APPENDIX RTC-1

Letter 1

Letter 2

January 16, 2019
Mr. Todd Smith
Planning and Environmental Review Division
827 7th Street, Room 225A
Sacramento, California, 95814
Subject: Comments Regarding the Notice of Preparation of Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Mather South Community Master Plan
(PLNP 2013‐00065)
Dear Mr. Smith,
Both the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional San) and the
Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD) have reviewed the subject documents
for the revised Notice Of Preparation of draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Mather South Community Master Plan (PLNP2013‐00065).
The comments sent in a letter dated July 8, 2014 are still valid but refers to the
District’s former website and updated below for your convenience:
Regional San and SASD are not land‐use authorities. Regional San and SASD
sewer systems are designed using predicted wastewater flows that are
dependent on land use information provided by each land use authority.
Projects identified within Regional San and SASD planning documents are based
on growth projections provided by land‐use authorities. Sewer studies,
including points of connection and phasing information, will need to be
completed to fully assess the impacts of any project that has the potential to
increase existing or future flow demands. Onsite and offsite impacts associated
with constructing sanitary sewers facilities to provide service to the subject
project must be included in environmental impact reports.
The Regional San Board of Directors adopted the Interceptor Sequencing Study
(ISS) in February 2013. The ISS updated the SRCSD Master Plan 2000 and can
be found on the Regional San website at https://www.regionalsan.com/ISS.
The most current SASD planning document, the 2010 System Capacity Plan
Update (SCP) was approved by the

SASD Board of Directors in January 2012. The SCP can be found on the SASD website at
https://www.sacsewer.com/standards‐specifications.
Customers receiving service from Regional San and SASD are responsible for rates and fees
outlined within the latest Regional San and SASD ordinances. Fees for connecting to the sewer
system are set up to recover the capital investment of sewer and treatment facilities that serve
new customers. The SASD ordinance is located on the SASD website at
https://www.sacsewer.com/sewer‐ordinance, and the Regional San ordinance is located on their
website at https://www.regionalsan.com/ordinance.
The SRWTP provides secondary treatment using an activated sludge process. Incoming
wastewater flows through mechanical bar screens through a primary sedimentation process.
This allows most of the heavy organic solids to settle to the bottom of the tanks. These solids
are later delivered to the digesters. Next, oxygen is added to the wastewater to grow
naturally occurring microscopic organisms, which consume the organic particles in the
wastewater. These organisms eventually settle on the bottom of the secondary clarifiers.
Clean water pours off the top of these clarifiers and is chlorinated, removing any pathogens
or other harmful organisms that may still exist. Chlorine disinfection occurs while the
wastewater travels through a two‐mile "outfall" pipeline to the Sacramento River, near the
town of Freeport, California. Before entering the river, sulfur dioxide is added to neutralize
the chlorine. The design of the SRWTP and collection system was balanced to have SRWTP
facilities accommodate some of the wet weather flows while minimizing idle SRWTP facilities
during dry weather. The SRWTP was designed to accommodate some wet weather flows
while the storage basins and interceptors were designed to accommodate the remaining wet
weather flows.
A NPDES Discharge Permit was issued to Regional San by the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board (Water Board) in December 2010. In adopting the new Discharge Permit,
the Water Board required Regional San to meet significantly more restrictive treatment levels
over its current levels for ammonia, nitrate, and pathogens. The new treatment facilities for
achieving the permit requirements must be completed by May 2021 for ammonia and nitrate
and May 2023 for the pathogen requirements. In April 2016 the Water Board adopted a new
NPDES Discharge Permit that continued the more restrictive treatment levels and deadlines for
new treatment facilities for ammonia, nitrate, and pathogens.
Regional San currently owns and operates a 5‐mgd Water Reclamation that has been producing
and providing Title 22 tertiary recycled water since 2003 to select areas within the SRWTP
property and the City of Elk Grove. The recycled water used in the City of Elk Grove is wholesaled
by Regional San to the Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA). SCWA retails the recycled
water, primarily for landscape irrigation use, to recycled water customers in the City of Elk Grove.
Although Regional San has evaluated at a high level the feasibility of using recycled water in the

Mather area, Regional San currently does not have any planned facilities that could provide
recycled water to the proposed project or its vicinity. Additionally, Regional San is not a water
purveyor and any potential use of recycled water in the project area must be coordinated
between the key stakeholders, e.g. land use jurisdictions, water purveyors, users, and the
recycled water producers.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 916‐876‐4002.
Sincerely,

Anne Tran, P.E.
Regional San/SASD
Policy and Planning
Cc: Regional San Development Services, SASD Development Services, Michael Meyer, and Dave
Ocenosak

Plan Review Team
Land Management

PGEPlanReview@pge.com

6111 Bollinger Canyon Road 3370A
San Ramon, CA 94583

January 28, 2019
Environmental Coordinator
Office of Planning and Environmental Review
827 7th St, Room 5
Sacramento, Ca 95814
Ref: Gas and Electric Transmission and Distribution
Whom It May Concern,
Thank you for submitting Mather South Community Master plans for our review. PG&E will
review the submitted plans in relationship to any existing Gas and Electric facilities within the
project area. If the proposed project is adjacent/or within PG&E owned property and/or
easements, we will be working with you to ensure compatible uses and activities near our
facilities.
Attached you will find information and requirements as it relates to Gas facilities (Attachment 1)
and Electric facilities (Attachment 2). Please review these in detail, as it is critical to ensure
your safety and to protect PG&E’s facilities and its existing rights.
Below is additional information for your review:
1. This plan review process does not replace the application process for PG&E gas or
electric service your project may require. For these requests, please continue to work
with PG&E Service Planning: https://www.pge.com/en_US/business/services/buildingand-renovation/overview/overview.page.
2. If the project being submitted is part of a larger project, please include the entire scope
of your project, and not just a portion of it. PG&E’s facilities are to be incorporated within
any CEQA document. PG&E needs to verify that the CEQA document will identify any
required future PG&E services.
3. An engineering deposit may be required to review plans for a project depending on the
size, scope, and location of the project and as it relates to any rearrangement or new
installation of PG&E facilities.
Any proposed uses within the PG&E fee strip and/or easement, may include a California Public
Utility Commission (CPUC) Section 851 filing. This requires the CPUC to render approval for a
conveyance of rights for specific uses on PG&E’s fee strip or easement. PG&E will advise if the
necessity to incorporate a CPUC Section 851filing is required.
This letter does not constitute PG&E’s consent to use any portion of its easement for any
purpose not previously conveyed. PG&E will provide a project specific response as required.
Sincerely,

Plan Review Team
Land Management
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Attachment 1 – Gas Facilities
There could be gas transmission pipelines in this area which would be considered critical
facilities for PG&E and a high priority subsurface installation under California law. Care must be
taken to ensure safety and accessibility. So, please ensure that if PG&E approves work near
gas transmission pipelines it is done in adherence with the below stipulations. Additionally, the
following link provides additional information regarding legal requirements under California
excavation laws: http://usanorth811.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/CA-LAW-English.pdf
1.
Standby Inspection: A PG&E Gas Transmission Standby Inspector must be present
during any demolition or construction activity that comes within 10 feet of the gas pipeline. This
includes all grading, trenching, substructure depth verifications (potholes), asphalt or concrete
demolition/removal, removal of trees, signs, light poles, etc. This inspection can be coordinated
through the Underground Service Alert (USA) service at 811. A minimum notice of 48 hours is
required. Ensure the USA markings and notifications are maintained throughout the duration of
your work.
2.
Access: At any time, PG&E may need to access, excavate, and perform work on the gas
pipeline. Any construction equipment, materials, or spoils may need to be removed upon notice.
Any temporary construction fencing installed within PG&E’s easement would also need to be
capable of being removed at any time upon notice. Any plans to cut temporary slopes
exceeding a 1:4 grade within 10 feet of a gas transmission pipeline need to be approved by
PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work.
3.
Wheel Loads: To prevent damage to the buried gas pipeline, there are weight limits that
must be enforced whenever any equipment gets within 10 feet of traversing the pipe.
Ensure a list of the axle weights of all equipment being used is available for PG&E’s Standby
Inspector. To confirm the depth of cover, the pipeline may need to be potholed by hand in a few
areas.
Due to the complex variability of tracked equipment, vibratory compaction equipment, and
cranes, PG&E must evaluate those items on a case-by-case basis prior to use over the gas
pipeline (provide a list of any proposed equipment of this type noting model numbers and
specific attachments).
No equipment may be set up over the gas pipeline while operating. Ensure crane outriggers are
at least 10 feet from the centerline of the gas pipeline. Transport trucks must not be parked over
the gas pipeline while being loaded or unloaded.
4.
Grading: PG&E requires a minimum of 36 inches of cover over gas pipelines (or existing
grade if less) and a maximum of 7 feet of cover at all locations. The graded surface cannot
exceed a cross slope of 1:4.
5.
Excavating: Any digging within 2 feet of a gas pipeline must be dug by hand. Note that
while the minimum clearance is only 12 inches, any excavation work within 24 inches of the
edge of a pipeline must be done with hand tools. So to avoid having to dig a trench entirely with
hand tools, the edge of the trench must be over 24 inches away. (Doing the math for a 24 inch
wide trench being dug along a 36 inch pipeline, the centerline of the trench would need to be at
least 54 inches [24/2 + 24 + 36/2 = 54] away, or be entirely dug by hand.)
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Water jetting to assist vacuum excavating must be limited to 1000 psig and directed at a 40°
angle to the pipe. All pile driving must be kept a minimum of 3 feet away.
Any plans to expose and support a PG&E gas transmission pipeline across an open excavation
need to be approved by PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work.
6.
Boring/Trenchless Installations: PG&E Pipeline Services must review and approve all
plans to bore across or parallel to (within 10 feet) a gas transmission pipeline. There are
stringent criteria to pothole the gas transmission facility at regular intervals for all parallel bore
installations.
For bore paths that cross gas transmission pipelines perpendicularly, the pipeline must be
potholed a minimum of 2 feet in the horizontal direction of the bore path and a minimum of 12
inches in the vertical direction from the bottom of the pipe with minimum clearances measured
from the edge of the pipe in both directions. Standby personnel must watch the locator trace
(and every ream pass) the path of the bore as it approaches the pipeline and visually monitor
the pothole (with the exposed transmission pipe) as the bore traverses the pipeline to ensure
adequate clearance with the pipeline. The pothole width must account for the inaccuracy of the
locating equipment.
7.
Substructures: All utility crossings of a gas pipeline should be made as close to
perpendicular as feasible (90° +/- 15°). All utility lines crossing the gas pipeline must have a
minimum of 12 inches of separation from the gas pipeline. Parallel utilities, pole bases, water
line ‘kicker blocks’, storm drain inlets, water meters, valves, back pressure devices or other
utility substructures are not allowed in the PG&E gas pipeline easement.
If previously retired PG&E facilities are in conflict with proposed substructures, PG&E must
verify they are safe prior to removal. This includes verification testing of the contents of the
facilities, as well as environmental testing of the coating and internal surfaces. Timelines for
PG&E completion of this verification will vary depending on the type and location of facilities in
conflict.
8.
Structures: No structures are to be built within the PG&E gas pipeline easement. This
includes buildings, retaining walls, fences, decks, patios, carports, septic tanks, storage sheds,
tanks, loading ramps, or any structure that could limit PG&E’s ability to access its facilities.
9.
Fencing: Permanent fencing is not allowed within PG&E easements except for
perpendicular crossings which must include a 16 foot wide gate for vehicular access. Gates will
be secured with PG&E corporation locks.
10.
Landscaping: Landscaping must be designed to allow PG&E to access the pipeline for
maintenance and not interfere with pipeline coatings or other cathodic protection systems. No
trees, shrubs, brush, vines, and other vegetation may be planted within the easement area.
Only those plants, ground covers, grasses, flowers, and low-growing plants that grow
unsupported to a maximum of four feet (4’) in height at maturity may be planted within the
easement area.
11.
Cathodic Protection: PG&E pipelines are protected from corrosion with an “Impressed
Current” cathodic protection system. Any proposed facilities, such as metal conduit, pipes,
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service lines, ground rods, anodes, wires, etc. that might affect the pipeline cathodic protection
system must be reviewed and approved by PG&E Corrosion Engineering.
12.
Pipeline Marker Signs: PG&E needs to maintain pipeline marker signs for gas
transmission pipelines in order to ensure public awareness of the presence of the pipelines.
With prior written approval from PG&E Pipeline Services, an existing PG&E pipeline marker sign
that is in direct conflict with proposed developments may be temporarily relocated to
accommodate construction work. The pipeline marker must be moved back once construction is
complete.
13.
PG&E is also the provider of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within
the state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs which may endanger the safe operation of
its facilities.
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Attachment 2 – Electric Facilities
It is PG&E’s policy to permit certain uses on a case by case basis within its electric
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) provided such uses and manner in which they are
exercised, will not interfere with PG&E’s rights or endanger its facilities. Some
examples/restrictions are as follows:
1. Buildings and Other Structures: No buildings or other structures including the foot print and
eave of any buildings, swimming pools, wells or similar structures will be permitted within fee
strip(s) and/or easement(s) areas. PG&E’s transmission easement shall be designated on
subdivision/parcel maps as “RESTRICTED USE AREA – NO BUILDING.”
2. Grading: Cuts, trenches or excavations may not be made within 25 feet of our towers.
Developers must submit grading plans and site development plans (including geotechnical
reports if applicable), signed and dated, for PG&E’s review. PG&E engineers must review grade
changes in the vicinity of our towers. No fills will be allowed which would impair ground-toconductor clearances. Towers shall not be left on mounds without adequate road access to
base of tower or structure.
3. Fences: Walls, fences, and other structures must be installed at locations that do not affect
the safe operation of PG&’s facilities. Heavy equipment access to our facilities must be
maintained at all times. Metal fences are to be grounded to PG&E specifications. No wall, fence
or other like structure is to be installed within 10 feet of tower footings and unrestricted access
must be maintained from a tower structure to the nearest street. Walls, fences and other
structures proposed along or within the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) will require PG&E
review; submit plans to PG&E Centralized Review Team for review and comment.
4. Landscaping: Vegetation may be allowed; subject to review of plans. On overhead electric
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s), trees and shrubs are limited to those varieties that
do not exceed 15 feet in height at maturity. PG&E must have access to its facilities at all times,
including access by heavy equipment. No planting is to occur within the footprint of the tower
legs. Greenbelts are encouraged.
5. Reservoirs, Sumps, Drainage Basins, and Ponds: Prohibited within PG&E’s fee strip(s)
and/or easement(s) for electric transmission lines.
6. Automobile Parking: Short term parking of movable passenger vehicles and light trucks
(pickups, vans, etc.) is allowed. The lighting within these parking areas will need to be reviewed
by PG&E; approval will be on a case by case basis. Heavy equipment access to PG&E facilities
is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by at least 10 feet.
Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at developer’s expense AND
to PG&E specifications. Blocked-up vehicles are not allowed. Carports, canopies, or awnings
are not allowed.
7. Storage of Flammable, Explosive or Corrosive Materials: There shall be no storage of fuel or
combustibles and no fueling of vehicles within PG&E’s easement. No trash bins or incinerators
are allowed.
8. Streets and Roads: Access to facilities must be maintained at all times. Street lights may be
allowed in the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) but in all cases must be reviewed by PG&E for
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proper clearance. Roads and utilities should cross the transmission easement as nearly at right
angles as possible. Road intersections will not be allowed within the transmission easement.
9. Pipelines: Pipelines may be allowed provided crossings are held to a minimum and to be as
nearly perpendicular as possible. Pipelines within 25 feet of PG&E structures require review by
PG&E. Sprinklers systems may be allowed; subject to review. Leach fields and septic tanks are
not allowed. Construction plans must be submitted to PG&E for review and approval prior to the
commencement of any construction.
10. Signs: Signs are not allowed except in rare cases subject to individual review by PG&E.
11. Recreation Areas: Playgrounds, parks, tennis courts, basketball courts, barbecue and light
trucks (pickups, vans, etc.) may be allowed; subject to review of plans. Heavy equipment
access to PG&E facilities is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by
at least 10 feet. Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at
developer’s expense AND to PG&E specifications.
12. Construction Activity: Since construction activity will take place near PG&E’s overhead
electric lines, please be advised it is the contractor’s responsibility to be aware of, and observe
the minimum clearances for both workers and equipment operating near high voltage electric
lines set out in the High-Voltage Electrical Safety Orders of the California Division of Industrial
Safety (https://www.dir.ca.gov/Title8/sb5g2.html), as well as any other safety regulations.
Contractors shall comply with California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/gos/GO95/go_95_startup_page.html) and all other safety rules. No
construction may occur within 25 feet of PG&E’s towers. All excavation activities may only
commence after 811 protocols has been followed.
Contractor shall ensure the protection of PG&E’s towers and poles from vehicular damage by
(installing protective barriers) Plans for protection barriers must be approved by PG&E prior to
construction.
13. PG&E is also the owner of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within the
state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs that may endanger the safe and reliable
operation of its facilities.
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Letter 4

Letter 5
Department of Water Resources
Michael L. Peterson, Director

Including service to the Cities of
Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova

S AC R AM E NT O CO UN T Y

WATER AGENCY

Date:

February 19, 2019

To:

Sacramento County, Office of Planning and Environmental Review
Attention: Environmental Coordinator

From:

Michael Grinstead – Senior Civil Engineer
Sacramento County Water Agency

Subject:

SCWA Comments on the January 2019 Mather South Community
Masterplan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) State
Clearinghouse Number 2014062087 Control Number PLNP2013-00065

The Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) has reviewed the subject document
as it pertains to Zone 40 and has the following comments:
1. All comments listed in this memo should be taken into account in the DEIR
text and it all appendicies to the DEIR.
2. The 30 inch low pressure water supply transmission main that connects the
Excelsior Well Field and the Vineyard Surface Water Treatment Plant to the
Anatolia Groundwater Treatment Plant and storage tank will not be tapped
to supply water to the Mather South Community Master Plan area or any
other area. Connection to existing pressurized transmission infrastructure in
other areas (examples are Sunrise Blvd. and in Zinfandel Rd.) will be
considred for water supply should the NSA Phase II project not be in place at
the time of development.
3. All pipe layouts will be as depected in the most current version of the Zone 40
Water System Infrastrucutre Plan Update. At this time the most current
version is dated September 2016 and is referenced in the DEIR. Plate WS-7 is
labeled Mather South Water Supply Infrastructure although the Plate
depicts Groundwater Elevation Differences so the Water Supply
Infrastructure in the DEIR being evaluated for impacts is unclear.
4. Once capacity in the 30 inch low pressure water supply transmission main
that connects the Excelsior Well Field and the Vineyard Surface Water
Treatment Plant to the Anatolia Groundwater Treatment Plant is allocated
on a first come first served basis, SCWA will construct the 54 inch Phase II
pipeline and ultimately a 10 million gallon water tank farm on the 5.27 acre
reserved parcel. The planned 10 million gallons of storage is contrary to the
“Managing Tomorrow’s Water Today”
Main Office: 827 7th St., Rm. 301, Sacramento, CA 95814  (916) 874-6851  Fax (916) 874-8693  www.scwa.net

one million gallons of storage listed in the DEIR and appendicies. At this
time the storage is planned to consist of two 5 million gallon water tanks.
5. A looped water system connecting to two transmission mains will be required
for each phase of development.
6. The Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) is an appendix document. It
references a Mather South Community Master Plan (MSCMP) Fee that will
reimburse the developer for distribution infrastructure that is not
reimbursable through the Zone 40 credit/reimbursement process. The PFFP
states that the fee will be administered by the County and not SCWA. SCWA
will not assess, collect, administer, or authorize distribution of a fee such as
this in the future.
7. The Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) is an appendix document. For
the PFFP it should be noted that all Zone 40 credit and reimbursement
amounts are updated periodically. The reimbursement per unit is located in
Schedule C of Title 4 of the Sacramento County Water Agency Code. The code
can be found at the following link:
http://www.countycounsel.saccounty.net/Pages/WaterAgencyCode.aspx.
8. SCWA’s Zone 40 is responsible for construction of potable water facilities
within the Zone. Zone 40 charges a fee that is used to reimburse
developments for eligible capital expenses including installation of
transmission mains and other regional improvements such as water supply
development and treatment. After infrastructure is installed, it is SCWA’s
Zone 41 that is responsible for the ongoing operation and maintenance of this
infrastructure. Zone 41 is funded by the end user who pays a user service
charge.
9. A hardpan restoration plan is listed in the DEIR as a mitigating action for
the Sewer Trunk Line. It is noted that no hardpan restoration plan is
required for any other infrastructure which includes all potable and raw
water infrastructure.
10. Please check the description of the groundwater basins. The Central Basin
and the South Basin descriptions may be switched.
Cc: electronic file: P:\Shared Folders\Wsplandev\Zone 40\Mather South\2019 01
28 Draft EIR Review
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Letter 8

Letter 9

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
INTER–DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
MEMORANDUM

Date:

February 22, 2019

To:
CC:
From:

Todd Smith
Michael Johnson
Michael Durkee

Subject:

Water Resources Comments for the Mather South Draft EIR, January 2019

1. On page 1-24, 1-32, and 5-21, it is mentioned that the drainage basins could be muli-purpose
basins and have a secondary purpose as an “informal recreation resource”. Based on the
Mather South Storm Drainage Master Plan (DMP), the basins were designed as wet basins
which means the basins will hold water year-round. Due to safety concerns, Water Resources
requires that wet basins are fully fenced to prevent the public from entering the basins.
Because the basins will hold water year-round and will not be accessible to the public, using
the basins as an “informal recreation resource” does not seem possible.
2. On page 1-24, the Open Space Trails and Basins section indicates that the drainage basins
would be “naturalized with trees and native plant materials”. As mentioned above, the basins
will be fully fenced wet basins and Water Resources restricts landscaping within basins to
native grasses, due to limited drainage maintenance resources. Any landscaping
“naturalization” would need to occur outside the basin fencing.
3. On page 5-21, in the second paragraph, it is mentioned that there are nine drainage basins.
According to the latest Mather South DMP, there are ten drainage basins.
4.

On page 12-13, the title of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual is not correct. The 2018
manual does not cover the South Placer Region, it is only for the Sacramento Region.

5. On page 12-24, the Sacramento County Stormwater Quality Partnership Hydromodification
Management Plan (HMP) is discussed in the context of being in a draft form. The
Sacramento County Stormwater Quality Partnership HMP was finalized in December 2017.
6. On page 12-25, Low Impact Design (LID) features are referred to as optional to reduce the
required water quality treatment volume. Based on the 2018 Stormwater Quality Design
Manual, LID measures are required for all projects.

Letter 10

To work with stakeholders to advocate for
responsible use and management of Mather
Field resources.

February 21, 2019

Sacramento County, Office of Planning and Environmental Review
Attention: Environmental Coordinator
827 7th Street, Room 225
Sacramento, CA 95814
Email to CEQA@saccounty.net and Todd Smith: smithtodd@saccounty.net
RE: Mather South Community Master Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
County Control Number: PLNP2013-00065
To Sacramento County Office of Planning and Environmental Review:
The Mather Alliance core group and its members wish to express sincere thanks to Sacramento
County Supervisors, County staff, and the Lewis Group for their continuing efforts to involve
community members in shaping the new development proposed for the retired Mather Air Force
Base. We feel grateful for the opportunity to advocate for the responsible use and management of
Mather Field’s valuable resources.
Area residents and Mather wetlands supporters are particularly proud of the cultural, historical, and
ecological significance of these lands of Sacramento County. Our culture is one of deep respect
and appreciation for the plants and wildlife that live among and around us. Mather’s historical
significance as an Air Force base of great strategic importance for national security and as a
continuing aviation training facility makes us proud. As does our local ecology which includes
world-class vernal pools filled with extremely rare species, some of which have not even officially
been named yet by scientists. There is much to be proud of at Sacramento County’s Mather and
much to protect.
In addition to the points we addressed below in our comments on the Mather South Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Community Master Plan, we wish to make a special request. To
reflect our esteem and gratitude for Sacramento County Supervisor Don Nottoli’s dedicated
involvement with and attendance to our community, the Mather Alliance requests that a road in the
new community be named “Nottoli Way.” We feel “Nottoli’s way” is exemplary. As a community
leader and public servant, he consistently listens to our community members’ concerns and
demonstrates that he genuinely cares about our future.
We look forward to continuing our collaboration with the County to ensure that Mather resources
and values are preserved. Therefore, we respectfully submit the following comments in response
to the Mather South Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), including specific comments
regarding the Mather South Community Master Plan.

Mather South DEIR Comments
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Mather Alliance

February 21, 2019

Watershed to the Critter Pool and Fill Dirt in Environmental Campus Parcel
Area of Concern: Environmental Campus
Issue/Impact: Unnecessary loss of valuable natural features and historic resources
As discussed at length in various stakeholder and supervisory board meetings during
consideration of the broader Mather Field project, the community value of the former USAF
munitions storage complex (currently designated as parcel EC in the Draft Mather South
Community Master Plan) stems from its historic significance as part of Mather Air Field and the
natural features located adjacent to it and running through it. While we appreciate that this
parcel has been designated as a site for a future Environmental Campus, we are concerned that
the specifics of the proposed grading and drainage plan (reference Exhibit J of Appendix HY1: Mather South Drainage Master Plan Developed Condition Trunk Drainage and Basins)
unnecessarily erases both the natural and historic resources presently existing on this parcel.
As presently indicated on the drainage plan, the EC parcel will be filled and graded to elevations
ranging from 156 to 160 feet. Topographic data (reference Exhibit C of Appendix HY-1)
indicates that the current surface elevations in this parcel vary from 149 to 155 feet (not
including structures). Consequently, almost the entire EC parcel is slated to be filled and
leveled to depths as much as 9 feet, including the existing drainage swale that presently sweeps
through the western half of the parcel from parcel SP1 toward the preserve on the western
margin and all of the existing historic structures.
We contend that this represents an unnecessary loss of natural and historic resources that
could potentially enhance the desirability of the planned Environmental Campus, school (parcel
SP1), community center (parcel CC) and park (parcel PARK 1). Natural features quite clearly
enhance the livability of a community and business environment, while the historic features
represent a unique character quality that the community has expressed, many times, its interest
in preserving as part of Mather Field (and by direct association, Rancho Cordova) history.
We also are concerned about the visual impact of increasing the grade on this parcel will have
on adjacent resources, especially the Critter Pool (parcel OSNP1), which was specifically set
aside to help protect the irreplaceable biological resources located in that vernal pool. As
currently envisioned, the grade from the EC parcel will drop a full 10 feet on the eastern margin
down to an open space drainage (OSD6) and the Critter Pool. Given the proposed roadways
and elevations of other developed parcels, the Critter Pool will be effectively isolated visually
and topographically, which we believe may cause its perceived value (and thus its preservation)
to be diminished in the eyes of residents living at Mather South.
Recommendations:
We would like to see the grading plan for the EC parcel (and possibly adjacent parcels) revised
to help preserve and enhance existing natural features that we believe will help make the entire
community (business and residential) more livable and environmentally friendly. Specifically,
we contend that drainage from parcel SP1 could be contained in a detention basin/bioswale on
its southern margin and used to enhance the drainage swale through the EC parcel as part of
the environmental draw of the parcel.
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We would also like to encourage the Lewis Group to reconsider the total demolition and fill of
the former weapons storage facility and solicit additional input from stakeholders about the
reuse of existing structures. We believe that the reuse of one or more former USAF buildings
on the parcel presents rare opportunity for organizations and businesses to adopt
environmentally friendly building reuse/redevelopment methods rather than resort to demolition
and new construction. This goes very much hand in hand with the community’s proximity to the
Mather preserve and serves to integrate the ideals of integrating the natural and built
environments into one livable community.
Area of Concern: Drainage Plan
Issue/Impact: Proposed drainages for the northern half of the Mather South Master Plan rely
on very large detention basins concentrated on the western margin of development.
For much of the northern half of the planned development, the proposed drainage lines redirect
drainage toward one of three large detention basins along the western margin of the community
(reference Exhibit J of Appendix HY-1). Designated as Basin-01, Basin-02, and Basin-03 in
the drainage plans, these areas represent a significant accumulation of surface drainage in a
limited area.
While we understand the need for hydromodification mitigation with respect to existing
drainages, we are concerned that reliance on these three large basins presents a potential
subsurface hydraulic impact to preserve areas located immediately to the west. Furthermore,
basins -01 and -02 also require the addition of at least 6 feet of surface fill to construct the berm
around them and will visually stand out as very unnatural features relative to the preserve to the
west and the environmental campus, park, and community center to the east.
Recommendations:
We contend that drainage management and hydromodification mitigation plans can be better
achieved through use of more and smaller detention basins/bioswales dispersed across the
northern half of the development area. By adopting a more dispersed approach, the natural
drainages already present on the site can be more effectively used to manage stormwater
discharge. Furthermore, smaller basins and swales incorporated along the margins of
developed parcels help to incorporate natural features within the community and help break up
the visual impacts of development, both of which enhance the livability of the community as a
whole.
We suggest that a good example of this more dispersed approach to drainage management
exists in parts of Folsom where numerous small basins and marshes between neighborhoods
serve to create a more natural and livable condition. Paired with walking/cycling paths, these
natural buffers create a much more desirable community to live in and help mitigate the typical
trappings of visually uninspiring landscaping and concrete block soundwalls.
As discussed previously as an example, we believe a small marsh filled detention basin at the
southern margin of parcel SP1 would serve as an excellent way to manage stormwater flows,
supply water to a visually impactful natural drainage across the Environmental Campus, and
could potentially serve as a valuable onsite natural learning resource for the future school.
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Area of Concern: The Critter Pool
Issue/Impact: Proposed grading and drainage plans may still impact the health and long-term
viability of the Critter Pool
As noted previously, the proposed grading plans for the Environmental Campus present an
unfortunate visual impact on the Critter Pool and parcel OSNP1. While we deeply appreciate
and value that this area has been set aside as a preserve, we are concerned that its position
relative to other proposed developments around it might isolate it as an undervalued and
unmaintained resource that could eventually impact its biologic viability.
Our review of historic aerial imagery of the region prior to construction of the Folsom South
Canal indicates that the Critter Pool was once part of a much larger and expansive vernal pool
and swale complex that was subsequently buried beneath excavation overburden from canal
construction. We contend that despite burial, the subsurface hydrology that once existed
through this pool and swale system continues to channel water toward the Critter Pool and
beyond. In fact, we believe that the biological diversity and extended wet period found in the
Critter Pool is due in large part to the former subsurface hydrologic system sustaining
groundwater flow to this location.
Thus, we are concerned that development of residential parcels R5, R6, R13 may have the
unintended effect of depriving groundwater flow to the former pool and swale system, eventually
degrading the hydrologically favorable conditions found at the Critter Pool.
Recommendations:
We believe that parcel OSNP1 provides an excellent buffer to protect the health of the Critter
Pool. Furthermore, we believe that development of parcels R5, R6, and R13 can proceed as
planned. However, we recommend that the drainage plans be modified to include the addition
of several small stormwater basins/marshes (perhaps one per parcel) to contain surface runoff
and allow groundwater infiltration through those basins into the subsurface hydrologic system
that feeds into OSNP1 and the Critter Pool. Our resident geologic consultant would be happy to
share the details of the former vernal pool and swale system and help guide planners in placing
these detention basins.
Adding intermediate drainage basins would have the additional benefit of reducing potential
peak flows to the stormwater system, thus decreasing the need for larger basins elsewhere and
allow peak discharges to be dispersed to natural drainages more effectively. As discussed
previously, these smaller basins would have the additional benefit of helping incorporate natural
environments into the community, making them more livable and visually interesting. Such
natural areas will also help tie the community in with the Environmental Campus and preserve,
which we contend should be an integral part of the draw to living at Mather.
With respect to grading issues, please reference the previous discussion regarding grading and
fill on the Environmental Campus.
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Area of Concern: Fill Sourcing and Noxious/Invasive Weed Mitigation/Abatement
Issue/Impact: The source and quality of fill required for grading in some portions of Mather
South is not clearly defined. The DEIR and community Master Plan do not contain specific
protections to prevent potentially contaminated soil disturbance and/or redistribution or noxious
weed dispersal migration as applied to cut/fill materials sourced onsite or imported.
It is apparent that some portions of the Mather South development are slated to undergo a
significant amount of grading and fill. It is unclear from our review of existing topography
(reference Exhibit C of Appendix HY-1) in comparison with proposed grading and drainage
plans (reference Exhibit J of Appendix HY-1) if sufficient material can be cut from higher
elevations and regraded to infill lower lying areas. If adequate material for fill cannot be found
onsite, we are concerned that imported fill materials could pose a risk to waterways and the
nearby preserve if they are sourced from contaminated locations and/or areas with
noxious/invasive weed problems.
Even if fill materials can be sourced onsite, the DEIR already notes that additional hazardous
materials might be potentially uncovered during grading, notably in former USAF fuel storage,
munitions disposal, and small arms firing range locations. However, there is ample reason to
suspect that not all former USAF activities in the area were documented. Other
decommissioned USAF sites (notably McClellan) have turned up some potentially serious
contaminants in recent history, so the potential for unknown contaminants turning up in
previously undocumented locations is not without precedent.
Although the DEIR specifies that a Contaminated Soil Contingency Plan must be submitted to
the County prior to construction, there is no allowance for public review of this plan to
ensure that adequate protections and monitoring procedures are in place to prevent
disturbance and redistribution of potentially contaminated soils.

Furthermore, there are already well-documented and ongoing invasive weed problems
occurring within and around the Mather preserve, especially toward the northern end. The
DEIR does not appear to contain any language specifying mitigation procedures or best
practices to ensure that grading activities for the Mather South development do not
inadvertently advance the spread of noxious weed species into the southern end of the
Mather preserve, either through aerial dispersal or via existing waterways.
Recommendations:
We would like to see some additional clarification of planned excavation, grading, and imported
fill plans, procedures and policies, either in the DEIR or in the Mather South Community Master
Plan. Noxious/invasive weed management and dispersal mitigation plans should be a requisite
component of the construction application process for this sensitive area. Such plans (including
the Contaminated Soil Contingency Plan) should be made available for public review prior to
approval and community input from stakeholders (especially those familiar with weed
management and abatement best practices) should be solicited to ensure that environmental
degradation to the Mather preserve is not exacerbated.
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Area of Concern: Preserve Management
Issue/Impact: The lack of coordination and cooperation between the current Preserve Manager
and Mather stakeholders is of great concern to the Mather Alliance and other parties interested
in preserving Mather’s vernal pools.
A number of local vernal pool experts who care about the Mather preserve have worked for
preservation of its vernal pools for years without compensation or payment. Their efforts come
from a sense of duty of stewardship to protect an extremely rare resource that is continuously
disappearing via land development - the California Central Valley vernal pool. Mather’s vernal
pool expert constituents have been effectively cut off from participation in Mather preserve
management by the current Preserve Manager. This lack of coordination and cooperation
eliminates the Preserve Manager’s access to valuable information that could be made available
from years of experience and knowledge of the Mather vernal pools. In addition, blocking local
experts from the preserve’s management discourages that piece of public participation that
helped to make the preserve possible.
Recommendation:
The Alliance would like to see a requirement that the Preserve Manager include the input of
local vernal pool experts and stakeholders in management actions. In addition, there are a
number of volunteers willing to pull weeds in the preserve. Though this method of weed control
is not cost effective from a profit-driven model of preserve management, it can be the safer way
to remove some invasive plants. Lower cost methods such as pesticide use, controlled burns,
and grazing can cause unintended negative impacts to vernal pool species. When free labor is
available for weed pulling, it benefits the preserve to use it.
Issue/Impact: The current preserve management efforts are not sufficient to control invasive
plant species.
Local vernal pool experts have commented for the last several years, with increasing concern,
that not enough is being done to control threatening invasive plant species that are encroaching
upon Mather’s vernal pools. This could be due to a lack of sufficient funding, or lack of a
comprehensive strategy. In either case, the result is a lack of safe and effective action to
protect the vernal pool species.
Recommendation:
Again, a number of volunteers are willing to give their time and expertise to help preserve the
vernal pools of Mather. We believe Sacramento County would miss a great opportunity by not
incorporating these volunteers into the preserve management. The Mather Alliance
recommends that the County direct the current Preserve Manager to coordinate and cooperate
with local Mather stakeholders. In addition, the Mather Alliance requests that the County adopt
a “pay-for-performance” approach for the Mather preserve with specific measurable objectives
that the Preserve Manager must meet in order to retain the management contract. There is too
much at stake to risk a lack of progress.
Issue/Impact: Preserve Access (Page 4-43 of Appendix PD1 Master Plan), Action 4-4: “Provide
docent-controlled access to vernal pool preserve areas under the direction and authority of the
Sacramento County Regional Parks Department Director.”
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Though the Mather Alliance appreciates the provision of docents by both the County and
Sacramento Splash for guided walks, the Alliance wants to ensure that the public will retain
reasonable access to the vernal pool preserve lands and that their access is not limited to
guided walks.
Visitors currently access parts of the preserve for amenities that do no harm to the preserve,
such as nature appreciation, photography, and meditation. Though Action 4.4 may not intend to
limit preserve access to County-supervised visits only, it could be interpreted that way, and we
want to ensure the intent is clarified. The preserve is a public resource and should remain open
to the public as long as they abide by and respect the rules that are designed to protect the
resources therein.
Recommendation:
Add clarifying language to the Action that docents may be provided by the County, but that
County-provided docents are not required to be present for members of the public to access the
preserve.
Area of Concern: Artificial Lighting
Issue/Impact: Artificial lighting, especially outdoor lighting, will disrupt the ecosystems and/or
safety of plant and animal life within the proposed Mather South development area and its
vicinity, including Mather preserve, Mather Lake, and the Mather golf course.
According to The International Dark Sky Association (IDSA) statistical research,1 “All life relies
on Earth’s predictable rhythm of day and night. It’s encoded in the DNA of all plants and
animals. Humans have radically disrupted this cycle by [artificially] lighting up the night. Plants
and animals depend on Earth’s daily cycle of light and dark rhythm to govern life-sustaining
behaviors such as reproduction, nourishment, sleep and protection from predators.
Scientific evidence suggests that artificial light at night has negative and deadly effects on many
creatures including amphibians, birds, mammals, insects and plants.
Artificial Lights Disrupt the World’s Ecosystems. Nocturnal animals sleep during the day
and are active at night. Light pollution radically alters their nighttime environment by turning
night into day.
According to research scientist Christopher Kyba, for nocturnal animals, “The introduction of
artificial light probably represents the most drastic change human beings have made to their
environment. Predators use light to hunt, and prey species use darkness as cover near cities,
cloudy skies are now hundreds or even thousands of times brighter than they were 200 years
ago. We are only beginning to learn what a drastic effect this has had on nocturnal ecology.
Glare from artificial lights can also impact wetland habitats that are home to amphibians such
as frogs and toads, whose nighttime croaking is part of the breeding ritual. Artificial lights disrupt
this nocturnal activity, interfering with reproduction and reducing populations.

1

International Dark Sky Association at https://www.darksky.org/light-pollution/wildlife/
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Artificial Lights have Devastating Effects on Many Bird Species. Birds that migrate or hunt
at night navigate by moonlight and starlight. Artificial light can cause them to wander off course
and toward the dangerous nighttime landscapes of cities. Every year millions of birds die
colliding with needlessly illuminated buildings and towers. Migratory birds depend on cues from
properly timed seasonal schedules. Artificial lights can cause them to migrate too early or too
late and miss ideal climate conditions for nesting, foraging, and other behaviors.
Ecosystems: Everything is Connected. Many insects are drawn to light, but artificial lights
can create a fatal attraction. Declining insect populations negatively impact all species that rely
on insects for food or pollination. Some predators exploit this attraction to their advantage,
affecting food webs in unanticipated ways.”
Recommendations:
Request that Lewis Group waive general developer’s lighting standards; instead, adopt Model
Lighting Ordinance 2(MLO) developed by the IDSA and the Illuminating Engineering Society of
North America to address the need for strong, consistent outdoor lighting regulation in North
America.
Developed jointly over a period of seven years, the MLO encourages communities to adopt
comprehensive outdoor lighting ordinances without devoting extensive staff time and resources
to their development.
Prohibit sports field lighting within the development. The excessive amount of light associated
with sports fields creates a number of environmental impacts as outlined in the section above.
Area of Concern: Traffic Management During Sewer Line Trenching
Issue/Impact: Sewer Line Trenching on Zinfandel Drive — Impacts to Independence at Mather
Community
The draft EIR is silent regarding the impacts to the 1,271 households of the Independence at
Mather Community (“the community”) during the sewer line trenching on Zinfandel Drive from
Douglas Road to Woodring Drive. While construction of this section of the sewer line was in the
Mather Field Specific Plan Draft EIR, we believe this issue should also be addressed in the
Mather South Community Master Plan as well.
There are only two roads to enter/exit the Independence at Mather community. Closing
Zinfandel Road for sewer trenching will eliminate one. This closure will severely impact the
remaining entry/exit points to the community: 1) Woodring Drive at Excelsior Road 2) Arnold
Way at Excelsior Road. The impact includes adding to the already heavy traffic on Excelsior
during commute hours, and potentially causing massive gridlock on Arnold Way and Woodring
Drive with vehicles waiting to exit onto Excelsior Road. Additionally, closing Zinfandel Drive, the
only eastern entrance to the community, will severely impede response time and access of
emergency vehicles to our community.

2

Model Lighting Ordinance: https://www.darksky.org/our-work/lighting/public-policy/mlo/
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Further, entrances into the community are currently two-lane, narrow streets with vehicle
parking on one side only. Driving space allows one vehicle width for each narrow lane. As a
result, when vehicles are parked, these roads do not allow space for motorists to pull over to
allow emergency response vehicles to navigate through traffic during peak commute times.
Sacramento County representatives have advised the community that they are drafting a traffic
and emergency plan. This plan has not yet been shared with the community for review.
Recommendation:
We suggest that during sewer trench construction that Zinfandel Drive remain open with at least
one single traffic lane with traffic control flaggers and/or flashing red light. In addition, possibly
1) Limit traffic to deliveries, residents, and emergency vehicles only. 2) Install three-way STOP
signs with flashing lights at the intersections Excelsior Road and Woodring Drive, and at
Excelsior Road and Arnold Way. 3) Deploy officer-directed traffic during peak commute times.
Area of Concern: Species Mitigation
Issue/Impact: Mitigation measures listed for species are vague.
One of the core values of the Mather community is our concern for the welfare of Mather’s
wildlife. This planned development necessitates earth movement and deposition that will likely
devastate and obliterate over 800 acres of existing habitat for all critters currently living
there. The least we can do is ensure that earth movement is done with the greatest of care to
minimize the number of animals killed or “taken.”
Recommendation:
Include specificity in the mitigation measures to inspect for wildlife pre-construction and to
relocate individuals, including provisions for new homes (e.g., for burrowing owls, if present).
Area of Concern: Community Theme
Issue/Impact: Request to change community theme from aviation to wetlands and nature
preserve. Establish a community theme of nature and open space benefits of the surrounding
wetlands preserve. (Reference Mather South Community Master Plan Policies 4.5-11, 6.5.1,
6.10.1)
Residents (and visitors) may respect and steward the environment if they are exposed to
featured design elements and education regarding the sensitive wetlands preserve and the
need to protect its natural resources, not only for the sake of the environment, but also for the
aesthetic value.
Recommendation:
The proposed project theme could salute the area’s past aviation history in some areas, while
predominantly highlighting the value of a wetlands preserve. We propose to heighten
awareness by naming streets after the preserve’s wildlife, habitats, and plant species. As part
of the homeowner handbook, we suggest the developers include a section of the history,
features, and regulations regarding the preserve. And, to bolster our support of preserve access
as described above, provide a self-guided walking tour of the preserve with interpretive signage.
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Area of Concern: Reinstate Eagles’ Nest Road name instead of Zinfandel Drive
Issue/Impact: Previously, the section of Zinfandel Drive south of Douglas was named “Eagle’s
Nest Road.” Without prior public notice to the Community, Sacramento County renamed it
Zinfandel Drive. We request Sacramento County reinstate the name to “Eagle’s Nest Road.”
We believe that reinstating the name of Eagles Nest Road supports the goal of the preserve
mitigation package to enhance efforts to preserve and protect the preserve and its wildlife by
increasing the consciousness of drivers of the reality that they are passing through or are
adjacent to sensitive preserve land: a wildlife protection zone that require slower speeds and
higher alertness.
Recommendation:
The name of the "preserve paseo” (the road through the preserve), which is currently shown on
the Mather South master plan maps as Zinfandel Drive, should be restored to its original name:
Eagles Nest Road. We propose that when drivers traveling on Zinfandel Drive cross Douglas
Road, the road signs should change to Eagles Nest Road (as it was previously). This road
name change and prominent signage will signal the transition from a fully urban setting to a
zone of vernal pool preserves, which will continue to extend further south as other near-term
developments come on line.
By introducing a road name change with prominent signage at the northern boundary of the
preserve (at Douglas Road), it would demarcate the point at which drivers need to reduce speed
to 35 mph* (and associated vibration and road noise) to potentially reduce collisions between
vehicles and animals migrating through and beyond the preserve. Again, to reinforce that
travelers are entering a sensitive preserve, the mitigation efforts should include prominent
signage (funded as part of the mitigation for this development) that announces entrance into a
preserve and defines the rules of the road through the preserve.
*The posted speed limit of 35 mph aligns with the Zinfandel Drive traffic calming measures as
described in the Mather South Community Master Plan Transportation section.
Again, we wish to express our gratitude for the opportunity to offer input in the development of
and comment on the Mather South DEIR and Community Master Plan.
Respectfully yours,

The Mather Alliance Core Group:
Nate Manley
Vanessa Emerzian
Lisa Infusino
Ken Pawlowski
David and Joy Nahigian
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www.swainsonshawk.org
swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net

February 22, 2019
Via email CEQA@saccounty.net
Sacramento County, Office of Planning and
Environmental Review,
Attention: Environmental Coordinator,
827 7th Street, Room 225, Sacramento, CA 95814

Send all notices & correspondence to:
Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk
8867 Bluff Lane
Fair Oaks, CA 95628
email: swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net
phone: 916-769-2857

Comments of the Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk. on the proposed Mather
South Community Master Plan Project (State Clearinghouse No. #2014062087,
County Control Number PLNP2013-00065).
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk is a citizen advocacy group concerned with
implementation and enforcement of protections for the state listed species,
Swainson's Hawk. We have reviewed Chapter 6, pp. 51-54 and page ES-13
regarding impacts of the MSCMPP on Swainson's Hawks (nesting and foraging)
and mitigation for the impacts.
We have the following comments and questions.
1. It is unclear why the narrative on page 6-53 refers to a 1,381 acre Swainson's
Hawk foraging habitat permanent preserve (Mather Preserve), because this
mitigation measure is not included in the MMRP. It is not and cannot be credited
as mitigation for loss of Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat. In 2004 the County
conceptually endorsed the creation of a “Wetlands Preserve” within Mather Field
in compliance with a 1999 USFWS Biological Opinion relating to water service
contracts that deliver water from the Sacramento River for use with Sacramento
County Water Agency’s Zone 40 Service Area, which includes Mather Field.
(DEIR p. 6-1). The Mather Field Wetland Preserve was established according to a
2012 USFWS Biological Opinion for Disposal of Mather Air Force Space for the
purpose of protecting high value vernal pool habitat and associated species.
(Sacramento County Regional Parks, “Mather Regional Park Vernal Pools”) to
1

offset impacts of loss of vernal pool habitat from possible future Mather
development. It was NOT established as Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation, and it is
managed by Center For Natural Lands Management exclusively for benefits to
vernal pool habitat and associated species. To also credit the vernal pool preserve
as mitigation for Swainson’s Hawk would be illegal double-counting.
If County seriously intends to claim the Mather Vernal Pool Reserve as mitigation
for Swainson’s Hawk habitat loss, it should be stated as a mitigation measure for
loss of foraging habitat and the DEIR recirculated so that it can be reviewed by the
public, and after adoption, monitored and enforced.
On Page 6-54, the DEIR discusses BR 12 as if it were a mitigation measure for
reducing impacts to loss of foraging habitat. (p. 6-53, BR-12. Avoid Swainson’s
Hawk Nests). In fact, nothing in BR 12, or anywhere else in the DEIR, addresses
foraging habitat mitigation.
2. On page ES-13, the DEIR describes the impact of loss of Swainson's Hawk
nesting and foraging habitat as follows.
"There are numerous trees in the Plan Area that provide potential nest sites for
Swainson’s hawk. Project implementation would result in removal of these
trees and removal of approximately 592 acres of annual grassland foraging
habitat, which could result in mortality of individuals and nest abandonment. A
pair of Swainson’s hawks were observed visiting a nest and defending territory
in the Plan Area from April 29 to June 13, 2014 (Mather Stewardship Network
2014). Although eggs and young were not confirmed at the nest, nesting is
probable in the Plan Area and has been documented nearby along White Rock
Road. The CNDDB (2018) contains 14 nesting records between 1 and 5 miles
of the Plan Area and 27 nesting records between 5 and 10 miles of the Plan
Area.
According to the Sacramento County methodology for determining impacts to
foraging areas, development of the Plan Area would result in a total loss of
habitat suitable for Swainson’s Hawk." (DEIR pg. ES-13.)
Failure to mitigate for loss of foraging habitat suitable for Swainson’s Hawk is a
clear violation of CEQA.
The Plan area is described as 848-acres of vernal pool grassland. The DEIR should
include a mitigation measure providing for the permanent protection and
management of 848 acres of vernal pool grassland.
3. The analysis concludes that impacts to Swainson's Hawk would be significant
and unavoidable, but the DEIR has not included all reasonably available mitigation
2

measures to avoid and to mitigate for impacts. We recommend consultation with
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to determine what the CDFW
would recommend to lessen impacts, increase avoidance efforts, and enhance
mitigation values in the Mather Preserve. We recommend including all CDFW
guidance in the FEIR to ensure that County includes all reasonable mitigation
measures. Typically CDFW recommends permanent protection of one acre of
SWH foraging habitat for each acre eliminated by urban development in south
Sacramento County.
4. Swainson's Hawks are loyal to their nesting territories and more could be done
to preserve existing nesting territories if threatened with removal by development.
Many Swainson's Hawks nest in urban areas and forage in nearby open space so
preservation of existing nesting trees can help mitigate for impacts of development
on nesting habitat. Nest sites in Davis, Sacramento, Stockton and Elk Grove are
well documented. BR 12 should be expanded to include identification of nesting
territories in the Plan area in advance of entitlements so that an effort can be made
to preserve in perpetuity any such trees in the Plan area.
4. The Plan requires removal of many mature trees. (P. ES-18 A comprehensive
tree inventory was conducted in the Plan Area in 2014 and identified 455 native
trees with a DBH of 4 inches or greater (assumed to be 6 inches or greater now) of
which 453 are Fremont cottonwood and two are Pacific willow. The Plan Area also
contains 22 nonnative trees with a DBH of 6 inches or greater.). BR 21 and BR 22
address mitigation for these impacts. However, BR 21 and BR 22 do not specify
how many trees will be retained in the Plan area, how many will be mitigated in
the Plan area (replaced there), and how many will be planted in the Mather
Preserve. Please consider that Fremont cottonwood is a preferred nesting tree for
Swainson's Hawk and identify areas to retain mature trees. Please evaluate the
potential for tree replacement in the Mather Preserve and include a reasonable
mandatory number of trees to be planted and stewarded (for at least three years) in
the Preserve.
Please notify us of the availability of the FEIR and any public hearings and
comment periods available for us to provide further comment on the project
impacts and mitigation for impacts to Swainson's Hawks.

Sincerely,
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James P. Pachl
C:

Judith L. Lamare

Jennifer Norris, Field Supervisor USFWS
Dylan Wood and Jeff Drogensen, CDFW
Co Chairs, Habitat 2020
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Letter 12

Eva S. Butler
1940 Markham Way
Sacramento, CA 95818
February 22, 2019
Sacramento County
Office of Planning and environmental Review
Attn: Environmental Coordinator
827 7th Street, Room 225
Sacramento, CA 95814
Via email: CEQA@saccounty.net
RE:

Mather South Community Master Plan Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report
State Clearinghouse No. #2014062087
County Control Number PLNP2013-00065

To Whom It May Concern:
Thank you for providing the public with a chance to review and provide comments on the Mather South
Community Master Plan Project (Project), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).
GENERAL COMMENTS
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.
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.
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 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

Mather South DEIS
February 20, 2019, Page 2 of 2
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-togovernment 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.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS
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.
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.
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.
Mitigation Measure BR-15. (page 6-38). The DEIR states on page 6-56 that Western Burrowing Owls (WBO) have
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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.
Storm Drainage Master Plan Appendix HY-1
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.
Truly yours,

Eva S. Butler

Letter 13

February 25, 2019
Sent Via Email Only

Mr. Todd Smith
Sacramento County Planning and Environmental Review
827 7th Street, Room 225
Sacramento, CA 95814
smithtodd@saccounty.net
Subject: Mather South Community Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Smith:
Thank you for providing the Sac Metro Air District with the opportunity to comment on the Mather South
Community Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The Sac Metro Air District reviews
projects and provides comments through the lead agency planning, environmental and entitlement processes
with the goal of reducing adverse air quality impacts and ensuring compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act. We offer the following comments on the DEIR.
Measure AQ-1, Construction Mitigation: Consistent with our CEQA Guide, the construction mitigation fee
should be calculated and disclosed based on the DEIR analysis1. The mitigation fee should be included in
the Final EIR’s Executive Summary and Air Quality Chapter, as well as the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan.
Sacramento Rendering Company (SRC): Since the year 2000, the Sac Metro Air District has responded to
60 complaints per year (on average) from residents located in nearby development projects regarding SRC
odors. To provide additional disclosure to new residents, we recommend the FEIR include the attached
statement regarding our role in regulating the SRC. Additionally, we request that the County consider
including funds in the project’s financing plan to reimburse the Sac Metro Air District for increased complaint
response anticipated by locating additional sensitive receptors in close proximity to the SRC. Sac Metro Air
District staff is available to work with County staff on complaint response funding needs.
Mather South Community Master Plan Air Quality Mitigation Plan (AQMP): We find that the operational
AQMP (January 2019) is technically adequate for CEQA purposes. I have attached a copy of our Letter of

1

Page 3-10, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County
(CEQA Guide). May 2017.
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Technical Adequacy (January 25, 2019). However, we have two concerns with measure SDT-3, Implement
NEV Network.




The measure effectiveness would increase if the network has direct access to Mather Regional Park,
including Mather Golf Course. Currently NEVs cannot travel on Zinfandel Drive due to the speed limit,
so another pathway is needed to allow the NEV connection to Mather Regional Park. Consider
requiring a separate NEV connection in the Master Plan.
The NEV network as currently planned would share the class II bike lane. Most bicyclists would be
discouraged from using the bike lane if NEVs are in the bike lane traveling 35 miles per hour.
Consider providing class IV bike lanes to separate NEVs from bikes.

Greenhouse Gas Offsets: We recommend the County remove reference to the CAPCOA GHG Rx on page
7-26 since it is not a functioning offset program. Existing CARB-accredited offset registries provide both
regulatory- and non-regulatory-grade carbon offsets, the latter of which may be more suitable to project
needs.
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure CC-2 – Building Energy (page 7-24) discusses
the implementation of Tier 1 or 2 of the California Green Building Standards, which includes all-electric space
and water heating. We encourage this measure as feasible mitigation and provide the attached technical
memorandum discussing the available technologies, costs, and feasibility.
I have also attached a copy of our Rules and Regulations, and a standard notice regarding toxic air
contaminants.
Thank you again for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Mather South Community
Master Plan DEIR. You may contact me at (916) 874-4876 or rdubose@airquality.org if you have questions
about this letter.
Sincerely,

Rachel DuBose
Air Quality Planner
C: Paul Philley
Attachments:
Regulatory Authority of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District over the
Sacramento Rendering Company
AQMP Determination of Technical Adequacy
Technical Memorandum – Cost Analysis of Space Heating and Water Heating Systems
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
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Rules and Regulations Statement
Notice Regarding Toxic Air Contaminants
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REGULATORY AUTHORITY
OF THE
SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
OVER
THE SACRAMENTO RENDERING COMPANY
Sacramento Rendering Company (SRC) is a business that has operated in Sacramento County
since 1913. It has been at its current location on Kiefer Boulevard since the 1950s. SRC
receives restaurant grease and animal waste materials and renders them into products used in
the manufacturing of many everyday items such as soaps, cosmetics, candles, and animal feed.
Given the nature of the operations at SRC, the facility is regulated by a number of agencies,
including the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). The
SMAQMD’s role in regulating SRC is to ensure that SRC follows federal, state, and local air
pollution control regulations designed to protect the public health.
The principal method by which the SMAQMD regulates SRC is through a permit to operate. This
permit requires SRC to operate in accordance with specific conditions. These conditions are
enforced by regular compliance inspections. Due to the number of odor complaints the
SMAQMD receives regarding SRC, the facility is inspected frequently to ensure that it is
operating in full compliance with permit conditions.
The surrounding land uses have changed considerably since SRC began operating at its
current location. More recently, the County of Sacramento approved a large residential project
in the Sunrise/Douglas area. When that development was approved by the Sacramento County
Board of Supervisors, an agreement was reached between the developer, Sacramento County,
and SRC to install an enhanced odor control system prior to the issuance of any building
permits for structures located downwind of the plant. This particular odor control system was not
required by any air pollution control regulations – it was a voluntary effort by the developer and
SRC to reduce odors already known to exist around the plant. Even though this equipment was
voluntarily installed, it is still subject to SMAQMD permitting requirements to ensure that it meets
local, state, and federal emission requirements.
SRC has indicated that the odor control equipment it installed is a state-of-the-art system that
takes air from the rendering process through a combination of chemical and thermal treatments
to reduce pollutants and odors. The primary air pollutants emitted from rendering operations are
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). There are many different types of VOCs which may be
emitted, including organic sulfides, disulfides and aromatic compounds. Given the low odor
detection threshold for some compounds and varying sensitivities among individuals who may
detect odor downwind of the plant, it is possible to detect odors from SRC even though the odor
control equipment is being operated within design specifications and in full compliance with
SMAQMD permit conditions.
In addition to its authority to establish permit conditions to limit the discharge of air pollutants
from facilities, the SMAQMD has a nuisance rule (Rule 402) that, under most scenarios, would
apply when a facility operating in compliance with permit conditions is still causing a public odor
nuisance. However, California Civil Code Section 3482.6, “The Right to Farm Act”, specifically

(i) includes rendering plants in the definition of agricultural activity, and (ii) exempts agricultural
processing facilities and rendering plants from nuisance rules if the nuisance is due to changed
conditions that occur after an agricultural activity has been in continuous operation for more
than three years (so long as it was not a nuisance at the time it began operation).
SRC predates most of the other development in the surrounding area. Consequently, as to the
newer developments, if SRC is operating within the limits of its SMAQMD permit and the
SMAQMD receives odor complaints, the SMAQMD has no authority to take an enforcement
action against the facility.
However, the SMAQMD has worked with SRC in an effort to lessen odor impacts on the
community, and SRC is interested in hearing from surrounding residents, businesses, and the
general public with comments and/or concerns about their operations. To this end, SRC has
established a 24-Hour Hotline 1-800-339-6493 for reporting concerns. The hotline is staffed
during business hours and voice mail after hours. You can email SRC at
airyourthoughts@SRCCompanies.com or contact them by mail at 11350 Kiefer Boulevard,
Mather, CA 95830. Additional information on SRC may also be found on the County of
Sacramento’s website.
In summary, to ensure SRC properly operates its odor control equipment, the SMAQMD
conducts regular inspections of the plant. Under certain conditions, odors may be detected even
when this equipment is operated properly. Given the limitations of the SMAQMD’s authority as it
relates to rendering plants, odors alone do not constitute a violation of existing SMAQMD
regulations.

January 25, 2019
Sent Via Email Only
Todd Smith
Sacramento County Planning and Environmental Review
827 7th Street
Room 225
Sacramento, CA 95814
smithtodd@saccounty.net
Subject: Mather South Community Master Plan Air Quality Mitigation Plan (AQMP)
Thank you for the opportunity to review the January 2019 operational air quality mitigation plan (AQMP) for
the Mather South Community Master Plan. The Sac Metro Air District finds it technically adequate for CEQA
purposes. The mitigation will achieve a 15% reduction in operational criteria pollutants.
Thank you again for the opportunity to review. You may contact me at (916) 874-4876 or
rdubose@airquality.org if you have questions about this determination.
Sincerely,

Rachel DuBose
Air Quality Planner
C: Paul Philley
Attachments:
January 2019 Mather South Community Master Plan Air Quality Mitigation Plan

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
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June 22, 2016

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
To:

Paul Philley, Rachel Dubose and Tim Taylor, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District

From: Ron Friesen, Tasko Olevski, and Lit Chan
Subject: Cost Analysis of Space Heating and Water Heating Systems

Introduction
Ramboll Environ was tasked by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD) to conduct an analysis of the price differential for conventional and no/low Oxides of
Nitrogen (NOx) space heating and water heating systems for new construction single family homes in
the Sacramento metropolitan area. This technical memorandum provides a summary of our analysis
of the cost of installing and operating low- or no-NOx space and water heating system, as compared
to traditional systems available from the primary vendors of equipment in new residences. The
technical memorandum also includes description of our methodology, results and findings of the
analysis.
Based on the discussion with the SMAQMD, our investigation included the cost of the following
space heating technologies:


Traditional Natural Gas Furnaces;



Central split ducted heat pumps;



Ductless mini-split heat pumps;



Geothermal heat pumps (horizontal, vertical, pond/Lake and hybrid closed loop systems);



Central split heat pumps plus traditional furnaces; and



Central split heat pumps plus resistance heaters.

A comparison of the installation and operational costs of the low- and no-NOx systems with
conventional Title 24 compliant natural gas furnace heating systems currently being used in new
construction of single family homes is described in this Technical Memorandum. The analysis is
based on a typical or average size residence located in the Sacramento metropolitan area. The
methodology used to evaluate the average size residence and associated energy consumption is also
described.

Ramboll Environ, 773 San Marin Drive, Suite 2115, Novato, CA 94998
V +1 415.899.0700 F +1 415.899.0707
www.ramboll-environ.com

Our investigation of conventional natural gas fired space heating systems included review of data
provided by the California Energy Commission (CEC) for compliance with Title 24 standards, the
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) research and publications database, the Department
of Energy (DOE) and finally direct contacts with vendors and contractors. Operating costs included
the life expectancy of the technologies. Conventional space heating vendors investigated for cost
information included Carrier, Robur, Friedrich, Lennox, Ruud, Tempstar, Trane, Rheem, York,
Goodman, Geocool and Climate Master.
Our investigation of low-and no-NOx water heating systems, includes the following systems:


Traditional Natural Gas Furnaces;



Solar water heaters (with electric backup);



Tankless or demand water heaters;



Traditional Electric Heaters; and



Hybrid electric water heaters with heat pumps.

As with space heating systems, our investigation included review of data provided by the CEC for
compliance with Title 24 standards, the NREL research and publications database, the DOE and
finally, vendor quotes for both conventional and new technologies. Conventional water heater
vendors that were investigated included A.O. Smith, Rheem, Whirlpool, General Electric, and
Bradford White. Electric, tankless, solar and other low-and no-NOx vendors included A.O.Smith,
Rheem, Rinnai and Navien.
Similar to the analysis for low-and no-NOx space heating systems, our investigation included a
comparison of the installation and operational costs of the low- and no-NOx systems with
conventional Title 24 compliant natural gas water heating systems currently being used in the
construction of new single family homes.

Methodology
The California Building Energy Code Compliance (CBECC-Res) software1 was used for the purposes of
estimating electricity and/or natural gas consumption for the different types of space and water
heating technologies investigated. The software includes a pre-built 1-story 2100 ft2 Sacramento
home with all the building properties such as insulation, types of windows, solar radiation, etc.
already specified or calculated by the model. Therefore, this provided a consistent baseline for
comparing the different types of space or water heaters.

1

http://www.bwilcox.com/BEES/cbecc2016.html
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Conventional Space and Water Heating Systems
The heating load for a conventional system was based on the size of heat pumps that the pre-built
CBECC-Res model came with, which was 36,000 btu/hr, as well as research and discussions with
HVAC contractors in the Sacramento area. All space heating equipment was selected so that as a
minimum it has the 36,000 btu/hr heating output.
The hot water requirements for a 3-person home were developed from the document that was also
used by the CBECC software to estimate domestic hot water loads2. Taking the estimates from the
following hot water demand model into account, the hot water load was set at 40-50 gal/day and, as
such, a hot water tank with a similar capacity was selected. In terms of the energy input, the
standard 40 gal natural gas water heater is rated at 40,000 btu/hr and an electric water heater with
the same capacity has an input rating of 9,000 W.
Solar water heaters were sized with guidance from the energy department website3. The solar
collector area required was 54 ft2 and the storage capacity was anywhere from 60-130 gal, including
any storage capacity from a backup water heater. Several specific models of solar water heaters
were examined, and estimates from manufacturers were obtained. The exact specifications and
performance of these water heaters were obtained from the OG-300 Solar Rating & Certification
Corp. program4 which provides performance data of solar energy appliances under specific
conditions. This website was particularly useful as it provides information on how a certain solar
water system will perform in a certain climate zone. Therefore, the performance data obtained from
the website were applicable to this analysis.
Electric and Natural Gas Rates
Electric and natural gas rates were obtained from the Sacramento Metropolitan Utility District
(SMUD) and Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) respectively. The electrical rates are based on
the latest time-of-use rates5 that were averaged according to the amount of time in the year that the
rates apply. This aggregation was performed so that the rates can be used with the total annual
energy consumption provided by the CBECC-Res model. The aggregation for space and water heating
was performed differently and the main reason for this is that the Summer Super Peak rate is not
included in the aggregated space heating rate as space heating is unlikely to be required in the
Sacramento area during the summer months when the Super Peak rate applies.

2

http://www.bwilcox.com/BEES/docs/Kruis%20-%20Dhw%20Analysis%205.docx
http://energy.gov/energysaver/sizing-new-water-heater
4
https://secure.solar-rating.org/Certification/Ratings/RatingsSummaryPage.aspx?type=2
5
https://www.smud.org/en/residential/customer-service/rate-information/time-of-use-rate-information.htm
3
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Natural gas rates were obtained from the PG&E website6. Monthly historical rates were available
and an arithmetic average of the monthly data for the last 5 years was used. Also, similarly to the
electricity rate aggregation, two different rates were developed assuming that space heating is
required only in the winter months of November to March, and water heating is required throughout
the year. Details on the different rates developed and used in the calculations can be found in Table
1.
Table 1. Energy Rates in the Sacramento Metropolitan Area.
Water Heating

Space Heating

Unit

Electricity

0.1130

0.1070

$/kWh

Natural Gas

1.1409

1.1335

$/therm

Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions
The NOx emission rates were calculated using the SMAQMD rule 414 for residential gas water
heaters which limits NOx emissions to 10 ng/J7. The emissions factor for furnaces was taken from the
40 ng/J limit of SCAQMD rule 11118.
Net Present Value Calculation
The net present value calculations were performed over a 20 year period assuming a 7% interest
based on SMUD’s energy upgrades lending program9. There is certain equipment such as tank water
heaters with a 10 year lifetime and in this case it was assumed that a new water heater of the same
capacity, cost and ratings is purchased at the beginning of year 11.

Summary Results of Analysis
Water Heaters –Summary Result Tables
The capacity and types of water heaters examined is presented below. The efficiency of the water
heaters is expressed as either energy factor or solar factor for the solar water heaters. For the
calculation of the combined solar water heater with an electric or gas tank backup, it was assumed
that, due to the lower usage rate of the conventional heater, the lifetime is extended to 20 years
rather than the standard 10 year lifetime when it is the single source of hot water in a home. Table 2
below summarizes the water heater capacities and efficiency for the systems analysed and Table 3
provides a summary of the energy consumption, annual costs and average annual NOx emissions.

6

http://www.pge.com/tariffs/GRF.SHTML#RESGAS
http://www.airquality.org/rules/rule414.pdf
8
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-1111.pdf?sfvrsn=4
9
https://www.smud.org/assets/documents/pdf/Residential%20Financing%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf
7
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Table 2. Water Heater Capacities and Efficiencies.
Technology

Capacity

Model

Efficiency

Traditional System
Gas Tankless

120 kbtu/hr

Average

0.82 EF

Gas Tankless

120 kbtu/hr

Average

0.91 EF

Gas Tank

40 gal, 40 kbtu/hr

Average

0.62 EF

Gas Tank

40 gal, 40 kbtu/hr

Average
Low / No NOx

0.70 EF

Solar

54.1 sqft, 80 gal

VITOSOL 200F COMBI-PACKAGE 2-200F-300B-G

0.85 SF

Solar

54.1 sqft, 80 gal

HPAK 016 2 406 G 80 ACS Heliopak

0.75 SF

Solar

55.7 sqft, 135.7 gal

Sol-Reliant SR 56/80 E PVDB X

0.72 SF

Solar

54.1 sqft, 75 gal

HPAK 016 2 406 G 75PD AC S Z HELIOPAK

0.65 SF

Solar

54.8 sqft, 131 gal

SOLKIT-2N-ETK SOLAR HOT WATER PACKAGE Stiebel Eltron

0.62 SF

Electric Heat Pump

50 gal

AO Smith SHPT-50

2.75 EF

Electric Tank

40 gal, 9000 W

Average

0.95 EF

Table 3. Water Heater Energy Consumptions, Annual Costs and NOx Emissions.
Technology

Efficiency

Gas
consumption
(Therms)

Electricity
consumption
(kWh)

Annual cost ($)
Gas

Electricity

Annual NOx
Emissions (g)

Traditional Systems
Gas Tankless

0.82 EF

121.2

0

138

0

128

Gas Tankless

0.91 EF

109.2

0

125

0

115

Gas Tank

0.62 EF

167.2

0

191

0

176

Gas Tank

0.70 EF

145.1
Low NOx

0

166

0

153

Solar w/ gas backup

0.85 SF

72.2

0

82

0

76

Solar w/ gas backup

0.75 SF

81.5

0

93

0

86

Solar w/ gas backup

0.72 SF

84.4

0

96

0

89

Solar w/ gas backup

0.65 SF

90.6

0

103

0

96

Solar w/ gas backup

0.62 SF

93.3
No NOx

0

106

0

98

Solar w/ electric backup

0.85 SF

0

1145

0

129

0

Solar w/ electric backup

0.75 SF

0

1362

0

154

0

Solar w/ electric backup

0.72 SF

0

1426

0

161

0

Solar w/ electric backup

0.65 SF

0

1575

0

178

0

Solar w/ electric backup

0.62 SF

0

1639

0

185

0

Electric Heat Pump

2.75 EF

0

1008

0

114

0

Electric Tank

0.95 EF

0

2918

0

330

0
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Rebates to the equipment and installation cost in the form of tax credits were applied based on
information from the Energy Star program website10. Rebates from SMUD are applicable only for
replacing old equipment and were therefore not considered in this case for a new single family
home. The 30% rebate for solar water heaters significantly reduces the cost of installation and
purchase, bringing the otherwise high initial cost within range of more conventional water heating
technologies. An interesting new technology is the electric heat pump water heater, which comes
very close to traditional water heaters in terms of cost and virtually eliminates NOx emissions.
To provide a comparison of the different technologies, we have calculated the net present value
(NPV) of each system considering the annual energy cost, the equipment and installation costs. The
NPV results, along with annual NOx emissions, are shown in Table 4. Note that the installation cost
is included in the equipment cost unless it is specifically shown in the table. The NPV considers the
lifetime of the system and is calculated at 7% discount rate which is based on the SMUD home
energy program where you can borrow money to do home energy improvements at 6.99%.
Table 4. Water Heater Net Present Value (NPV).
Total
annual
energy
cost ($)

Federal
Tax
Equipment Installation
Credit
Cost ($)
cost ($)
Rebates
Traditional System

Technology

Efficiency

Gas Tankless

0.82 EF

138

$3,090

Gas Tankless

0.91 EF

125

$3,390

Gas Tank

0.62 EF

191

$1,440

Gas Tank

0.70 EF

166

$2,140

Lifetime
(years)

Annual
NOx
Emissions
(g)

$300

20

128

($4,072)

$300

20

115

($4,208)

10

176

($4,051)

10

153

($4,770)

Net Present
Value

Low NOx
Solar w/ gas
backup
Solar w/ gas
backup
Solar w/ gas
backup
Solar w/ gas
backup
Solar w/ gas
backup
Solar w/
electric
backup
Solar w/
electric
backup

10

0.85 SF

82

$6,176

$3,300

$2,843

20

76

($7,072)

0.75 SF

93

$5,800

$3,300

$2,730

20

86

($6,938)

0.72 SF

96

$5,700

$3,300

$2,700

20

89

($6,907)

0.65 SF

103

$4,800

$3,300

$2,430

20

96

($6,394)

0.62 SF

106

$4,300

$3,300
No NOx

$2,280

20

98

($6,100)

0.85 SF

129

$6,176

$3,300

$2,843

20

0

($7,570)

0.75 SF

154

$5,800

$3,300

$2,730

20

0

($7,584)

https://www.energystar.gov/about/federal_tax_credits
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Solar w/
electric
backup
Solar w/
electric
backup
Solar w/
electric
backup
Electric Heat
Pump
Electric Tank

0.72 SF

161

$5,700

$3,300

$2,700

20

0

($7,595)

0.65 SF

178

$4,800

$3,300

$2,430

20

0

($7,184)

0.62 SF

185

$4,300

$3,300

$2,280

20

0

($6,934)

2.75 EF

114

$2,500

$300

10

0

($4,308)

0.95 EF

330

$1,400

$300

10

0

($5,044)

Space Heaters –Summary Result Tables
The utility costs and specifications for the different space heaters examined are shown in Table 5
below. The last three rows of the table show the costs of running a heat pump or a central air
conditioner and a furnace as it is the norm in many homes in California.
Table 5. Space Heater Energy Consumption and Costs.

Technology
Gas Furnace
Central AC + Furnace
Gas Furnace
Central Split HP Ducted +
Furnace

Mini Split HP Ductless
Central Split HP Ducted
Geothermal ground loop,
horizontal, air
Geothermal ground loop,
horizontal, radiant
Geothermal ground loop,
vertical, air
Central Split HP Ducted +
Resistance Heater

Efficiency

Gas
Electricity
consumption consumption
(Therms)
(kWh)
Traditional System

Total annual utility cost
Gas +
Electricity Electricity
Gas ($)
($)
($)

0.80 EF

203.3

179

230

19

250

3 RT + 0.8 EF

203.3
Low NOx

179

230

19

250

0.90 EF

180.7

179

205

19

224

3 RT + 0.8 EF

81.32
No NOx

1109

92

119

211

0

2119

0

227

227

0

1922

0

206

206

3.4 COP

0

2119

0

227

227

3.3 COP

0

2119

0

227

227

3.4 COP

0

2119

0

227

227

3 RT

0

3136

0

335

335

9.85 HSPF,
5 RT
8.80 HSPF,
5RT

Ramboll Environ US Coporation, 773 San Marin Drive, Suite 2115, Novato, CA 94998
V +1 415.899.0700 F +1 415.899.0707
www.ramboll-environ.com
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The energy consumption and cost calculations in the Table 5 and net present value calculations in
Table 6 below include only the energy consumed for heating for the year. The net present value is
based on a 20 year average lifetime of the equipment and utility costs with a 7% discount rate. The
calculations for the systems in Table 5 and 6 which include a combination of a heat pump with either
resistance heater or gas furnace assume that the heat pump is used to heat the home to its full
capacity and the furnace or electric heater is used to supplement the heating load. This is because a
heat pump sized only for cooling is generally smaller than one sized for both heating and cooling by
itself. This is evident in the capacities of the heat pump selected, as the mini split and central heat
pump are both sized at approximately 5 tons of refrigeration (RT) and the heat pumps used in
conjunction with a furnace or electric heater have a capacity of 3 tons of refrigeration. When this is
used as a basis of comparison with new technologies such as a large heat pump that is sized to heat
and cool the home without supplemental gas or electricity heating, the low-NOx heat pump
alternatives are comparable in terms of the cost and net present value.
Table 6. Space Heater Net Present Value (NPV).

Technology
Gas Furnace
Central AC + Furnace
Gas Furnace
Central Split HP Ducted +
Furnace

Mini Split HP Ductless
Central Split HP Ducted
Geothermal ground
loop, horizontal, air
Geothermal ground
loop, horizontal, radiant
Geothermal ground
loop, vertical, air
Central Split HP Ducted +
Resistance Heater

Efficiency

Total
annual
utility
Equipment Installation
5
cost
cost
cost
Traditional System

0.80 EF

$250

$1,000

3 RT + 0.8 EF

$250

$8,305
Low NOx

0.90 EF

$224

$1,400

3 RT + 0.8 EF

$211

$8,305
No NOx

$227

$3,300

$206

$1,767

3.4 COP

$227

3.3 COP

Federal
Tax
Credit
Rebates

Net
present
value

858

($6,153)

858

($10,125)

762

($8,125)

$300

343

($9,714)

$1,500

$300

0

($6,607)

$4,695

$300

0

($7,937)

$34,000

$10,200

0

($24,644)

$227

$29,500

$8,850

0

($21,700)

3.4 COP

$227

$26,000

$7,800

0

($19,411)

3 RT

$335

$5,555

$300

0

($8,465)

9.85 HSPF,
5 RT
8.80 HSPF,
5RT

$2,755

Annual
NOx
emissions
(g)

$300
$4,755

Ramboll Environ US Coporation, 773 San Marin Drive, Suite 2115, Novato, CA 94998
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Conclusions
The results from this brief study indicate that heat pumps are a viable alternative to conventional
space and water heating technologies. Taking rebates and higher efficiency into consideration the
air-source water and space heaters have similar costs to the traditional methods while eliminating
NOx emissions. This study can be further expanded by including the costs of cooling a home in
Sacramento which is as significant, if not more significant as heating and also because heat pumps as
an alternative have the potential to provide both heating and cooling.
The findings presented in this memorandum are strongly dependent on the utility prices which
fluctuate and can change the affordability of some water and space heaters. For example based on
annual historical averages of electricity prices from the CEC11 in the period from 1977 to 2012 SMUD
has had the lowest or second lowest residential rate out of all utility districts in California, with prices
of other utility districts being anywhere from more than double to 30% higher. An increase in
electricity prices with all else being equal would make natural gas options more attractive and
decrease further the net present value of heat pump systems.
In addition to the information presented in this report the maintenance and reliability costs can
affect the results and decision to purchase different water and space heating systems. These were
not examined in this analysis but can be included in future work. Future work can also include
different air pollutants or issues such as noise of the equipment as many low or no NOx technologies
such as heat pumps include pumps and compressors which are usually noisier than a traditional gas
furnace.
Alternative heating technologies that can also be included with further research and consideration
are larger geothermal heat pumps that can be shared between a group of housing or a whole
housing development. This should reduce the impact of the high installation cost of geothermal heat
pumps and also eliminate NOx emissions from furnaces. For example Ball State University in in
Muncie, IN installed a large geothermal heat pump in 2012 that cools and heats 47 campus buildings,
replacing gas fired boilers and providing $2 million in annual savings12.
A combined summary table of all alternatives, as well as the energy rate calculations and raw
equipment data are shown in the attachments.
ATTACHMENTS
Combined Summary Tables of All Alternatives

11
12

http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/electricity/Utility-Wide_Average.xls
http://cms.bsu.edu/about/geothermal
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Sac Metro Air District Rules & Regulations Statement (revised 6/2018)
The following statement is recommended as standard condition of approval or construction
document language for all development projects within the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (Sac Metro Air District):
All projects are subject to Sac Metro Air District rules in effect at the time of construction. A
complete listing of current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by calling 916-874-4800.
Specific rules that may relate to construction activities or building design may include, but are
not limited to:
Rule 201: General Permit Requirements. Any project that includes the use of equipment
capable of releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require permit(s) from Sac Metro Air
District prior to equipment operation. The applicant, developer, or operator of a project that
includes an emergency generator, boiler, or heater should contact the Sac Metro Air District
early to determine if a permit is required, and to begin the permit application process. Other
general types of uses that require a permit include, but are not limited to, dry cleaners, gasoline
stations, spray booths, and operations that generate airborne particulate emissions.
Portable construction equipment (e.g. generators, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment,
etc.) with an internal combustion engine over 50 horsepower is required to have a Sac Metro Air
District permit or a California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration (PERP) (see
Other Regulations below).
Rule 402: Nuisance. The developer or contractor is required to prevent dust or any emissions
from onsite activities from causing injury, nuisance, or annoyance to the public.
Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust emissions from
earth moving activities, storage or any other construction activity to prevent airborne dust from
leaving the project site.
Rule 414: Water Heaters, Boilers and Process Heaters Rated Less Than 1,000,000 BTU
PER Hour. The developer or contractor is required to install water heaters (including residence
water heaters), boilers or process heaters that comply with the emission limits specified in the
rule.
Rule 417: Wood Burning Appliances. This rule prohibits the installation of any new,
permanently installed, indoor or outdoor, uncontrolled fireplaces in new or existing
developments.
Rule 442: Architectural Coatings. The developer or contractor is required to use coatings that
comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule.
Rule 453: Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials. This rule prohibits the use of
certain types of cut back or emulsified asphalt for paving, road construction or road
maintenance activities.

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax
www.airquality.org

Sac Metro Air District Rules & Regulations Statement
Page 2
Rule 460: Adhesives and Sealants. The developer or contractor is required to use adhesives
and sealants that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule.
Rule 902: Asbestos. The developer or contractor is required to notify the Sac Metro Air District
of any regulated renovation or demolition activity. Rule 902 contains specific requirements for
surveying, notification, removal, and disposal of asbestos containing material.
Other Regulations (California Code of Regulations (CCR))
17 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 1, Subchapter 7.5, §93105 Naturally Occurring Asbestos: The
developer or contractor is required to notify the Sac Metro Air District of earth moving projects,
greater than 1 acre in size in areas “Moderately Likely to Contain Asbestos” within eastern
Sacramento County. The developer or contractor is required to comply with specific
requirements for surveying, notification, and handling soil that contains naturally occurring
asbestos.
13 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 5, Portable Equipment Registration Program: The
developer or contractor is required to comply with all registration and operational requirements
of the portable equipment registration program such as recordkeeping and notification.
13 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 4.8, §2449(d)(2) and 13 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 10,
Article 1, §2485 regarding Anti-Idling: Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off
when not in use or reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes. These apply to diesel powered offroad equipment and on-road vehicles, respectively.

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax
www.airquality.org

Notice: Permitted and Unpermitted Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants
Lead Agencies should make a concerted effort to disclose potential TAC-related health impacts
from:
•

locating sources of TAC emissions in close proximity to existing or future planned
receptors (e.g., gasoline dispensing facilities subject to District permits and nonpermitted sources of TACs such as high traffic volume roadways), and,

•

locating receptors in close proximity to an existing or future planned source of TAC
emissions.

Permitted sources can be identified using SMAQMD’s Permitted Locations online tool, and the
EPA’s Toxics Release Inventory Explorer search tools.
For more information, refer to Chapter 5 of our CEQA Guide.

Letter 14

Letter 15

Letter 16

Letter 17

Carol W. Witham

1141 37th Street, Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 452-5440, (916) 761-7886
carolwwitham@gmail.com
February 21, 2019
Sacramento County
Office of Planning and environmental Review
Attn: Environmental Coordinator
th
827 7 Street, Room 225
Sacramento, CA 95814
CEQA@saccounty.net
RE:

VIA EMAIL

Mather South Community Master Plan Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report
State Clearinghouse No. #2014062087
County Control Number PLNP2013-00065

To Whom It May Concern,
Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Mather South Community Master
Plan Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).
GENERAL COMMENTS
I applaud the project proponent and the County for engaging the Mather Alliance and others to revise the
project in a fashion that is more cognizant and protective of the natural resources of the site. Increasing
the preserve acreage, realigning roads for traffic calming, and an environmental education center will be
beneficial for both the human and wildlife residents of the area.
I also concur with comments from the Mather Alliance and others regarding the name of the primary road
which will abut the Mather Preserve. Eagle’s Nest Road has been the name of this road for many
decades. The change in 2013 to Zinfandel Drive was made while the County envisioned major
development along its north-south transportation corridor. Following the changes related to road
alignment and traffic calming in the proposed Mather South project, it is more appropriate that the road
retain its original name. Eagle’s Nest Road captures the essence of the nature preserve landscape. The
name will also give motorists a heightened awareness of natural areas through which they are traversing.
Appropriate roadside signage should also be required as part of this project’s mitigation package.
There is general concern within the Sacramento environmental community that the Mather Preserve is
not being properly managed and funded. In particular, the site continues to degrade as a result of weed
invasions and human trespass. I urge the County to become more proactive in ensuring that the natural
resources of the Mather Preserve are being preserved and managed. This requires development of a
comprehensive Weed Management Plan and a Public Access Plan. While spelled out in the Wetlands
Management Plan approved by the agencies in 2014 and adopted by the County Board of Supervisors in
2015, these additional plans have yet to be developed but are urgently needed.
DOCUMENT COMMENTS
I believe that the administrative record for this proposed action is incomplete. There was a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) issued on June 27, 2014 for Control Number PLNP2013-00065. No copy of that NOP
and resulting comment letters have been incorporated into the DEIR. Only the comment letters received
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from the revised NOP issued on January 5, 2017 have been included as an appendix to the DEIR. I have
attached a comment letter from the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) dated July 28, 2014 written in
response to the original NOP. That letter gives CNPS standing in this environmental review process. The
letter and attachment are hereby incorporated.
Most of the mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts to biological resources are pretty
vague. They rely on yet-to-be-developed plans or actions. The DEIR then assumes that a regulatory
approved plan constitutes adequate mitigation and will result in less than significant impacts. The project
cannot simply defer discussion and disclosure of the environmental consequences of the mitigation
portion of the project to some future plan. Exactly what are the environmental impacts of creating or
restoring >14 acres of vernal pool invertebrate habitat? Given the Record of Decision on the Sunridge
Projects, where within the Mather Core Recovery Area will this mitigation occur? And, will use of these
lands preclude the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan from achieving its conservation
strategy?
SPECIFIC COMMENTS
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.
Mitigation Measure BR-7. (pages 6-44 through 6-46): Again this mitigation measure is simply a plan to
make a plan that satisfies the regulatory agencies. On one hand, using reference populations for
determining success of re-established populations is appropriate. On the other, where have any analyses
of the feasibility of transplantation or other measures been provided? What remediation will be required if
the transplantation is unsuccessful?
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 concludes 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 detailed mitigation requirements
regarding monitoring and measurable outcomes needs to be made for Western Spadefoot mitigation.
SUMMARY
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. This is unfortunate because public participation can and often does improve design and
mitigation implementation.
Sincerely,

Carol W. Witham

California Native Plant Society
July 28, 2014
Catherine Hack, Environmental Coordinator
Department of Community Development
Planning and Environmental Review Division
827 7th Street, Room 220
Sacramento, CA 95814
DERA@saccounty.net
Subject:

VIA EMAIL

Mather South Community Master Plan,
Notice or Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
PLNP2013-00065

Dear Ms. Hack,
The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a statewide non-profit organization of some
10,000 scientists, educators, and laypeople dedicated to the conservation and understanding of
the California native flora. As a science-based conservation organization, we believe that good
land use decisions must be accompanied by a thorough assessment of the environmental
impacts as required by the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, the Clean Water Act,
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), and other resource protection laws. CNPS commented on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement prepared under NEPA for the Mather Specific Plan on August 12, 2012.
Since several of those comments are germane to this subset of that project, we have attached a
copy of that comment letter and hereby incorporate it by reference.
General Comments:
We note that the permit application specifically states that “additional permitting requirements of
the project include:
1. Approval of a Water Supply Assessment by the Sacramento County Water Agency.
2. Federal Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency).
3. Federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service).
4. Section 401 Water Quality Certification (Regional Water Quality Control Board – Central
Valley Region).
5. Section 402 Natural Pollutants Discharge Permit (Regional Water Quality Control Board
– Central Valley Region).”
And we understand from past experience that the 404 Permit required under Item 2 and the
Section 7 Consultation under Item 3 will require some type of compensatory wetland and
endangered species mitigation. In order to inform the public of the entirety of the project and its
environmental effects, the project description must include information about the mitigation that
will be included as part of the project. Additionally, disclosure of the environmental effects
associated with performing that mitigation must be included.
The project cannot simply defer discussion and disclosure of the environmental consequences
of the mitigation portion of the project by stating that a Mitigation Plan will be developed and
approved by the agencies. This circumvents public disclosure and the public’s ability to
comment upon the mitigation which is the spirit of CEQA. This is unfortunate because public
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participation can and often does have beneficial impacts on project design and mitigation
implementation. Even if the exact mitigation site is unknown at the time of preparation of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report, it is the responsibility of the lead agency to provide a
general summary of the environmental impacts of the mitigation and establish measurable
mitigation measures for both the development project proposed by the applicant and any
measures needed to minimize the impact of that mitigation.
And finally, please provide analysis of how the County plans to conform to the Sunridge Projects
ROD: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) Record of Decision (dated 25 January 2011)
related to the Sunridge Projects in the City of Rancho Cordova states the following:
“e. The Corps recognizes the significant cumulative loss of vernal pool wetlands within
the Mather Core Recovery Area. For future unavoidable impacts to vernal pools within
the Mather Core Recovery Area… compensatory mitigation shall be:
1) based on a method for assessing the functions of all waters of the U.S. on the
project site;
2) accomplished at a ratio of greater than 1:1, after considering direct and
indirect impacts, temporal loss and difficulties creating vernal pool wetlands; and
3) located in the Mather Core Recovery Area, unless determined impracticable or
inappropriate by the Corps.”
Specifically, where within the Mather Core Recovery Area is there sufficient disturbed land in
which to construct >20 wetted acres of compensatory vernal pools? And will use of these lands
preclude the final development of the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan or any of
the other development projects the County is moving forward on?
Summary:
On behalf of CNPS, I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Mather South
Community Master Plan NOP. Please keep me informed of further developments related to this
project and any others that may impact vernal pools.
Sincerely,

Carol W. Witham, President
CNPS Sacramento Valley Chapter
1141 37th Street
Sacramento CA 95816
cwitham@ncal.net

California Native Plant Society
August 12, 2012
Kathleen A. Dadey
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, CA, 95814-2922
Kathleen.a.dadey@usace.army.mil
Subject:

VIA EMAIL

Mather Specific Plan Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Permit File SPK-2002-00561

Dear Ms. Dadey,
The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a statewide non-profit organization of some
10,000 scientists, educators, and laypeople dedicated to the conservation and understanding of
the California native flora. As a science-based conservation organization, we believe that good
land use decisions must be accompanied by a thorough assessment of the environmental
impacts as required by the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, the Clean Water Act,
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the California Environmental Quality Act, and
other resource protection laws. CNPS commented on the initial Public Notice for this project on
March 15, 2010. We hereby incorporate that letter by reference.
Below are CNPS’s procedural, general and specific comments related to the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Mather Specific Plan Project:
Procedural Comments:
CNPS requests that the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) be produced in such a
fashion that reviewers can see exactly what changes have been made to the document. This is
usually done in strikeout (for deletions) and underline (for insertions). Although not required by
law, providing the FEIS in this fashion is more to the spirit of transparent public disclosure.
General Comments:
Incomplete environmental setting and impact analysis: The Mather Specific Plan DEIS calls for
mitigation of loss of endangered species habitat and wetlands. This mitigation may include
construction of nearly 32 acres of vernal pool habitat. The environmental impacts of performing
the required mitigation are not disclosed in the document.
Inappropriate deferral of mitigation: The Mather Specific Plan DEIS calls for mitigation measures
that are deferred to a future date. It states that the mitigation will occur and provides options for
how it might occur, but defers actual determination of exactly what measures in what
proportions to some future date.
Feasibility of proposed wetland mitigation: The Mather Specific Plan DEIS does not identify
either a mitigation bank at which credits might be purchased, or a parcel that might be used to
develop nearly 32 acres of compensatory mitigation. The option of on-site restoration or
enhancement is not going to provide the 32 acres needed.
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Mitigation measures lack measurable outcomes: The mitigation measures need measurable
outcomes to determine if they are successful. Simply stating that implementing a mitigation
measure will result in less than significant impacts does not make it so. The measures need to
be more rigorous, include measurable outcomes and include monitoring to ensure that the
outcomes are being met.
Please provide analysis of conformity with the Sunridge Projects ROD: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ (Corps) Record of Decision (dated 25 January 2011) related to the Sunridge Projects
in the City of Rancho Cordova states the following:
“e.
The Corps recognizes the significant cumulative loss of vernal pool
wetlands within the Mather Core Recovery Area. For future unavoidable impacts
to vernal pools within the Mather Core Recovery Area… compensatory mitigation
shall be:
1) based on a method for assessing the functions of all waters of the
U.S. on the project site;
2) accomplished at a ratio of greater than 1:1, after considering direct
and indirect impacts, temporal loss and difficulties creating vernal pool
wetlands; and
3) located in the Mather Core Recovery Area, unless determined
impracticable or inappropriate by the Corps.”
Specific Comments:
Mitigation Measure 5.1a, pages 4.5-5 and 4.5-6: This measure requires compensation for
habitat loss for the vernal pool species. One option in this measure is to enhance or restore
wetlands within the proposed Preserve. This action would necessarily have indirect effects on
nearby wetlands and direct temporal effects on any feature being enhanced or restored.
Analysis of and compensation for these impacts is not addressed.
Mitigation Measure 5.5, page 4.5-11: Exactly how does digging up an occasional adult
spadefoot and relocating it, provided one can actually be found using the methods described,
reduce impacts to less than significant? Breeding pools are being directly impacted by the
Project. More specific mitigation, including measurable outcomes and monitoring needs to be
included for Western Spadefoot.
Mitigation Measures 5.9a and 5.9b, page 4.5-14: Preparation of a plan to relocate plant species
is not mitigation per se. A mitigation measure for special-status plant species needs to have
goals, measurable results and monitoring. Again, how do these measures, as stated without any
specificity, reduce impacts to less than significant?
Alternative B, pages 4.5-15 through 4.5-23: Comments above apply to the mitigation
measures for this alternative. Additionally, the Western Spadefoot mitigation measure on
page 4.5-22 is incorrectly cites as Mitigation Measure 5.5a.
Alternative C, pages 4.5-23 through 4.5-31: Comments above apply to the mitigation
measures for this alternative. Again the Western Spadefoot mitigation measure on page
4.5-30 is incorrectly cited.
Mitigation Measure 6.1, page 4.6-6: Creation or restoration of 40+ acres of Waters of the US will
have environmental consequences that are not discussed in the DEIS. What are the
environmental impacts of implementing this mitigation measure?
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Alternative B and Alternative C: The comments above apply to the analysis of these
impacts as well.
Summary:
On behalf of CNPS, I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Mather Specific
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
While CNPS understands that this DEIS is project level for the proposed infrastructure
components and program level for the remaining development, the lack of specificity in
mitigation measures is troubling. Most 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.
If project-level Environmental Assessments are prepared in the future relying on this EIS, the
public will have no further opportunity to comment on the appropriateness and feasibility of
project specific mitigation measures. This is unfortunate because public participation can and
often does have beneficial impacts of project design and mitigation implementation.
Sincerely,

Carol W. Witham
1141 37th Street
Sacramento CA 95816
cwitham@ncal.net

Letter 18

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Smith. Todd
Lynch. Jessica
Fwd: Mather South DEIR comment - Regional Parks
Friday, February 22, 2019 1:50:55 PM
image001.gif
image002.jpg

Begin forwarded message:
From: PER-CEQA <CEQA@saccounty.net>
Date: February 22, 2019 at 1:13:14 PM PST
To: "Smith. Todd" <smithtodd@saccounty.net>
Subject: FW: Mather South DEIR comment - Regional Parks

Andrea Guerra, Senior Office Assistant
Office of Planning and Environmental Review
827 7th Street, Room 225A, Sacramento, CA 95814 | (916) 874-2862
www.saccounty.net

From: McDaniel. Mikki <mcdanielm@saccounty.net>
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019 1:06 PM
To: PER-CEQA <CEQA@saccounty.net>
Subject: Mather South DEIR comment - Regional Parks
I am submitting one comment below on the Mather South DEIR on behalf of the
Department of Regional Parks.
Plate PD-12: Existing and Proposed Bikeway Master Plan – The regional trail on
the north end of the project area along the golf course is missing from the proposed
bikeway master plan.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Mikki McDaniel

Mikki McDaniel
Associate Planner
Department of Regional Parks

County of Sacramento
(916) 875-0283
McDanielM@saccounty.net

Letter 19
State of California - Natural Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

GAVIN NEWSOM. Governor

CHARLTONH. BONHAM, Director

North Central Region
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-4599
916-358-2900

www.wildlife.ca.aov

March 14, 2019
Todd Smith

Sacramento County Office of Planning and Environmental Review
827 7'^^ Street, Room 225
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject;

MATHER SOUTH COMMUNITY MASTER PLAN PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SCH# 2014062087

Dear Mr. Smith:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received and reviewed the draft
Environmental Impact Report from Sacramento County for the Mather South
Community Master Plan Project (Project) in Sacramento County pursuant the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statute and guidelines.''
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding
those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish, wildlife, plants and
their habitats. Likewise, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding
those aspects of the Project that CDFW, by law, may need to exercise its own
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code (Fish & G. Code).
CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California's Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7,
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd.

(a).). CDFW in its trustee capacity has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species {Id., § 1802.). Similarly, for purposes of CEQA,
CDFW provides, as available, biological expertise during public agency environmental
review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the
potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may
need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As
proposed, for example, the Project may be subject to CDFW's lake and streambed
alteration regulatory authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The "CEQA Guidelines" are
found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.
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implementation of the Project as proposed may result In Take^ as defined by State law
of any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish &
G. Code, § 2050 et seq.). the project proponent may seek related Take authorization as
provided by the Fish and Game Code.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

The Project is approximately 848-acres located on the northeast comer of Kiefer
Boulevard and Zinfandel Drive, located in the Cordova community of unincorporated
Sacramento County. It is approximately 10 miles east of downtown Sacramento via
Highway 50 and is generally situated within the central portion of Sacramento County.
The Project includes a master plan community with up to 3,522 residential dwelling units
of various densities (multi-family, detached, and attached single-family), a 28-acre
environmental education campus including 200 multi-family dwelling units, a 21-acre
research and development park, two elementary schools, a 6-acre community center,
21 acres of commercial-retail with up to 225,000 square feet of retail space, 44 acres of
parkland including 26 acres of neighborhood parks and a 17-acre community park, 210
acres of open space areas that include a 53-acre portion of the Mather Preserve west of
Zinfandel Drive, as well as other natural preserves and drainage con'idors, stormwater
quality and detention basins, landscape buffers, and public utility conidors all connected
by multi-use pedestrian and bicycle trails.
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish,
wildlife, native plants, and the habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations
of those species (i.e. biological resources). CDFW offers the comments and
recommendations presented below to assist Sacramento County in adequately
identifying and/or mitigating the Project's significant or potentially significant, Impacts on
biological resources. The comments and recommendations are also offered to enable
CDFW to adequately review and comment on the proposed Project with respect to
impacts on biological resources. CDFW recommends that the final EIR address the
following:
Regulatory Setting

Biological Resources (Section 6, Page 23) defines the Regulatory Setting under the
Califomia Fish and Game Code for animals and plants. This paragraph should
reference Section 4150 of the Fish and Game Code, which defines nongame mammals

2 Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code defines "take" as "hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt,
pursue, catch, capture, or kill
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and Identifies that a nongame mammal may not be Taken or possessed except as
provided elsewhere in the Fish and Game Code.
Project Scoping

The Biological Resources Report for the draft EIR states that only the Folsom USGS
quad was searched In CNDDB. It Is common practice to do a 9-quad search when
compiling the species list for this type of report. Thus, CDFW recommends using the 9quad search results to detemiine which special-status species have the potential to be
impacted by the Project. A 9-quad search from CDFW's BIOS online tool identifies at
least 17 additional special-status species not analyzed under Table BR-3 and
subsequent sections:
Table 1. Additional Species from a g-quad Search
Common Name

Scientific Name

double-crested cormorant

Phalacrocorax auritus

dwarf downingia
ferruginous hawk
great blue heron

Downingia pusilla
Buteo regalis
Ardea herodias

great egret

Ardea alba

Heckard's pepper-grass

Lepidium latipes var. heci(ardii

merlin

Faico columbarius

Northern California black walnut

Juglans hindsii
Antrozous pallidus
Cuscuta obtusiflora var. glandulosa
Navarretia myersii ssp. myersii
Progne subis
Trifolium hydrophilum
/We/05p/zamelodia
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
Hibiscus lasiocarpos var. occidentaiis
Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus

pallid bat
Peruvian dodder

pincushion navarretia
purple martin
saline clover

song sparrow

western yellow-billed cuckoo
woolly rose-mallow
yellow-headed blackbird

The list in Table 1 should be reviewed and analyzed. CDFW recommends Sacramento
County perform its own to 9-quad search to further strengthen the impact analysis of the
final EIR. If additional species are identified with the potential to be Impacted by the
proposed Project, then the draft EIR should be revised to include this analysis as well.
CDFW considers adverse Project-related impacts to sensitive species and habitats to

be significant to both local and regional ecosystems, and the final EIR should Include
appropriate mitigation measures for adverse Project-related impacts to these resources.
Mitigation measures should emphasize avoidance and reduction of Project impacts. For
unavoidable impacts, onsite preservation, habitat restoration, and/or enhancement
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should be evaluated and discussed in detail. If onsite mitigation is not feasible or would

not be biologically viable and therefore not adequately mitigate the loss of biological
functions and values, offsite mitigation through habitat creation and/or acquisition and

preservation in perpetuity should be addressed in the final EIR.
Assessment of Biologicai Resources

Species such as bats are included in the definition of nongame mammals referenced
above, but not assessed through the draft EIR. The riparian habitat within the Plan Area
may contain suitable roosting habitat and the grassland may contain suitable foraging
habitat for bat species that may be adversely affected by the Project. Since the Project
covers considerable area, other mammalian species may also be impacted. CDFW
recommends analysis such as bat habitat assessment or a mammal study to identify
impacts.
The draft EIR is not clear about the methodology used, for detemiining whether a

species was present. The list of reports on pages 6-2 and 6-3 does not describe the
methodology of Project-specific surveys, if conducted, or when surveys were
conducted. CDFW recommends including clear descriptions of the surveys completed
and the survey results for species present or with the potential to be present. Species
such as Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle {Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus){\/ELB), Bogg's Lake Hedge-hyssop {Gratiola heterosepala), etc. are
discussed but need further survey detail.
Plant Survey

The draft EIR only references surveys by WRA (2004) and for focused species in 20062008 by Carol Whitham. Plant survey methodology was not described, and It Is
unknown whether the Project biologists conducted rare plant surveys according to
established protocol before determining that certain species were not present. Due to
the high number of potential special-status plants within the Project area, CDFW
recommends conducting a new set of surveys that are more recent and that
demonstrate use of the Protocol for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status
Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (see
httD://www,dfq.ca.aov/wildlife/nonqame/survev monitor.html) to identify rare plants that
may occur on the Project site or othenA/ise be impacted by Project activities. Failure to
locate a plant during the floristic surveys of one field season does not constitute
evidence that the plant is absent from the surveyed location. The timing and number of
visits necessary to conduct a floristic survey should be determined by geographic
location, the natural communities present and the weather patterns of the year, with the
understanding that more than one field visit, or field season may be necessary to
accurately survey the floristic diversity of a site and detect the presence of specialstatus plant taxa. To conduct a new survey or reach compliance for an existing survey.
CDFW recommends:
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•

•

Botanical surveys be floristic (every plant taxon that occurs on a site is identified
to the taxonomic level necessary to determine rarity and listing status)
Surveys be conducted in the field at the time of year when target plant taxa are
both evident and identifiable (usually during flowering or fruiting), and multiple
visits to a site be made (e.g. in early, mid. and late-season) to accurately survey
the floristic diversity of the site and detect the presence of all special-status plant
taxa that are evident and identifiable

•

Nearby reference populations be visited whenever possible to detemiine if known
special status plant populations are evident and identifiable this year, and to
obtain a visual image of the target species, associated habitat, and associated
natural community. Reference populations may be particularly important to
ensure that the timing of surveys is appropriate and to help substantiate negative
findings in adverse conditions

Again, additional field seasons of surveys may be necessary to accurately survey the
floristic diversity of a site and substantiate negative findings. This may be particularly
true because of the high diversity of plants in the vicinity and high potential for annual or
short-lived perennial plant taxa.

The draft EIR suggests that some surveys are to be completed immediately prior to
groundbreaking. Phasing of the projects in the Project area could change the hydrology
of the system which could in-evocably and adversely affect vernal pool/swale
ecosystems that are hydrologically connected. Changing the hydrology of the area
could affect special-status species that may be present in subsequent phasing areas or
within the onslte/offsite preserves that will not be surveyed according to the draft EIR.
Further discussion of potentially significant impacts is provided in the California
Endangered Species Act section below, but CDFW recommends completion of
comprehensive surveys prior to circulation of the final EIR. The final EIR should provide
the results along with a clear explanation of where, when, and how many surveys were
conducted along with a rationale for this detemnlnatlon.
Analysis of Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources
Upland habitat adjacent to streams and wetlands, provide critical habitat to semi-aquatic
reptiles and amphibians, in addition to their importance to aquatic habitat function. A
summary of 65 wetland-dependent amphibian and reptile species shows their core

upland habitats ranged more than 100 meters (328 feet) from wetlands.^ Amphibians,
which are dependent on wetlands for reproduction and juvenile life stages, are

demonstrated to depend upon and range widelyin adjacent uplands as adults.^Wetland

3 Semlilsch, R.D. and Bodie, J.R. (2003) Biologicalcriteria for buffer zones around wetlands and riparian habitats
for amphibiansand reptiles. Conservation Biology, 17, 1219-1228.
4 Rittenhouse, T.A.G. and Semlitsch, R.D. (2007) Distribution of Amphibians in Terrestrial Habitat Surrounding
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buffers of 15 to 30 meters (-50 to 100-feet) wide have been shown to provide

inadequate habitat protection for amphibians and reptiles.^Buffers help maintain
important microclimate characteristics such as air temperature, relative humidity, and
wind speed In adjacent wetlands and riparian forest habitats. Many amphibians and
reptiles, for example, rely on a certain microclimate range for all or some of their habitat

needs®®as do bird species^and mammals.® It has been concluded that at a minimum, a
45-meter (-147 foot) buffer (as measured along each side of a stream) is necessary to
maintain a natural microclimate along streams.®
The draft EIR does not analyze the viability of the open space drainage preserves.
Although the draft EIR protects watercourses, narrow open space drains are
sunnounded by development. The exact size of the open space drains and the reason
why that size was determined should be identified in the final EIR. Likewise, CDFW
questions which species would still benefit from these nanrow open space drainages.
Narrow natural habitats are often indicative of habitat fragmentation that reduces the
ecological function of the cun^ent drainage regime. Through development, high density
human influence increases in these drainage conidors, where there is cun-ently little to
no human impact. Risk of trash and chemical pollution, domestic pets, and habitat
obstmction all decrease the functionality of the habitat. CDFW recommends an analysis
of these impacts and how design changes or mitigation measures can be enacted to
reduce impacts.

Residential and commercial development within areas identified for their high value as
habitat for fish and wildlife can result In significant cumulative impacts due to habitat
fragmentation. Adverse effects of roads and structures placed in or near
preserve/natural areas include increased wildlife road-kill, increased garbage and
roadside dumping, light and noise disturbances, the introduction of invasive species,
harassment and killing of wildlife by domestic animals, and an increase in predator
fauna such as corvids (jays, crows, and ravens). These affect the long-temi

Wetlands. Wetlands, 27,153-161.

5 Petranka, J.W., Eldridge, M.E., Haley K.E.{1993) Effectsof Timber Harvesting on Southern Appalachian
Salamanders. Conservation Biology, 7,363-369.

6 Machtans,C.S., Villard, M.A., Hannon, S.J., 1996. Use of riparian buffer strips as movementcorridors by forest
birds. Conservation Biology, 10, 1366-1379.

7 Feldhamer, G.A. and Rochelle (1982) Mountain beaver (Aplodontia rufa). Wild mammals ofNorth America, 167175.

8 Raedeke, K.J, Taber, R.D., Paige, D.K. (1988) Ecology of large mammals in riparian systems of Pacific Northwest
forests. Streamside management: riparian and forestry interactions, 113-132.
9 Broso&ke, K.D, Chen, J. Naiman, R.J., Franklin, J.F. (1997) Harvesting Effects on Microclimate Gradients from
Small Streams to Uplands in Western Washington. Ecological Applications, 7,1188-1200.
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sustainability of wildlife popuiations in wetland and vernal pool resources within areas
known for their high value as ecologically diverse ecosystems, Likewise, there is
potential for impact to sensitive plant communities and the integrity of woodlands as
habitat for diverse species of reptiles, mammals and migratory and non-migratory birds
including raptors. Furthermore, the placement of residential developments in natural
areas typically leads to human conflict with wildlife.
As with the open space drainages, onsite open space preserves are also subject to a
drastic increase in human influence. The draft EIR states there will be two open space
areas. CDFW is concerned with the integrity of the 53-acre extension of the Mather
Preserve area within the Project footprint. The rerouting of Zinfandel Drive will border
this area where it previously has not, and development of the site will bring thousands of
new residences and commuters through the roadway. In addition, the onsite presen/e
will be largely isolated. Habitat islands such as this serve ecological benefit, but
functionality may decrease. These factors should be considered when evaluating
alternatives and choosing mitigation.
When a habitat is fragmented, the amount of edge habitat - the zone along the
boundary of a habitat - increases while the amount of interior core habitat decreases.
Species dependent on interior habitat suffer, while edge dependent species, including
invasive species and predators, thrive. The Increase of edge habitat impacts the
habitat's microclimate, including light, soil, temperature, moisture, and wind conditions,

which, in turn, alters the composition of plant communities.^® For birds, predators such
as crows and raccoons, and nest parasites, find target nests more easily in edge

habitats." Because different plant communities support different collections of wildlife
and rare plant species, changes in habitat also shift and displace wildlife. These
changes disrupt the pollination mechanisms plants depend upon, and without animal
pollinators or seed dispersers, plant communities slowly lose species.Peripheral plant
populations in edge habitats also tend to exhibit unique traits from the core populations:
they tend to be smaller, have more variable densities, restricted gene flow, less genetic

variation, greater extirpation risk and be morphologically similar.^^
CDFW therefore recommends the final EIR specifically evaluate the potential for indirect
and cumulative impacts due to fragmentation of sensitive plant community and wildlife

10 Leraer, Jeff. On-line Paper: Habitat Fragmentation, Biodiversity Partnership, Washington DC, see
htlp://www.biodiversitvDartncrs.ore/liabconser/sDrawl/0]b.shtm].

11 Askins, R. A. Restoring North America's birds. Yale University Press, New Haven, Connecticut. 2000.

12 Buchmann, Stephen L. and Gary Paul Nabhan. The Forgotten Pollinators. Washington DC: Island Press. 1997.
13 Leppig, G. and J.W. White (2006) Conservation of peripheral plant populations in California. Madrono 53:264274.
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habitat areas that will result from the Project. The final EIR should examine options for
effective mitigation for such effects, which could include avoidance by prudent
refinement of Project design that tends to preserve contiguous habitats and limit
fragmentation. The final EIR's alternative analysis must also evaluate alternatives that
would serve to decrease impacts due to habitat fragmentation.

Impacts to hydrology and physical habitat are magnified in sensitive ecotypes such as
vernal pools. The Project footprint lies between two existing and extensive vemal pool
complexes, the Mather Preserve and the Sunrise Douglas (Anatolia) Mitigation Bank.
The draft EIR does not analyze potentially significant effects to surrounding these two
preserves. Due to the nature of the Project, the hydrologic character of the site will
change drastically, which can decrease the habitat value of the preserve sites. As
mentioned above, use of Zinfandel Drive will also increase which will bring many new
travelers directly through the Mather Preserve. Critical conservation in the local region is
already tied to these two sites, so further steps should be taken to ensure that impacts
to these sites are reduced.

CDFW suggests more detail be included on fencing for any preserves or designated
habitat areas. Perimeter fencing should be restricted to 3-4 strand wire with a bottom
strand a minimum of 16 inches above ground and not to exceed 48 inches in total
height. The bottom strand should be barbless wire. Other fence designs that allow for
unobstructed animal movement are also acceptable.

CDFW recognizes the draft EIR discusses the need for and significance level of offslte
improvements; however, there is a distinction between Project impacts on surrounding
environment and offsite improvement impacts on the environment. CDFW recommends
Sacramento County provide complete plans for offsite improvements and perform a
complete study on both Impacts for the final EIR, as highly sensitive ecotypes will be
impacted In both cases.
Mitigation Approacli
The draft EIR often references the Mather Preserve as a location for where mitigation
for both special-status species and aquatic resources will occur. The Mather Preserve
has already been designated for conservation purposes in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Biological Opinion for the Disposal of the Former Mather Air Force Base
(81420-2008-F-1567-3) provided to Sacramento County in 2012. Project mitigation Is
not available at the Mather Preserve; therefore, CDFW recommends a new mitigation
proposal to offset impacts to fish and wildlife resources at the Project site. The new
proposal should address its feasibility with varying mitigation standards for regulatory
approval, should specifically discuss each species and habitat type, and address
potential adverse effects to the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan.
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Fully Protected Species

The classification of Fully Protected was the State's initial effort in the 1960's to identify
and provide additional protection to those animals that were rare or faced possible
extinction. Lists were created for fish, mammals, amphibians and reptiles, birds and
mammals. Fully Protected species may not be Taken or possessed at anytime and no
licenses or permits may be issued for their Take except for collecting these species for
necessary scientific research, through a Natural Community Conservation Plan, and
relocation of the bird species for the protection of livestock.
The draft EIR, CNDDB records, and a search on CDFW BIOS indicate that one Fully
Protected Species, white-tailed kite {Elanus leucurus), is present within the Project area.
The draft EIR does not include any discussion of specific impacts to white-tailed kite.
Because of the species' status, any impact could be considered significant under
CEQA. CDFW is concerned that the project, as designed, could result in Take of whitetailed kite and thus, would not be compliant with State regulations regarding Fully
Protected Species.
California Endangered Species Act

CDFW is responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation offish and wildlife
resources including threatened, endangered, and/or candidate plant and animal
species, pursuant to CESA. CDFW recommends that a CESA Incidental Take Pennit

(ITP) be obtained ifthe Project has the potential to result in Take^of State-listed CESA
species or rare plants either through construction or over the life of the Project.
The Project area as shown in the draft EIR includes habitat for State-listed species.
Environmental analysis should detemiine whether the project may have the potential to
result in Take of a State-listed species. Ifthere is potential for Take, CDFW
recommends the final EIR disclose that an ITP or a consistency detemiination (Fish &
G. Code, §§ 2080.1 & 2081) be obtained prior to starting construction activities. To
receive authorization for Take, the final EIR must include all avoidance and minimization

measures to fully mitigate the Take (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2, subd.(a)(8)).
CDFW encourages eariy consultation with staff to detemiine appropriate measures to
fully mitigate impacts of the Taking. Project modifications may be needed to
demonstrate compliance with CESA.

Tricolored blackbird (Aaelaius tricolor): The draft EIR suggests that the surrounding
area is sufficient for foraging, but further evidence is needed to support this claim.
Tricolored blackbird may rely solely on or heavily depend on the foraging habitat
present in the Project area. More than 10 active breeding colonies are known to exist
within 3 miles (average maximum foraging distance) of the Project site. CDFW
recommends the draft EIR provide a survey and analysis of tricolored blackbird foraging
behavior on the Project site and any proposed mitigation locations.

Sacramento County
Mather South Community Master Plan Project
March 14, 2019

Page 10 of 16

Furthermore, protecting actively used-foraging habitat during the nesting season will
help to enable the tricolored blackbird nesting colony to complete its nesting cycle, as
loss of valuable foraging habitat could cause the nesting colony to fail. Loss or alteration
of breeding habitat or nest site disturbance may ultimately result in the Take (killing) of
nestling or fledgling tricolored blackbirds incidental to otherwise lawful activities through:
1) nest abandonment; 2) loss of young; or 3) reduced health and vigor of eggs and/or
nestlings (resulting in reduced survival rates). Hazing (predator calls, light reflecting
objects, falconry, etc.) could be considered Take depending on the method used and
when it is employed. Tricolored blackbirds rely heavily on an insect prey base when
breeding. Tricolored blackbirds may rely heavily on using productive foraging habitat to
obtain enough food to feed their young during the nesting season.
Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsoni): There are numerous occurrence records within a

10-mile radius of the Project (CDFW 2019, CNDDB layer in BIOS). The loss of nesting
habitat due to agricultural and urban expansion has greatly reduced the breeding range
and abundance of Swainson's Hawk in California (CDFW 1993; 5-year Status Review:
Swainson's Hawk). Mitigation Measure BR-12 does fully address the loss of a nest or
nest tree, or discontinuation of use of the nest tree during Project implementation, which
could be considered Take. CDFW recommends providing a full tree removal inventory
along with Swainson's hawk nest survey results for said trees. Surveys should be
conducted prior to the circulation of the final EIR and in accordance with the
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson's Hawk Nesting Surveys in
California's Central Valley (Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000).
With survey results, the final EIR should evaluate the potential for Take and mitigation
options for Swainson's hawk.

The draft EIR also lacks sufficient analysis on impacts to Swainson's hawk foraging
habitat. CDFW recommends including a discussion of Swainson's hawk foraging
behaviors within the Project area and functionality information on the quality of impacted
habitat. As stated above, mitigation for lost habitat does not appear to be available at

the Mather Preserve. CDFW recommends proposing a revised mitigation strategy to
adequately reduce impacts to foraging habitat to a less than significant level.
Bogg's Lake Hedce-Hvssop. Slender Orcutt Grass, and Sacramento Orcutt Grass:

CDFW recommends revising the draft EIR to specifically discuss these three Statelisted plants that have documented CNDDB occurrences on or adjacent to the Project
site. Surveys should be conducted prior to circulation of the final EIR and in accordance
with the above-referenced protocol so a more complete analysis can be performed. Due
to the proximity of species occun-ences, the discussion should evaluate potential for
Take either in Project implementation or offsite improvements. Currently, CDFW does

not have enough infomnation to fully vet the significance of impact to these species.
The Project as described may cause Take of CESA-listed species, so CDFW
recommends obtaining a multi-species ITP; however, these sections are not exhaustive,
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and recommendations may be influenced by Project modifications, updated surveys,
and/or the revised 9-quard search.
Native Plant Protection Act

The Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) (Fish & G. Code §1900 et seq.) prohibits the
Take or possession of state-listed rare and endangered plants, including any part or
product thereof, unless authorized by CDFW in certain limited circumstances. Take of
state-listed rare and/or endangered plants due to Project activities may only be
penmitted through an ITP.
The CNDDB contains records of several plants that fall under the NPPA. Other specialstatus plant species may also be present. Subsequently, the draft EIR should identify
how the Project is compliant with NPPA and any species specifically related to NPPA.
Other Special-Status Species

CDFW 2012 guidelines state that "the survey methods used and results including the
infonnation described in the Summary Report and to include the reports within the
CEQA documentation." As such, CDFW recommends following survey methodology
below to determine bunrowing owl {Athene cunicularia) use of the Project area prior to
circulation of the final EIR. Activities (e.g. relocation) described in the draft EIR are a
potentially significant impact and can be more properly evaluated with survey results.
The draft EIR states that suitable habitat for burrowing owl is present on and adjacent to
the Project site. CDFW recommends a qualified biologist complete surveys for
burrowing owl in accordance with the Staff Report on Bunrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG
2012). The survey includes: 1) at least one site visit between 15 February and 15 April,
and 2) a minimum of three survey visits, at least three weeks apart, between 15 April
and 15 July, with at least one visit after 15 June. Surveys will be conducted on the
Project site and within 150 meters of areas that will be directly or indirectly impacted by
the Project, where feasible. Surveys shall not be conducted during inclement weather,
when burrowing owls are typically less active and visible. If bun-owing owls or evidence
of burrowing owls (e.g. whitewash or pellets) are not observed during any surveys, no
additional mitigation is necessary. If the birds are present. Take could occur. If any new
bunnowing owl colonizes the Project site after the CEQA document has been adopted, it
may constitute changed circumstances that should be addressed in a re-circulated
CEQA document (CDFG 2012) if those potential impacts have not been disclosed.
Passive relocation is considered an impact to the species unless there is adjacent
natural habitat nearby. CDFW recommends that Burrowing Owl sections, including BR14 and BR-15 are amended so they are consistent with the Staff Report on Burrowing
Owl Mitigation. Namely, the Project proponent should develop a Bunrowing Owl
Exclusion Plan approved by the CDFW. In addition, the impact analysis does not

include compensatory mitigation for the loss of occupied burrowing owl habitat. CDFW
recommends that temporary and pemnanent loss of habitat is mitigated as outlined in
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the CDFW's staff report to include permanent protection of mitigation land, a
management plan, and endowment.
Mitigation Measures for Project Impacts to Biological Resources
BR-1 discusses preservation of open space drainages as a part of the Mather Preserve.
CDFW recommends including our department in the conservation easement (third-party
beneficiary) discussion and subsequent management plans. Without doing so, using the
open space drainages as mitigation for CDFW permits may not be feasible. Subsequent
measures or impact analysis should include communication, approval, etc. with CDFW.

BR-1a mitigation measure does not cite the scientific viability or effectiveness. The
hardpan restoration plan does not state any performance measure that must be met or
if there is any monitoring after the plan is implemented to ensure the functionality.
CDFW is concemed that alterations to the hardpan may have regional impacts to the
preserved onsite features, the Mather Preserve, and/or the Sunrise Douglas (Anatolia)
Mitigation Bank. Additional mitigation may be needed if hardpan restoration is
unsuccessful or if hardpan alterations have impacts on non-impacted vemal pools
BR-2 states that mitigation may occur at the existing Mather Preserve, please see
above for why this cannot occur. It also stated that the applicant can mitigate for the
loss of vemal pool habitat by creating habitat within designated preserve areas. Doing
so can have its own adverse impacts that are not analyzed in this document. In addition,
it is not stated that CDFW would be Involved in the approval process. In the likely event
that these features are connected to the stream system, a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Notification would be required and CDFW should be included in the approval process.
Impact analysis for Loss of Venal Pool Invertebrates suggests the standard ratio would
either be 1:1 or the total preservation required for indirect impacts should be 8.86 acres
for a 2:1 ratio. Given the presence of special-status species, stressors on vemal pool
systems in south Sacramento, and its proximity to critical habitat areas, the final EIR
should disclose how the mitigation will reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
CDFW recommends revising BR-4 and subsequent measures to include agency
approvals for qualified biologist(s). CDFW also recommends specifying that work
handouts will include images of sensitive plants and animals that may be encountered.
CDFW recommends that biological monitors ensure that no Take of sensitive resources
occur (not just listed species). For instance, several rare plants have the potential to be
present and be impacted but are not necessarily "listed" under an Endangered Species
Act.

BR-7 is not sufficient given the potential number and diversity of special-status plants in
the Project area and impact of Project activities. As stated above, a full suite of surveys
should be conducted prior to circulation of the final EIR. Following the completion of the

Sacramento County
Mather South Community Master Plan Project
March 14. 2019
Page 13 of 16

surveys, more detail should be provided on species, mitigation, and monitoring, so that
CDFW can assess impacts more effectively. Mitigation should be focused to species
and provide more specifics on mitigation approaches. CDFW recommends that
evaluation of mitigation sites and/or transplanting be supported by adequate scientific
evidence. Gathering seeds may also be an option for this section if transplantation is not
scientifically viable. Regardless, CDFW recommends specifying that all activities will be
canied out by a qualified botanist with adequate scientific collecting pennit(s).
"Comparable habitat" should be revised to "same quality or better habitat".
BR-9 lacks infomiation needed to effectively minimize Take. Further minimization
measures such as exclusion fencing. Project phasing, etc. should be included. As with
BR-7, scientific evidence for relocation should be provided as the basis for choosing this
approach. Survey method choice and relocation coordination with CDFW should be
described in more detail, given the reasonable probability that Westem Spadefoot Toad
{Spea hammondii) toad may utilize the Project area habitat beyond the single vemal
pool identified. The final EIR should discuss the potential for transfer of diseases,
common in situations where amphibian populations are mixed. BR-9 currently reads
that relocations could happen during the breeding season when egg masses are
present. CDFW is concemed that this timing may substantially compromise the
breeding season at impacted habitat. Breeding behavior and egg masses could be
dismpted if this occurs. CDFW recommends more specifics on relocation timing and
more concrete measures on impact avoidance methods.

The removal of VELB habitat in the Project area may result in significant impacts even if
Mitigation Measure BR-10 is followed. The document does not analyze the effect of the
loss of the habitat In the regional context. Since "all, or neariy all" of the shmbs would be
removed, this Is especially relevant. CDFW is concemed that the Project site connects
two populations. As a metapopulation, removal of the habitat may prevent the species
from migrating to adjacent areas and result in significant impacts to VELB.
BR-11 states that surveys will be conducted within 1650 feet of Mather Lake. There is
no biological reason given for the 1,650-foot buffer survey distance. Westem pond turtle
{Actinemys marmorata) is ten-estrial and can be found in the surrounding upland
habitats as well as the surrounding swales, wetlands, and streams. Turtles may bask on
land or near water on logs, branches or boulders and ten^estrial habitat may be just as
important as aquatic habitat for this turtle. In some populations, turtles can be found on

land 10-12 months of the year.^'*CDFW recommends that this measure be refined to
more adequately address and reduce impacts.

14 Thomson, R.C., Wright, A.N., and Shaffer, H.B. California Amphibianand Reptile Species of Special Concern.
Oakland California; California Department of Fish and Wildlife and University of California Press. 2016.
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BR-13 CDFW recommends using the 15-day lapse In construction activities described
in Bullet 3 throughout the draft EIR.

BR-14, Bullet 5 suggests a 150-1500-foot buffer for active burrows. CDFW recommends
providing information on how buffer sizes will be determined and the justification for
those buffer sizes. Starting with a larger buffer, monitoring, and then reducing buffer
size would reduce impacts but also allow flexibility in constmctlon.
BR-16 states that two American Badger {Taxidea taxus) dens are within the Project
area. Since this has been identified, more descriptive mitigation measures are needed.
The final EIR should identify where the dens are located and how the Project will avoid
(or impact) existing dens. CDFW also questions how large the exclusion zones will be,
timing for den monitoring, and how the loss of a den would be mitigated. As with other
measures above, CDFW cannot fully evaluate potential impacts given the information
cunrently presented In the draft EIR.
BR-19 states that a "no net loss of functions and values" will be achieved through a 1:1
ratio. CDFW Is concemed that no net loss strategy may not reduce impacts to a less
than significant level because of the sensitivity and uniqueness of vernal pool habitats.
CDFW recommends a higher standard of mitigation that considers the value of the
Impacted ecosystems.
BR-21 3. states that equipment will be used when necessary: however, 5. states that no
equipment will used at any time. CDFW recommends revising these two bullets to allow
sufficient equipment use while still protecting trees. 8. Suggests boring may be needed.
For any boring project, CDFW recommends an associated frac-out plan.

Lake and Streambed Alteration Program
As stated in the draft EIR, Notification under section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code

will be required. CDFW recommends that a complete list of crossings, bridges, culverts,
etc. be provided and analyzed as it relates to substantial adverse effects to fish and
wildlife resources. In addition, grading and infrastructure improvements that alter the
hydrology of the site have both an effect on nearby resources as well on adjacent
properties.
Further information is needed in the discussion of tree removal in respect to section
1600. Given the unique nature of the Project site's cottonwood woodland, CDFW
recommends providing biological evidence for why these trees are not associated with
the stream system. Activities that remove these trees may be subject to Notification.

CDFW also recommends discussion of the Folsom South Canal and the Project's
potential Impacts to the bed, bank, or channel.

Issuance of a Lai<e or Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) is facilitated by
comprehensive review through the CEQA process. CDFW must make a Notice of
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Determination when executing the LSAA, and adequate mitigation measures are
needed to reduce adverse impacts to Fish and Wildlife resources. CDFW is concerned
that a Statement of Overring Considerations may be needed for Project impacts
because mitigation measures may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
CDFW recommends the final EIR address these concerns prior to final certification.
Consistency with Community Plans
The draft EIR outlines goals of existing community plans which are pertinent to
discussion offish and wildlife resources. The Sacramento County General Plan seeks
to "encourage development that complements the aesthetic style and character of

existing development nearby to help build a cohesive identity for the area." Vernal pool
and wetland ecosystems are a significant part of the character of south Sacramento
County, something that previous developments have incorporated into project design.
Surrounding developments such as Independence at Mather, Anatolia Subdivision, and
developments within of the SunCreek Specific Plan often balance significant onsite
preserves within urbanized areas (e.g. Anatolia is split directly in two). Past
developments have recognized the unique character of the natural features of the
region and made it part of their own. The Cordova Community Plan "encourage[s] infill
development and redevelopment to strengthen and improve the character of existing
development as it means to avoid sprawl in other areas... and to complement and
complete existing neighborhoods." Again, existing developments reflect this goal by
dispersing houses within large sections of preserve. This serves to complement and
complete other neighborhoods by moving with natural features and maintaining
consistency. CDFW is concerned that, as designed, the Project does not provide large,
contiguous presen/e sections that balance natural corridors with development.
Therefore, the Project can contribute to sprawl in the south county and diminish the
strong character that previous projects have set out to achieve. CDFW encourages

consideration of the "biological resources alternative" or project modifications that will
more effectively synchronize with previous developments.
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and
negative declarations be incorporated into a database, which may be used to make
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations (Pub. Resources Code, §
21003, subd. (e)). Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural
communities detected during Project surveys to CNDDB. The CNNDB field survey form
can be found at the following link; https://wvw.wildlife.ca.qov/Data/CNDDB/SubmittinqData. The completed form can be submitted online or mailed electronically to CNDDB at
the following email address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.oov.
FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment
of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination
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by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by
CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be
operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code § 711.4;
Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.)
CONCLUSION

Pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092 and §21092.2, CDFW requests written
notification of proposed actions and pending decisions regarding the Project. Written
notifications shall be directed to:

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, North Central Region, Attn: Dylan Wood,
1701 Nimbus Road, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR for the Mather South
Community Master Plan Project and recommends that Sacramento County address
CDFW's comments and concerns in the forthcoming final EIR. CDFW personnel are
available for consultation regarding biological resources and strategies to minimize
impacts.

If you have any questions regarding the comments provided in this letter or wish to
schedule a meeting and/or site visit, please contact Dylan Wood, Environmental
Scientist at 916-358-2384 or dylan.a.wood@wildlife.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Kevin Thomas

Regional Manager

ec:

Jennifer Nguyen, Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisor)
Dylan Wood, Environmental Scientist
California Department of Fish and \Mldlife
Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

Letter 20

Sent Via E-Mail
February 21, 2019
Sacramento County
Office of Planning and Environmental Review
Attn: Environmental Coordinator
827 7th Street, Room 225
Sacramento, CA 95814
ceqa@saccounty.net
Subject: Mather South Master Plan / DEIR/ 2014062087
Dear Environmental Coordinator:
The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Mather South Master Plan
(Project, SCH 2014062087). SMUD is the primary energy provider for Sacramento County
and the proposed Project area. SMUD’s vision is to empower our customers with solutions
and options that increase energy efficiency, protect the environment, reduce global warming,
and lower the cost to serve our region. As a Responsible Agency, SMUD aims to ensure that
the proposed Project limits the potential for significant environmental effects on SMUD
facilities, employees, and customers.
We have no comments to offer at this time, but would appreciate if Sacramento County
would continue to keep SMUD facilities in mind as environmental review of the Project
moves forward. Please reroute the Project analysis for SMUD’s review if there are any
changes to the scope of the Project.
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact SMUD’s Environmental
Management Specialist, Rob Ferrera, at rob.ferrera@smud.org or 916.732.6676.
Sincerely,

Nicole Goi
Regional & Local Government Affairs
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
6301 S Street, Mail Stop A313
Sacramento, CA 95817
entitlements@smud.org

Cc:

Rob Ferrera

Letter 21

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Dana Mahaffey
Smith. Todd
Raymond Costantino
FW: Sac County - Mather South Draft EIR Notice of Availability
Friday, February 8, 2019 10:17:57 AM

Hi Todd,
We don’t have any comments on the NOA at this time. Can you put me on your notification list for
upcoming hearings on the project please?
Thanks!

Dana Mahaffey, Senior Planner
City of Sacramento
Youth, Parks, and Community Enrichment Department
Park Planning and Development Services
915 I Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 808-2762

Sacramento County has issued notice that a draft environmental impact report (DEIR) has been
prepared for the Mather South Community Master Plan Project (SCH#: 2014062087). The DEIR is
available for public review during the comment period from January 8, 2019 to February 2019 and
can be downloaded from the link below.
City comments can be provided to Cheryle Hodge, Principal Planner by February 15, 2019 at
CHodge@cityofsacramento.org. Cheryle will then provide a consolidated set of City Comments to
the County.
Below is the notice provided by the County with links to the document:

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT EIR FOR PUBLIC
REVIEW
NOTICE is hereby given that a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) has been prepared
by the County of Sacramento, State of California, and is available for public review pursuant
to State of California, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines for the project
listed below:
PROPOSED PROJECT: Mather South Community Master Plan Project (State Clearinghouse
No. #2014062087, County Control Number PLNP2013-00065).

PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD: January 8, 2019 to February 22, 2019
PROJECT LOCATION: The project is approximately 848-acres located on the northeast corner
of Kiefer Boulevard and Zinfandel Drive, located in the Cordova community of
unincorporated Sacramento County. It is approximately 10 miles east of downtown
Sacramento via Highway 50 and is generally situated within the central portion of
Sacramento County.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Mather South Project includes an 848-acre master plan
community with up to 3,522 residential dwelling units of various densities (multi-family,
detached, and attached single-family), a 28-acre environmental education campus including
200 multi-family dwelling units, a 21-acre research and development park, two elementary
schools, a 6-acre community center, 21 acres of commercial-retail with up to 225,000 square
feet of retail space, 44 acres of parkland including 26 acres of neighborhood parks and a 17acre community park, and 210 acres of open space areas that include a 53-acre portion of
the Mather Preserve west of Zinfandel Drive, as well as other natural preserves and drainage
corridors, stormwater quality and detention basins, landscape buffers, and public utility
corridors all connected by multi-use pedestrian and bicycle trails.
The Project will require amendments to the Sacramento County General Plan to include the
proposed land uses, streets, and bikeways on the General Plan’s Land Use Diagram,
Transportation Plan, and Bicycle Master Plan, as well as amendments to the Mather Field
Specific Plan and Special Planning Area Ordinance. The Project will also require Sacramento
County Water Agency Board of Directors’ approval of a Water Supply Assessment for the
Mather South Community Master Plan.
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS:
Aesthetics
Air Quality
Airport Compatibility
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning
Noise
Traffic and Transportation
PUBLIC HEARINGS: The County Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing will be
held during the public review period to receive comments on the Draft EIR. The date, time,
and place of the Planning Commission hearing are presently unknown. A second notice
providing the date, time, and place of the Planning Commission hearing will be provided

once a date has been finalized.
WHERE DRAFT EIR MAY BE REVIEWED: The Draft EIR is available for review during normal
business hours at the Central Library (828 I Street, Sacramento, 95814), the Rancho Cordova
Library (9845 Folsom Blvd., Sacramento, CA 95827)., the Sacramento County Office of
Planning and Environmental Review in Sacramento (827 7th Street, Room 225, Sacramento,
CA 95814) and the County Clerk’s Office (600 8th Street, Sacramento, CA 95814).
The Draft EIR is also available online at:
https://planningdocuments.saccounty.net/ViewProjectDetails.aspx?ControlNum=PLNP201300065
or
http://www.per.saccounty.net/PlansandProjectsInProgress/Pages/SouthMatherSpecificPlan.aspx
SEND COMMENTS TO: Sacramento County, Office of Planning and Environmental Review,
Attention: Environmental Coordinator, 827 7th Street, Room 225, Sacramento, CA 95814; or
emailed to CEQA@saccounty.net no later than 5:00 p.m. on February 22, 2019. Failure to
comment will not preclude your right to testify at a future public hearing for the proposed
project.
For more information on the project, please contact Principal Planner, Todd Smith, at (916)
874-6918.

Thank you,
Scott Johnson
City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
(916) 808-5842
srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org

Letter 22

Letter 23
Lynch. Jessica
Subject:

RE: Groundwater Information

From: Carl L. Werder <carl.l.werder@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 11:23 AM
To: Smith. Todd <smithtodd@saccounty.net>
Cc: Tom Nelson <tanelson@citlink.net>
Subject: Groundwater Information
EXTERNAL EMAIL: If unknown sender, do not click links/attachments.
Todd,
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)
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.
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.
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.
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.
Thank you,
Carl Werder, Ag‐Res SCGA Director
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