reports-Z40-EIR.aspx
https://waterresources.saccounty.net/Pages/Reports-Z40-EIR.aspx


 23 – Response to Comments 

Mather South Final EIR 23-105 PLNP2013-00065 

available information; identifying an alternative sustainable yield for the South American 
Sub-basin would be speculative and is outside the scope of this EIR.  The SCGA will 
prepare a GSP and submit it for CA DWR's review by January 2022. Following 
submittal, CA DWR has two years to review and approve the GSP. Through that 
process, a new sustainable yield may be identified. 

COMMENT 23-4 
As I stated on Thursday, the problem is that this area is not being recharged due to 
Aerojet’s extraction wells to contain their contaminates.  Any plans to use surface water 
at the Vineyard Treatment Plant are subject to USBR available quantities of water under 
contract.  I understand that this water is third tear water subject to ups and downs of 
mother nature. 

RESPONSE 23-4 
The comment is correct that surface water treated by the Sacramento County Water 
Agency delivered to them through the Freeport Regional Water Authority is subject to 
curtailment during dry years. Surface water deliveries are thoroughly analyzed in the 
Freeport Regional Water Project EIR {reference can be found here - Freeport Regional 
Water Project CEQA: https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/Project/2002032132 (State 
Clearinghouse) and http://www.freeportproject.org/nodes/explore/environmental.php 
(FRWA Website)} which is hereby incorporated by reference. Surface water and 
groundwater availability are the basis for SCWA’s conjunctive use program as explained 
in SCWA’s Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan and associated EIR. The subsequent 
water supply planning process for each of the four master plans will include written 
verification from SCWA consistent with SCWA’s first come, first served policy at the 
tentative subdivision map stage (SB 610 and SB 221, 2001) as each project is 
developed over time .  These subsequent steps in conjunction with SCGA’s SGMA 
compliant GSP will ensure the Sub-basin is sustainably managed. 

COMMENT 23-5 
If you have any additional questions please respond to this email.  Also, please accept 
this document and it’s attachments as my comments to any and all environmental 
documents for these Jackson Hwy development projects.    

RESPONSE 23-5 
Comment noted.   
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