August 18, 2010

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Michael S. Jewell
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
1325 J Street. Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
Michael.S.Jewell@usace.army.mil
Re:
Comments with Respect to Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sunridge
Specific Plan Area
PN 2009 00511
Dear Mr. Jewell:
As you know, the North State Building Industry Association has been actively involved
in the ongoing effort to develop and implement the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan.
A major component of that effort has been the long-term desire of the building industry to effect
a plan that incorporates provisions that allow for streamlining of the permit process with respect
to habitat conservation and Army Corps permitting.
In conjunction with this effort, we have been provided with a copy of a memorandum
prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc. that sets forth its comments after reviewing Chapter 4 and
the cumulative effects analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. A copy of
ECORP’s August 17, 2010 memorandum outlining its concerns is attached. Please include this
letter and the accompanying memorandum as part of your Record of Public Comments with
respect to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sunridge properties.
Very truly yours,

Dennis M Rogers
Senior Vice President
Governmental and Public Affairs

California Native Plant Society
August 18, 2010
Michael Jewell, Chief, Regulatory Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA, 95814-2922
michael.s.jewell@usace.army.mil

Subject:

VIA EMAIL

Sunridge Specific Plan DEIS
Public Notice Number SPK-2009-00551

Dear Mr. Jewell,
The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) submitted comments on the Notice of Intent for the
above referenced project on August 31, 2009. The background of our long-standing interest in
projects that impact vernal pools, and specifically with respect to the Sunrise Douglas area, is
contained in that letter and is not repeated here.
CNPS provides the following comments on the Sunridge Specific Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Statement published as available on July 2, 2010 and open for a 45 day public comment
period ending on August 15, 2010. That deadline was later extended to August 18, 2010.

General Comments
A. Inadequate Project Description & Scope of Environmental Review
The DEIS describes the project as the five permits issued and the one permit pending that are
subject to the Preliminary Injunction issued by the federal district court. However, certain
specified mitigation measures – such as, but not limited to, Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a,
Mitigation Measure 3.2-2a and Mitigation Measure 3.2-2b – will have environmental impact in
addition to the project description and outside of the project area. You just cannot create
20.4-34.2 acres of wetlands without having some environmental impact. Even if a portion of
these impacts might be tiered off of other NEPA documents related to the mitigation banks, this
DEIS cannot simply ignore them. Essentially, these additional impacts are not disclosed within
the DEIS and any additional mitigation measures related to them are put off to some future date
and document which will not be subject to public disclosure and comment.
Whether or not these mitigation measures are actually feasible and will result in the desired
goals is not discussed within the DEIS. Therefore it is impossible for a layperson to judge
whether the mitigation measures are adequate and appropriate. Simply requiring the
implementation of a “Compensatory Mitigation Plan” does constitute mitigation unless
measurable goals, objectives and outcomes (success criteria) are specified as part of the
mitigation measure. Again, many key aspects of implementing the project will be put off to
some future date and document and not be subject to public disclosure and comment.

Dedicated to the preservation of California native flora
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As a whole, the DEIS fails to fully disclose the scope of the project and the entirety of its
potential environmental impacts. It also appears to defer details of mitigation to a later date,
and simply assumes that they will be adequate without stipulating measurable criteria that might
assure the public that the measures will do the job and/or give them an opportunity to challenge
the as-yet-to-be-created mitigation documents. We are disinclined to just trust that these future
plans will work as the DEIS seems to suggest we should.
B. Missing Documents & Document Discrepancies
We were unable to locate the amended Biological Opinion (1-1-06-F-0232, dated August 30,
2006) for Permit 200100230 in the appendices.
Pages 2, 4 and 6 are missing from Permit 200200568 for the Douglas Road 98 project.
The table below compares preservation acreages specified in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
permit and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion for each of the projects. The
discrepancies between the documents may constitute changed circumstances requiring reinitiation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7 Consultation. This is discussed
in more detail in the following sections of this comment letter.
Preservation
Acreage
Comparison

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Permit (File)
Preservation
Number
Acreage

Anatolia IV

199400210

2.72*

Sunridge Village J

200100230

9.18c

Grantline 208

199400365

6.90*

Douglas Road 98

200200568

7.82†

Douglas Road
103

199700006

5.89†

Arista del Sol

200400458

unk

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Biological
Preservation
Opinion
Acreage
1-1-04-F-0339
2.72a–5.44b
(Dec 9, 2004)
Amendment
1-1-06-F-0232
unk
(Aug 30, 2006)
1-1-05-F-0305
6.90d–13.80c
(May 18, 2006)
1-1-04-F-0314
7.82a–15.64b
(Jan 12, 2005)
1-1-06-F-0041
6.19e–12.38f
(Mar 16, 2006)
1-1-06-F-0138
20.18‡
(Jun 28, 2006)

Location Specified as:
* Vernal pool habitat at a Corps and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approved location.
† Vernal pool habitat at a Corps approved location.
‡ Vernal pool crustacean habitat at a Service-approved site.
a
Anatolia Conservation Bank (within SDCPA and the Mather Core Recovery Area).
b
Borden Ranch or at another Service-approved site (outside SDCPA and outside Mather Core
Recovery Area).
c
Bryte Ranch Conservation Bank (outside SDCPA, but within Mather Core Recovery Area).
d
Anatolia or Town Center (within or adjacent to SDCPA and within the Mather Core Recovery Area).
e
Within the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan Area.
f
Outside the Sunrise Douglas Community Plan Area.
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Specific Comments
1. Impact 3.2-1 and Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a (pages 3.2-13 through 3.2-15)
The DEIS states: “The implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a would be anticipated to
reduce impacts at the population level such that impacts related to loss of vernal pool
[threatened, endangered or candidate] species would be less than significant.” This
conclusion is not supported by evidence in the DEIS or supporting documents. For example,
the following contradict this conclusion:
•

Page 3.2-8 states: “[T]he Mather Core Area contains approximately 74% of all of the vernal
pool tadpole shrimp occurrences in the southeastern Sacramento Valley.” From this
statement attributed to the USFWS, one might conclude that areas outside the Mather Core
Recovery area are only one-third as likely to support this species and/or would support only
one-third of the number of occurrences.

•

The Biological Opinion for each of the projects state: “There are 31 known occurrences of
vernal pool tadpole shrimp inside the USB and 17 occurrences outside the USB… The data
from the CNDDB do not reflect additional reported records in the Sunrise-Douglas area,
where 137 occurrences of vernal pool tadpole shrimp… are reported.” From these
statements, one might conclude that areas outside the USB (and outside the Mather Core
Recovery Area) are, at best, about one-half as likely to support this species.

•

The Biological Opinions, with the exception of Arista del Sol, require a 2:1 ratio for
preservation in the immediate vicinity of Sunrise Douglas (inside the Mather Core Recovery
Area) but increase that ratio to 4:1 for areas further removed (on the edge of and outside the
Mather Core Recovery Area. This additional mitigation appears to compensate for the
reduced likelihood of areas outside the vicinity having occurrences of vernal pool tadpole
shrimp.

Permits issued to date and the DEIS only require the minimum preservation ratio (2:1),
discounting the opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service that Gill Ranch, Borden Ranch and other
areas removed from Sunrise Douglas area would require a higher ratio (4:1) in order to reach a
no jeopardy conclusion. The Service’s judgment that the Gill Ranch is inappropriate for
mitigating impacts to vernal pool tadpole shrimp within the Sunrise Douglas area is further
illustrated by the service area for that conservation bank. Please note that the attached service
area map specifically excludes the Mather Core Recovery Area.
The DEIS also states that: “Preservation credits will be purchased at the Bryte Ranch
conservation bank. The off-site mitigation would occur at Gill Ranch in eastern Sacramento
County, or other appropriate site, that consists of annual grassland with vernal pool complexes
throughout.” This would seem to mean that preservation would occur within the USB and
Mather Core Recovery Unit and creation/restoration would occur at the Gill Ranch. However,
the Anatolia IV project was allowed to purchase preservation credits at Gill Ranch and at the
minimum ratio (2:1) instead of the higher ratio (4:1) stated in the BO for the nearby Borden
Ranch.
We do not conclude from the above information that implementation of minimum preservation
ratios, regardless of the geographic location and density of vernal pool tadpole occurrences, will
result in reducing the impacts to threatened, endangered and candidate vernal pool species to
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less than significant levels. The DEIS does not provide the reasoning that the USACE followed
to reach that conclusion. Additionally since insufficient information has been provided on
species-level goals, objectives and success criteria for the vernal pool creation component, it is
impossible to evaluate how or if this component might mitigate for species loss.
2. Impact 3.2-2 and Mitigation Measures 3.2-2a & 3.2-2b (pages 3.2-15 through 3.2-16)
We disagree with the statement in the DEIS that implementation of a no-net-loss Compensatory
Mitigation Plan for impacts to waters was the sole reason that “the USFWS determined the five
projects were not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the vernal pool fairy shrimp and
the vernal pool tadpole shrimp.” Each of the BOs discuss the no jeopardy determination based
on the “project, as proposed.” From that we infer that the determinations considered both the
compensatory mitigation and the preservation components (including a range of ratios
depending upon geographic location of preservation) of the proposed projects.
3. Impact 3.2-3 and Mitigation Measure 3.2-3a (pages 3.2-16 through 3.2-17)
Insufficient information has been provided in the DEIS on the details and implementation of the
Compensatory Mitigation Plan and how the preservation lands will be chosen, configured and
managed to benefit the unimpeded movement of wildlife species. Additional information that
clarifies this issue would be appropriate and should also discuss temporal loss associated with
time lag between project impact and the mitigation measure meeting an as-yet-to-be identified
success threshold.
4. Impact 3.2-4 and Mitigation Measures 3.2-4a (pages 3.2-17 through 3.2-18)
Again, insufficient information has been provided in the DEIS on the details and implementation
of the Compensatory Mitigation Plan and how the any preservation lands will be chosen,
configured and managed to mitigate for substantial population loss of any native wildlife. And
once again, additional information that clarifies this issue would be appropriate. Measurable
goals for the preservation lands and their management should be provided.
5. 4.2.3.2 USFWS Vernal Pool Recovery Plan and Table 4-3 (pages 4-9, 4-13 though 4-14)
Table 4-3 should be modified to show how much vernal pool preservation is occurring within the
Mather Core Recovery Unit and how much is occurring outside of it. Returning to the table of
discrepancies on page two of this letter and our first specific comment, the USFWS considers
preservation within the Mather Core Recovery Area to be approximately twice as biologically
valuable for impacts in the Sunridge Projects area. Please disclose the extent to which
preservation is occurring within or outside the Core.
6. 4.2.3.3 Off-site Constructed Vernal Pools (pages 4-10 through 4-11)
The entire text of this section outlines why “no-net-loss” mitigation does not adequately replace
wetland function and values. It goes on to discuss the Recovery Plan’s habitat protection
priorities as “first, preservation of existing natural vernal pool habitat, followed by restoration of
former or degraded habitat, and lastly, creation of vernal pools if necessary to maintain the
range of vernal pool habitat.” Yet the permits issued for the six projects essentially ignore the
USFWS’s opinion on what constitutes appropriate preservation, in terms of both ratio and
location, in order to make a no jeopardy determination.
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Summary & Recommendations
The California Native Plant Society requests that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Sunridge Properties (SPK-2009-00511) be revised to provide a more complete project
description, includes analysis of the environmental effects of the mitigation measures, and
provides a more thorough explanation of discrepancies between the opinions of USFWS
personnel and the permit documents. The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement must
be recirculated for public comment.
Should the USACE chose to approve the Proposed Project Alternative and (re-)issue the
permits, they should include the preservation requirements indicated in the USFWS Biological
Opinions and not just the minimum wetted acreage. If the permits are (re-)issued as currently
written, we believe the USACE must reinitiate consultation with the USFWS under Section 7
because the minimum wetted acres for preservation, regardless of geographic location,
constitutes changed circumstances.
Finally, on behalf of CNPS, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Please keep me informed of activities related to projects in this area that
might impact vernal pool grasslands and endangered species habitat.
Sincerely,

Carol W. Witham
CNPS Vice-President
1141 37th Street
Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 452-5440
cwitham@ncal.net

Attachment (1):
Gill Ranch Conservation Bank Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp Service Area
Cc:

Interested parties
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20
V
U

Yuba

Yuba City

20

V
U

Nevada

Beale
Beale Air
Air Force
Force Base
Base

Placer

Colusa
Sutter

70
U
V
Auburn
Auburn State
State Recreation
Recreation Area
Area

§
¦
¨
80

99
V
U

Yolo

§
¦
¨
505

Sacramento

Sacramento International

50

£
¤

§
¦
¨
5

Davis

Sacramento

Vacaville

Solano

Fairfield

Concord

Y
X

Amador

5

Approximate Bank Location
0

49
V
U

§
¦
¨

Service Area

Y
X

El Dorado

5

10

Contra CostaMiles

20

-

San Joaquin

Lodi

12
V
U

Calaveras

49
U
V

Tuolumne

Stockton

Stanislaus

August 18, 2010
Via Electronic Mail
Michael Jewell, Chief, Regulatory Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA, 95814-2922
michael.s.jewell@usace.army.mil
Re:

Sunridge Specific Plan DEIS
Public Notice Number SPK-2009-00551

Dear Mr. Jewell:
On behalf of Defenders of Wildlife and our more than 200,000 members and supporters in
California, I am writing to comment on the Sunridge Specific Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). We incorporate by reference the comments submitted by the
California Native Plant Society on August 18, 2010.
A review of the DEIS reveals that the document fails to disclose the full scope of the project
and the entirety of its potential environmental impacts. It also appears to defer details of
mitigation to a later date, and simply assumes that they will be adequate without stipulating
measurable criteria that might assure the public that the measures will do the job and/or give
them an opportunity to challenge the as-yet-to-be-created mitigation documents.
We join CNPS in their request for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to revise the
Sunridge Specific Plan DEIS (SPK-2009-00511) to provide a more complete project
description, includes analysis of the environmental effects of the mitigation measures, and
provide a more thorough explanation of discrepancies between the opinions of U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) personnel and the permit documents. Given the extent of request
changes, we believe the revised DEIS must be recirculated for public comment.
We also join CNPS in their request for the Corps to include the preservation requirements
indicated in the USFWS Biological Opinions and not just the minimum wetted acreage should
the Corps chose to approve the Proposed Project Alternative and (re-)issue the permits.

However, if the permits are re-issued as currently written, we believe the Corps must
reinitiate consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
because the minimum wetted acres for preservation, regardless of geographic location,
constitute changed circumstances.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS.
Sincerely,

Kim Delfino
California Program Director

Defenders of Wildlife – 2
April 1, 2010

United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Pacific Southwest Region
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 520
Oakland, California 94607
IN REPLY REFER TO:

ER# 10/561

Electronically Filed
09 August 2010

Michael Jewell
Chief of the Regulatory Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Subject:

Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sunridge Properties
in the Sunridge Specific Plan Area, Rancho Cordova, Sacramento County, CA.

Dear Mr. Jewell,
The Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the subject document and has no
comments to offer.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.

Sincerely,

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105·3901

~UG 1 a 101l
Mr. Mike Jewell
Chief of Regulatory Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
1325 J. Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Sunridge Properties in the Sunridge
Specific Plan (Project), City of Rancho Cordova, and Sacramento County, California.
(CEQ# 20100241)
Dear Mr. Jewell:
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the DEIS for Sunridge
Properties pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review
authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.
Based on our review, we have rated the DEIS as Environmental Concerns - Insufficient
Information (EC-2) (see enclosed "Summary ofRating Definitions"), due primarily to our
concerns regarding the possible adverse impacts of construction related emissions on air quality.
In addition, we recommend that the project incorporate green building design and low impact
development principles and practices. With regard to protection of aquatic resources, EPA
supports the framework developed in the Conceptual Strategy as a tool to evaluate alternatives in
project-specific assessments. We look forward to working with the Corps and all of the
stakeholders in using that tool to achieve sustainable resource protection in the project area in
compliance with Federal regulations.
EPA appreciates the United States Army Corps of Engineers' (USACE) coordination to
date, and the opportunity to provide input on this DEIS. When the FEIS is released, please send
one hard copy and two CDs to the address above (mail code: CED-2). If you have any questions,
please contact me at (415) 972-3521, or contact James Munson, the lead reviewer for this
project. James can be reached at (415) 972-3800 or munson.james@epa.gov.

~,~
Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager
Environmental Review Office

Enclosures:

EPA Summary of Rating Definitions
EPA Detailed Comments

Printed on Recycled Paper

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY'S DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE SUNRIDGE
PROPERTIES IN THE SUNRIDGKSPECIFIC PLAN, AUGUST 18,2010

Air Quality
The Project area is located within the jurisdiction of the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and is designated as a moderate nonattainment area
for particulate matter of 10 micrometers (PM-lO), and a severe 8-hour ozone nonattainment area,
pursuant to National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
The FElS should clarify whether or not the project is in conformance with applicable
state air quality implementation plans (SIPs). EPA's General Conformity rule [40 CPR part 93,
subpart B, and 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart W, approved into the California State hnplementation
Plans (SIPs) on April 23, 1999 (see 64 FR 19916), hereafter cited as 40 CFR Part 93] establishes
an applicability test for determining which Federal actions are subject to the conformity
requirement. If a proposed action would result in emissions increases less than identified de
minimis thresholds, then no conformity determination need be made. If emissions from a
proposed action would exceed the de minimis threshold for any given maintenance or
nonattainment pollutant (or precursor), then the Federal Agency must make a positive
conformity determination for that pollutant(s) on the basis of one of the criteria listed in 40 CFR
93.158.
The DElS does not identify the total air emissions related to the preferred alternative or
the other alternatives. Although the DElS discusses project emissions being over SMAQMD's
significance thresholds, and applying the District's mitigation measures, the DElS does not
identify the resulting total emissions. As a federal entity, the Corps is subject to requirements of
U.S. EPA's General Conformity Rule (GCR). Although that rule is not required to be
implemented in the context of a DElSlFElS, we nonetheless believe that it would serve the
Corps' purpose to explain whether the Corps believes that the emissions from the preferred
alternative are below the GCR de minimis level. If the project emissions are over the de minimis
level, the requirements of the rule could have a substantial effect on the project's emissions levels
and those effects should be discussed in the FElS.
EPA supports incorporating mitigation strategies to reduce or minimize fugitive dust
emissions, as well as emission controls for PM and ozone precursors for construction-related
activity. All applicable State and local requirements and the additional and/or revised measures
listed below should be included in the FElS in order to reduce impacts associated with ozone
precursors, PM, and toxic emissions from construction-related activities.
Recommendations:
The FElS should clarify what effect the SMAQMD's required mitigation measures, California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the federal General Conformity Rule have on the

project, in particular what the total amount of emissions are projected to be under the preferred
alternative.
The federal General Conformity regulations underwent major revisions that are currently in
effect. The revisions removed the 10% regionally significant applicability threshold; therefore,
we recommend removing that part of the applicability discussion on page 3.4-4. Note that the
citation at the bottom of that page should include a period to read "40 CFR 93.153".
We recommend that the conformity discussion in section 3.4 include a list of the de minimis
thresholds that apply to Sacramento County, and an analysis of the project's preferred alternative
with respect to those thresholds.

Due to the serious nature of the PMlOand 8-hour ozone conditions in the Sacramento Valley Air
Basin, EPA recommends that the best available control measures (BACM), all applicable
requirements under local rules, and the following additional measures be implemented at all
times and incorporated into the PElS, a Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan, and the Record
of Decision:
Fugitive Dust Source Controls:
• Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or applying water
or chemical/organic dust palliative where appropriate. This applies to both
inactive and active sites, during workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy
conditions.
• Install wind fencing, and phase grading operations, where appropriate, and
operate water trucks for stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.
• When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment, prevent
spillage, and limit speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph). Limit speed of earth
moving equipment to 10 mph.
Mobile and Stationary Source Controls:
• Reduce use, trips, and unnecessary idling of heavy equipment.
• Maintain and tune engines per manufacturer's specifications to perform at
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and/or EPA certification levels, where
applicable, and to perform at verified standards applicable to retrofit technologies.
Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to limit unnecessary idling and to
ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained, tuned, and modified
consistent with established specifications. CARB has a number of mobile source
anti-idling requirements. See their website at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truck-idling/truck-idling.htm
• Prohibit any tampering with engines and require continuing adherence to
manufacturer's recommendations
• If practicable, lease new, clean equipment meeting the most stringent of
applicable Federal or State Standards.
2

•

Utilize EPA-registered particulate traps and other appropriate controls where
suitable, to reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter and other pollutants at
the construction site.

Administrative controls:
• Identify all commitments to reduce construction emissions and incorporate these
reductions into the air quality analysis to reflect additional air quality
improvements that would result from adopting specific air quality measures.
Identify where mitigation measures are deemed to be not implementable due to
economic infeasibility, and provide comparable determinations for similar
projects as justification for this decision.
• Prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction, and identify the
suitability of add-on emission controls for each piece of equipment before
groundbreaking. (Suitability of control devices is based on: whether there is
reduced normal availability of the construction equipment due to increased
downtime and/or power output, whether there may be significant damage caused
to the construction equipment engipe, or whether there may be a significant risk to
nearby workers or the public.) Meet CARB diesel fuel requirement for off-road
and on-highway (i.e., 15 ppm), and, where appropriate, use alternative fuels such
as natural gas and electric.
• Develop a construction traffic and parking management plan that minimizes
Identify sensitive receptors in the project area, such as children, elderly, and
infirm, and specify the means by which you will minimize impacts to these
populations. For example, locate construction equipment and staging zones away
from sensitive receptors and fresh air intakes to buildings and air conditioners.
Page 3.4-2 ofthe DEIS contains errors which should be corrected in the FEIS, as follows:

•

•

•

In Table 3.4-1, replace: "Non-Attainment, Classification = Serious (8-hour

Standard)", with "Non-Attainment, Classification =Severe (8-hour Standard)".
Note that the area's 8-hour ozone classification changed from serious to severe,
effective June 4, 2010.
Also in Table 3.4-1, regarding ozone, you may wish to add: "The County is a
federal severe I-hour ozone nonattainment area." Note that although the County
is nonattainment for the I-hour ozone NAAQS, that NAAQS has been revoked
and does not apply to the area for General Conformity purposes.
On Page 3.4-2, in the paragraph preceding Table 3.4-1, the text states that the air
district "must" request an attainment designation. This is incorrect. If the intent
here is to indicate that, although the area has clean data, it remains designated as
nonattainment until it requests redesignation and meets several other Clean Air
Act redesignation criteria, including submittal of a maintenance plan, EPA
supports that distinction and recommends that "The District must request
redesignation to attainment and submit a maintenance plan" be replaced with:
"Although monitoring data show the area is attaining the PM-lO NAAQS, the
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•

•

•

District remains nonattainment for PM-IO until EPA approves a redesignation to
attainment request from the State." Please note that, regardless of the above
statement, as a nonattainment area, Sacramento County is subject to general
conformity for PM-lO. This would still be the case as a PM-lO attainment
maintenance area.
We also recommend that the text of the sentence preceding the above be amended
to indicate the PM-I0 air quality beyond 2003, up to the present, or perhaps to
refer the reader to the subsequent air monitoring discussion in the document.
Revise the same paragraph to indicate that the state's reclassification ("bump-up")
request of the area to severe has been acted upon by EPA. The area (including
Sacramento County) is severe nonattainment for the 1997 ozone NAAQS,
effective June 4,2010.
Finally in that paragraph, the last sentence describes a boundary for the federal
PM2.5 NAAQS. We have already acted on that boundary recommendation and
designated all areas of the nation as meeting or not meeting the 2006 PM2.5
NAAQS. We recommend revising the sentence to read, "Sacramento County is
also part of a larger area that has been designated by EPA as nonattainment for
the 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS", or something to that effect.

Green Building
EPA commends the applicant's commitment to ensure that all residential, commercial,
and public buildings meet the minimum "15% reduction in operational related (long-term)
emissions, consistent with General Plan," (page 3.4-17); however we have concerns regarding
the timeline for meeting these standards in light of the changes that may occur over the long
lifespan of this project. In addition, although the DEIS describes mitigation measures as
"including a provision for mixed uses, transit accessibility, bicycle and pedestrian improvement
and participation in a Transportation Management Association"(page 3.4-17), very little is
included regarding policies and actions such as green building design to reduce impacts to Air
Quality.

Recommendations:
If there is likely to be a long delay between permit application submittal and approval,
EPA recommends the FEIS commit to building designs that operate at 15% or better than
standards at the time of permit approval rather than when the project permit applications
are filed.
The FEIS should include commitments to maximize the use of green building design and
to obtain Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification. For
information on green building, please contact USEPA Residential Green Building
Coordinator Leif Magnuson, EPA at (415) 972-3286 or by email at
magnuson.leif@epa.gov. EPA also recommends that the Corps and project proponent
work with the Sacramento Municipal Utility Distict (SMUD) to ensure that the latest
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technology available is incorporated into the structures built as part of the Sunridge
Properties Project. For more information on SMUD's move towards Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design Platinum·Certified construction ideas go to:
http://www.smud.org/eniresidentiallhomeofthefuturelPages/projects-rjwalter.aspx

Protection of Aquatic Resources
The area encompassed by the Proposed Project is rich in vernal pools and related aquatic
resources. These vernal pool habitats contain a wide array of plants and animals, many of which
have some level of protection under the federal and/or state endangered species acts.
Since at least 2002, EPA has worked collaboratively with USACE, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS), the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), local governments,
and landowners and potential developers to identify the most effective way to protect aquatic
resources in the Proposed Project area, while also allowing for appropriate development. That
effort led to development of the Conceptual Strategy, a large landscape framework for
identifying and protecting resources of concern in the general Proposed Project area.
Consistent with the framework outlined in the Conceptual Strategy, and with the
additional site-specific information developed in conjunction with the proposed Clean Water Act
section 404 permits, the Proposed Project (Alternative 2) would construct 3,258 residential units,
while preserving 153.6 acres of undeveloped wetlands. This would result in fill of 29.9 acres of
waters of the U.S. (WUS). Alternative 2 would include compensatory mitigation in the form of
34 acres of created vernal pools and 53 acres of offsite preserved wetland area (DEIS: p.ES-2).
Recommendation:
• The FEIS should document progress in securing mitigation commitments and
achieving the ecosystem goals in the created vernal pools.
• The FEIS should describe the safeguards that will be employed to assure that
protected vernal pools are not adversely affected during the construction process.
• To compensate for unavoidable impacts to waters of the United States, mitigation
must be in compliance with Compensatory Mitigation for Losses ofAquatic
Resources; Final Rule dated April 10, 2008 (40 CFR Part 230).
For further assistance with issues pertaining to waters of the U.S., please continue to
coordinate with Paul Jones, EPA Wetlands Office. Paul can be reached at (415) 972-3470, or by
email at jones.paul@epa.gov.

Stormwater Management
The DEIS states that the project area is "dominated by seasonal stormwater run-off, (page
3.3-3)." Although the DEIS states that drainage and detention improvements would bring the
project's impacts down to less than significant, EPA is concerned with potential impacts to water
5

resources due to substantial increases in impervious surfaces that could increase pollutant
loading to surface waters and reduce infiltration rates, thereby resulting in diminished recharge
of the local aquifer. EPA encourages stormwater management measures which infiltrate,
evapotranspire, or harvest and reuse urban stormwater to reduce pollutant loads in the
stormwater discharges and minimize changes in stream hydrology associated with urbanization.
Such techniques are often referred to as Low Impact Development (LID) or green infrastructure.
In addition to the water quality improvement and benefits for stream hydrology, numerous other
benefits have been identified from LID, including increased groundwater recharge, air quality
improvement, and reduced energy use.
Recommendation:
The FElS should describe the benefits of LID, and include a commitment to maximize
the use of LID throughout the project. For more information go to State Water
Resources Control Board website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programsllow impact development!.

Water Supply
The DElS states that the water supply source is "uncertain and under litigation" (page
ES-ll). The PElS should describe existing and/or proposed sources of water supply for the
Project, anticipated water demand from the Project, and direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
to water resources that may occur. Because the proposed Project could result in significant
increases in water demands for an indefinite period of time, EPA strongly encourages including a
discussion in the FElS of all water conservation measures that will be implemented to reduce
water demands for the proposed Project. The Project design should maximize conservation
measures such as appropriate use of recycled water for landscaping and industry, xeric
landscaping, a water pricing structure that accurately reflects the economic and environmental
costs of water use, and water conservation education. An estimate of the water resource benefits
that result from each mitigation and conservation measure proposed should be included in the
PElS. Water saving strategies can be found in the EPA's publications Protecting Water
Resources with Smart Growth at www.epa.gov/piedpage/pdf/waterresources with sg.pdf, and
USEPA Water Conservation Guidelines at www.epa.gov/watersense/docs/app a508.pdf.

Climate Change
EPA commends the USACE for the attention given to the issue of climate change (page
3.16-2); however the FElS should include measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the effects of
climate change on the proposed project. The FElS should also explore the extent to which
climate change may alter the impacts of the proposed project on the environment. Scientific
evidence supports the concern that continued increases in greenhouse gas emissions resulting
from human activities will contribute to climate change. Effects on weather patterns, sea level,
ocean acidification, chemical reaction rates, and precipitation rates can be expected. Such
changes may affect the scope and intensity of impacts resulting from the proposed project.
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Recommendations:
•

Consider how climate change could affect the proposed project and the affected
environment, specifically within sensitive areas, and assess how the impacts of the
proposed project could be exacerbated by climate change.

7

SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS*
This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) level of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for
evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the
adequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION
“LO” (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.
“EC” (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency
to reduce these impacts.
“EO” (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or
a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.
“EU” (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ).

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT
Category “1” (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.
Category “2” (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion
should be included in the final EIS.
Category “3” (Inadequate)
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions
are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.
*From EPA Manual 1640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
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Via Electronic Mail Only

August 18,2010

Michael S. Jewell
Chief, Central California/Nevada Section
Regulatory Branch
United States Army Corps of Engineers
1325 J Street, Suite 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
Re:

Sunridge Properties Draft Environmental Impact Statement; SPK2009-00511

Dear Mr. Jewell:
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to submit comments addressing the
Sunridge Properties Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated July 20,2010. We offer the
following comments, which relate to the scope of the cumulative impacts analysis:
1. The Geographic Area Included in the Cumulative Impacts Is Unclear
It is not clear from the DEIS what geographic scope was used to conduct the
cumulative effects analysis. It appears that the cumulative impacts analysis extends beyond
the Mather Core Recovery area to include vernal pools in "Sacramento County" and "the
Central Valley," but the DEIS does not state what portions of these areas were included in the
cumulative impacts analysis. While the DEIS includes a map depicting the Southeast
Sacramento Vernal Pool Region and the Mather Core Recovery unit, it is not clear whether
this represents the area included in the cumulative impacts analysis. The confusion is
compounded by the references in the cumulative impacts analysis to areas that are well
outside the boundaries of the Central Valley, such as the Central Coast region.

Absent a clear definition of the area being included in the analysis, it is impossible to
evaluate the DEIS' conclusions regarding cumulative impacts. For example, the conclusion
that appears in Section 4.3.2, Table 4-6 - the "historic local, regional and statewide loss of
vernal pool habitat has result[edl in an adverse impact to vernal pool habitat and species" cannot be evaluated if the local and regional areas are not defined. Since the DEIS lacks this
specificity, its conclusions about cumulative impacts are not supported.

Michael S. Jewell
Chief, Central California/Nevada Section
Regulatory Branch
United States Army Corps of Engineers
Re: Sunridge Properties Draft Environmental Impact Statement; SPK2009-00511
August 18,2010
Page 2

2. The Cumulative Impacts Analysis Should Include the South Sacramento Habitat
Conservation Plan as Reasonably Foreseeable Project
The South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan proposes a regional approach to
addressing issues related to urban development, habitat conservation and agricultural
protection. A revised draft of the SSHCP was released to the public on August 13,2010. The
SSHCP is nearing completion, and it is a reasonably foreseeable future project. As such, it
should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis.
Should you have any questions about the issues raised in this letter, please do not
hesitate to contact me. Thank you again for the opportunity to submit comments on this EIS.
We look forward to your response.

Very truly yours,

JTB:aw
Enc.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

k willoughby
Imamura, Eileen R SPK
please confirm reciept on this final day for comment
Wednesday, August 18, 2010 9:11:06 AM

Kathleen Willoughby
11608 Long Ravine Court
Gold River, California 95670
(916) 638-3046
k.willoughby@sbcglobal.net
August 18, 2010

Eileen Imamura
Regulatory Tech, Regulatory Division
US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
916-557-5262    Fax: 916-557-6877
Eileen.R.Imamura@usace.army.mil
RE: Subject: Sunridge Properties Draft EIS: Comment Period Extended Until
August 18, 2010 (PN SPK-2009-00511. Response to Final EIR –

Dear Ms. Imamura,  
Upon reviewing the document, my colleagues and associates have the following
concerns:

Published in the federal register was the ACE advertisement to permit an arboretum?
Deep within the same ad, the tree museum idea grows enough wings to permit
thousands of residential housing units. The document’s conclusion is that the project
garners no significant environmental impact and suggests a negative declaration. Are
you permitting an Arboretum, navigable waterways, major and minor traffic arteries,
or residential housing permits?

The COE as a Federal Agency is not authorized to expend taxpayer dollars to benefit
private entities such as the developers of Rio Del Oro, and Sunridge which are the
subject of this EIS/R. Is the intent to approve 28 acres classified as Waters of the US
or is this approval for the entire project to move forward? Is only 28 acres included in
the project description?

Is Rio Del Oro, Sunridge plan residential developments legally tied to local and
developer funding? Is this ACE review advertising an Arboretum that includes 500
housing units a vehicle to avoid public scrutiny? Is not Rancho Cordova the proper
entity to perform the environmental review because of the enormous acreage size in
question compared to the small acreage size involved in the ACE domain jurisdiction
over bridges and US waters? Is there a navigable river for commuters in Sunridge,
Rio Del Oro?

                                                                        Page one
             

United States economic recessions and depressions are cyclical and predictable, but
not acknowledged in this NEPA / FEIR or within the SACOG and other local data
upon which conclusions are drawn. What are funding options for the project in a
depression or double dip recession? Does this document consider infrastructure
funding from Federal stimulus or TARP resources? Notwithstanding that after
eighteen months, two thirds of the Feb. 2009, 240 billion dollar Federal stimulus
funds have not been spent. But a shortage of identified local money/grants may
provide extraordinary funding control to the federal government and disregard
opposition from local residents, within or outside of the boundary of Rancho Cordova.
Unique in the world, The United States is not a nation based on men but on laws. Is
this ambiguous document intended to deceive opponents or circumvent existing law
in favor of Rancho Cordova’s agenda to expand their boundaries?
This document creates a moving target regarding jurisdictional control of the
wetlands.
Rio Del Oro/Sunridge plan includes vast wetlands, and few acres of US waterways
under ACE watchfulness.   Where will the arboretum be located, near a river or a
dam? Upon build-out, what entity will control the 28 acres under ACE jurisdiction, as
well as the 500 plus acres of wetlands, a homeowner assn., a community assn., a
local planning council, the county, the state, the federal government?

This is a lawyer’s document, silent on the formation of Common Interest Development
a quasi government with taxing authority that violates numerous fundamental
individual constitutional rights and responsibilities of American home owners. As a
federal agency, the ACE should expressly prohibit rather that maintain silence on the
formation of CID. Where is the discussion /evaluation of the Lawful requirements to
establishment of [CID] Common Interest Development?
.

This study fails to include mention or evaluation the significant roadway artery with an
active JPA, The Capital South East Connector that will provide connectivity for the six
neighborhoods evaluated for permitting in this study. This study does not adequately
address the impact of the proposed Hazel Avenue South Extension, nor does it
adequately address the diminished need for a proposed Rancho Cordova Parkway
Interchange, euphemistically referred herein as Sunrise reliever. Hazel Ave south
extension impact is mentioned but expressly eliminated; on the other hand the
sunrise reliever aka Rancho Cordova Parkway Interchange and connectors are
included and their need exaggerated.

This study should but does not address the aspect of the RCPI, aka, Sunrise
Reliever; the federal government prohibits CAL-TRANS construction sans roadway
connections that currently are not possible from not owning land.
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The documents ignore significant existing shuttered infrastructure, the Citrus Road
under crossing of US Highway 50, and one unlawfully shuttered public roadway
attached to it, the 2300 and 2400 blocks of Citrus Road, as well as a misidentified a
private roadway, Club House Drive, labeled Zinfandel Drive. It is negligent to not
evaluate the potential offered by this existing piece of public infrastructure; the under
crossing is just one mile from the site of the proposed Rancho Cordova Parkway
Interchange, RCPI, aka Sunrise Reliever. Citrus Road should be addressed within the
context of overall connectivity especially from its potential to alleviate severe traffic
impacts and air quality impacts on Sunrise Blvd.

The impact and evaluation of the RCPI, aka, Sunrise Reliever is severely distorted  
from improperly eliminating mention and impact of a significant infrastructure left
over from an abandoned heavy rail under crossing as well as an attached public
roadway unlawfully shut and barricaded, and a private roadway labeled and
interpreted as a public roadway. It was easy for me to do a records request on these
infrastructures; therefore a reasonable inference is that public officials desire to
continue the unlawful closures/usages since they are not addressed in this document.
In an email to me, Caltrans District Three Director recently granted a waiver on the
Citrus Road under crossing for the local government to pursue and evaluate and even
to improve and open to vehicle traffic.
Unreasonable conclusions from data cited within this report suggest that a worker
should not drive to a job in rancho from nearby communities within the SACOG area
or even from nearby Sac County, and large jobs numbers create absolute need for
added large numbers of housing units. If Rancho Cordova provides numbers of jobs
that exceed equivalent housing units, it does not reasonably suggest that urban
sprawl is the solution. Commuting is acceptable; California is the West!

Dual court decisions in summer of 2007 reduced the numbers of permitted houses in
this Sunridge/Del Oro study area; are these numbers evaluated and decisions
implemented?

Respectfully,

Kathleen Willoughby
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