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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

 THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

This is the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the proposed Liberty Specific Plan (LSP), which is 
the Project. As explained below, the FEIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines to disclose to decision-makers and the public the adverse 
physical changes to the environment that could occur if the Project is approved. The FEIR presents the 
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), written responses to those comments, 
and revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prompted by the comments. 

Although this document is called the FEIR for convenience, the formal FEIR for the Project includes both 
this document and the DEIR. The West Sacramento Planning Commission and City Council will consider this 
FEIR prior to acting on the Project. 

According to Section 15002 of the State CEQA Guidelines, below are the basic purposes of CEQA. 

▪ Inform government decision makers and the public about the potential significant environmental effects 
of proposed activities. 

▪ Identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced. 

▪ Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use 
of project alternatives or mitigation measures when the governing agency finds the changes to be feasible. 

▪ Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the 
agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved. 

The process of preparing an EIR involves the following steps. 

▪ Issuing a notice of preparation (NOP) soliciting the comments of public agencies and interested 
organizations and individuals regarding the scope and content of the EIR. West Sacramento issued an NOP 
for the project in May 2016, with a 30-day public review period from May 5, 2016, through June 6, 2016. 
A copy of the NOP is in Appendix A of the DEIR. 

▪ Community Meetings/Scoping Meeting. Several community meetings were held to provide an overview 
and solicit comments regarding the proposed changes to the General Plan. A scoping meeting offers 
additional opportunities for input prior to preparation of a DEIR. A scoping meeting was held for public 
agencies and members of the public on May 24, 2016. 

▪ Preparing a DEIR and releasing it for public review and comment. The DEIR for the Project was published 
in August 2017 and was available for a review period of 45 days from August 18, 2017, through October 
2, 2017, for public agencies and interested organizations and individuals to review. Copies of the DEIR 
were available at the City offices, County libraries, and in electronic format on the City’s website. 

▪ This FEIR presents the comments received on the DEIR, written responses to those comments, and 
changes to the text of the DEIR made in response to the comments. The City Council will certify the 
adequacy of the FEIR and consider the analysis and conclusions of the FEIR prior to taking final action on 
the Project. 

▪ Adopting findings and a statement of overriding considerations. Prior to taking any action to approve the 
project, the City Council must adopt findings that describe how each significant impact identified in the 
FEIR will be addressed (i.e., whether the impact would be mitigated, would be mitigated by another agency, 
or would be significant and unavoidable). If the City Council chooses not to approve any of the alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR, then the findings will also explain why those alternatives are infeasible. Because the 
Project is expected to result in significant and unavoidable impacts, in accordance with Section 15093(b) 



City of West Sacramento: Liberty Specific Plan Final EIR 
Chapter 1: Introduction Draft 

October 2024  1-2 

of the State CEQA Guidelines the City Council will also adopt a statement of overriding considerations 
that explains the specific benefits of adopting the proposed Liberty Specific Plan. 

CEQA establishes a process for analyzing a project’s potential impacts. The FEIR is not a permit and CEQA 
does not mandate that a proposed project be approved or denied. CEQA’s essential purposes are to ensure 
that public agencies make a good faith effort at disclosing the potential impacts of projects to decision-makers, 
the public, and other agencies, and implement actions that will reduce or avoid potential significant impacts 
(i.e., mitigation), when feasible. A project may be approved despite having significant and unavoidable impacts. 

The City Council will use the FEIR to inform themselves of the Project’s impacts before taking action. They 
will also consider other information and testimony that will arise during deliberations on the Project before 
making their decision. 

 PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This FEIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2016052012) has been prepared to evaluate and disclose the potential 
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Project. This Project would supplement the City’s 
General Plan 2035 (adopted December 2016) and the Southport Framework Plan (amended 1998) by 
prescribing specific land use and development policies and regulations for approximately 342 acres in the 
Southport area of West Sacramento. The LSP would accommodate 1,503 low-, medium-, and high-density 
residences, including single-family detached, single-family attached, and multi-family residences; ten percent of 
these units would be affordable to households earning 50 to 60 percent of the area median income. The Project 
would also include a 2.8-acre recreation area (The Commons) that would contain private recreational amenities, 
an adjacent neighborhood commercial site with up to 10,000 square feet, and a proposed bus stop on Heirloom 
Drive. Implementation of the LSP would also result in the creation of parks and greenbelts. The LSP also 
provides for a public roadway circulation system and the installation of backbone infrastructure/utilities. 

The Project would apply exclusively to areas under the jurisdiction of the City of West Sacramento—that is, 
lands that are within the city limits and that are not under the jurisdiction of federal or state agencies or tribal 
entities. Because the Project could have indirect impacts on surrounding areas, some of the EIR’s analyses reach 
beyond the boundaries of the Project. 

Impacts are disclosed separately by resource area for future development to the 2035 planning horizon. The 
potential impacts of the project are analyzed in comparison to existing conditions, except where noted. 

When determining whether the project would result in a significant environmental impact, the EIR considers 
the extent to which proposed LSP policies would act to reduce its effects. Where the LSP policies would not 
be sufficient to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level and there is feasible mitigation that would do so, 
the EIR identifies that mitigation. For purposes of this EIR, “mitigation” means specific policies or 
programmatic commitments that can be adopted or actions that can be undertaken that would avoid the impact 
or reduce it to a less-than-significant level. 

 GENERAL PLAN AND SPECIFIC PLANS 

California Planning Law requires each county and city to adopt “a comprehensive, long-term general plan for 
the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in the planning 
agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning” (Government Code Section 65300). Under the law, a general 
plan must address the essential issues of land use, traffic circulation, housing, resource conservation, open 
space, noise, and safety. Because it is to “consist of a statement of development policies and shall include a 
diagram or diagrams and text setting forth objectives, principles, standards, and plan proposals,” the general 
plan establishes the framework for the city’s future development pattern (Government Code Section 65302).  
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Government Code section 65450 states that a city may prepare a specific plan “for the systematic 
implementation of the general plan…” A specific plan may be adopted in the same manner as a general plan 
(by resolution) or it may be adopted by ordinance (or regulatory provisions), or it may adopted by a combination 
of these actions; the adoption of a specific plan is considered a legislative act, but is not technically a part of, 
the local general plan. Specific plans generally describe allowable land uses, identify open space, and detail 
infrastructure availability and financing for a portion of the community. In some cases, specific plans also take 
the place of zoning. Specific plans must be consistent with the general plan and, in turn, zoning, subdivision, 
and public works decisions must comply with the provisions of the specific plan.  

 LEVEL OF DETAIL IN THIS DOCUMENT  

CEQA identifies various types of EIRs, the most common of which is the project EIR. A project EIR focuses 
primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from a development project. It examines all 
phases of the project, including planning, construction, and operation. For the LSP, this EIR covers 
environmental impacts on a project level for onsite improvements, supported by site-specific studies. 

This EIR considers the potential environmental effects of implementing the LSP. The State CEQA Guidelines 
provide that “[t]he degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved 
in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines 15146). The LSP is a planning 
document, but it does not detail how individual sites will be developed. Accordingly, this EIR “need not be as 
detailed as an EIR on specific construction projects” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15146). Further actions 
or procedures necessary to implement the LSP will include the processing of future vesting master and 
subsequent vesting tentative tract maps, site design plans, building permits, and/or grading permits. 

Environmental impacts cannot always be mitigated to a level that is considered less than significant. In 
accordance with Section 15093(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, if an agency approves a project that has 
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated (i.e., significant unavoidable impacts), the agency cannot approve 
the project without specifying in writing the project benefits that justify its approval. Because a specific plan 
involves land uses for a large area, most specific plan EIRs identify some impacts that are significant and 
unavoidable; this EIR is no exception. As mentioned above, prior to approving the project in final form, the 
City will adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” that describes the specific benefits of implementing 
the project that outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts of the project. 

Portions of the EIR prepared for the West Sacramento General Plan Update, certified in November 2016, 
(SCH #2014042087) are incorporated by reference in the EIR for LSP, including detailed setting information 
generally applicable to the LSP project but not specifically describing the LSP site. 

 USE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

The City of West Sacramento Planning Commission and City Council will use the EIR to inform themselves 
of the impacts of the LSP before taking action on it. They will also consider other information and testimony 
submitted during deliberations on the project. After weighing this information, the Commission will provide 
recommendations to the City Council, which will, in turn, make its decisions concerning adoption of the LSP 
and associated actions, as described below. 

This EIR is prepared for the purpose of analyzing the environmental impacts of the proposed LSP. The EIR 
neither approves, nor denies, the project. It simply discloses the potential impacts to allow informed 
deliberations and decisions by the Planning Commission and City Council. 

The following legislative and discretionary actions may be taken by the City based on this EIR: 

▪ Adoption of the Liberty Specific Plan. 
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▪ Amendment of the General Plan and the Southport Framework Plan to ensure consistency with the Liberty 
Specific Plan. 

▪ Rezone of the Liberty property to ensure consistency with the Specific Plan. 

▪ Approval of the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map. 

▪ Approval of the Development Agreement. 

 FEIR DOCUMENT FORMAT 

The format of this FEIR is outlined below to assist the reader’s review of the document. 

▪ Chapter 1 is this Introduction to the FEIR. The discussion reflects the CEQA process through completion 
of the FEIR. 

▪ Chapter 2 contains the comments received during the public review of the DEIR and the responses to 
those comments. 

▪ Chapter 3 consists of errata. That is, minor changes to the DEIR to clarify or expand upon the points 
discussed therein. For the reader’s convenience, the FEIR identifies the page number and paragraph in the 
DEIR where each change is being made. 

▪ Chapter 4 identifies the references used in preparing this FEIR. 
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CHAPTER 2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
EIR 

 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter lists the correspondence received with comments on the Draft EIR (DEIR), provides copies of 
the correspondence (letters or emails), and responds in turn to each comment related to an environmental issue. 
For convenience, each correspondence has been assigned a number in alphabetical order by commenter (see 
Table 2-1) and each individual comment has been assigned sub-number. For example, the Yolo-Solano Air 
Quality Management District’s letter is 14 and the individual comments within the letter are labeled 14-1, 14-2, 
and so on. 

The City’s responses to each individual comment follow each letter or e-mail. The responses identify the 
comment they are responding to by its number code. The responses are well-considered, good faith responses 
to each comment that relates to an environmental issue. In cases where a comment does not relate to 
environmental issue, the response acknowledges the comment and explains how it is not relevant to a CEQA 
consideration. In some cases, revisions have been made to the FEIR for clarification purposes only; these 
changes are described in the City’s response and are shown in Chapter 3, Errata, as changes to the DEIR text. 
No new environmental impacts have been identified. 

The comments received are listed in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1: DEIR Comments Submitted 

Comment # / Commenter Date Sent / Received 

1. Cliff Babcock August 19, 2017 

2. Daniel L. Baxter October 02, 2017 

3. Sara Gunasekara November 11, 2017 

4. Lora Jameson October 09, 2017 

5. Jefferson Subdivision Group (from David R. Williams) September 27, 2017 

6. Matt Keasling October 03, 2017 

7. Thomas McDuffie September 13, 2017 

8. Paige L. McKibbin October 02, 2017 

9. Alberto T Pulido October 10, 2017 

10. River Landing (Hayes Hicks Quintero Thomas) May 19, 2017 

11. Harriet Lai Ross & Geoffrey Ross October 01, 2017 

12. Anthony Serra  September 2, 2017 

13. Janice Whitaker August 30, 2017 

14. Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD) September 21, 2017 

 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND RESPONSES 

Following are each of the comments that the City received during the review period along with the City’s 
responses to those comments. 

  



 

October 2024  2-2 

1. Cliff Babcock, August 19, 2017 

 

  

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 
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1.1 The South River Road closure is not related to the Liberty Specific Plan Project. Rather, it was part of  the 
West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (WSAFCA) levee improvement program (Southport 
Sacramento River Early Implementation Project).  In conjunction with that program, a portion of  the 
roadway will be accessible between both marinas, and the top of  the levee will be converted to a paved 
pedestrian trail. This comment does not raise any concerns with the DEIR’s environmental analysis, so 
no response is necessary. 

1.2 The City’s General Plan, first adopted in 1990 following incorporation of  West Sacramento and updated 
in December 2016, has always anticipated the development of  the Liberty area for residential uses, with 
supporting commercial and parks and recreation uses. The Southport Framework Plan, adopted in 1995 
and updated in 1998, was a refinement to the General Plan to establish a foundation for village-oriented 
mixed-use development in Southport. The Liberty Specific Plan was prepared to be consistent with the 
broad policy of  the General Plan and the more precise specifications of  the Southport Framework Plan, 
and particularly the Framework Plan’s Northeast Village. While the Specific Plan calls for the 
rearrangement of  land use designations, the overall development mix of  the Specific Plan is reflective of  
the Southport Framework Plan Land Use Map. This comment does not raise any concerns with the 
DEIR’s environmental analysis, so no response is necessary. 

1.3 The remaining issues raised by the commenter focus on the merits of  the project and do not raise any 
concerns with the DEIR’s environmental analysis. No further response is necessary.  
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2. Daniel L. Baxter, October 02, 2017 

 

2.1 

2.2 
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2.2 

2.3 

2.4 

2.5 
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2.1 The DEIR analyzes the environmental impacts that may occur as a result of  adoption of  the Liberty 
Specific Plan (LSP). The LSP is a planning document, but it does not detail how individual sites will be 
developed, including the specific information about the Sports and Recreation Complex, that would allow 
detailed environmental review at this time. Accordingly, this EIR “need not be as detailed as an EIR on 
specific construction projects” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15146). Further actions or procedures 
necessary to implement the LSP will include the processing of  future vesting master and subsequent 
vesting tentative tract maps, site design plans, building permits, and/or grading permits. Notwithstanding 
the foregoing, the Draft EIR does analyze those impacts that can be reasonably expected to occur as a 
result of  the approval of  the LSP. 

For example, park and recreation facilities are typically located within residential neighborhoods as 
amenities for residents of  those neighborhoods.  The activities that occur at such facilities, including the 
Sports Complex proposed as part of  the Liberty Specific Plan, invariably result in intermittent noise and 
light.  

The Draft EIR, on pages 3.12-23 and -24, recognizes that sports activities and games will cease by 10 PM 
(per the City’s Zoning Ordinance Section 17.28), meaning that the primary source of  noise (crowd noise 
from cheering and loud conversation) would also cease at this time. The noise analysis estimates that 
crowd noise would achieve a noise level of  51 dBA at a 400-foot distance from the acoustic center of  the 
sports park, which is the distance to the nearest residence. These noise levels comply with the City’s noise 
level standards for daytime (prior to 10 PM) periods. As the Draft EIR describes, noise levels will be 
further reduced by the construction of  a 6-foot masonry sound wall, breaking the line of  sight and noise 
transmission to the nearest residences. Nighttime noise levels cannot exceed 45 dBA (equalized) and 65 
dBA (maximum event) under City General Plan requirements. While the sports park may continue to 
generate some noise associated with crowd departure after 10 PM, such noise would not be the equivalent 
of  crowd noise from cheering, would be temporary until patrons have departed the premises, and would 
not be expected to exceed 45 dBA at the location of  the nearest residential uses. 

The FEIR has added a discussion of  the Sports Complex as a source of  light under Impact AES-3 (see 
page 3-3). In addition, the FEIR has expanded Mitigation Measure AES-3a to refer to outdoor lighting 
associated with the Sports Complex and to commit to consideration of  light and glare impacts in 
conjunction with project-level planning, programming, design, and construction of  the Sports Complex.  
Additional mitigation to be added in conjunction with detailed planning, programming, and design of  the 
Sports Complex could include construction of  a taller sound wall and the installation of  denser evergreen 
landscaping along the northern property line adjacent to residential uses. 

2.2 The DEIR appropriately assumes that the operational assumptions for the Sports Complex, as described 
in the Specific Plan, are accurate and provide a sufficient basis for evaluation of  impacts. It does not, nor 
should it, anticipate unauthorized activities as described by the commenter. Specifically, pages 3.12-23 and 
-24 of  the DEIR state that the sports activities and/or games will cease by 10 PM. As identified in the 
DEIR, the noise as analyzed complies with the City’s noise standards. In conjunction with environmental 
review associated with project-level planning, programming, design, and construction of  the Sports 
Complex, the applicant will be required to conduct further analysis of  noise and lighting. It is premature 
and not reasonably foreseeable to make predictions about the types, location of  amenities, and overall 
layout of  the Sports Complex at this time. As those details emerge, and prior to any approval of  specific 
plans for park facility development, they will be analyzed. 

2.3 The DEIR describes possible amenities to be included in the Sports Complex, but those amenities have 
not been determined. They will be dependent on financial resources, the City's adoption of  its Park Master 
Plan, and the ultimate programming and design of  the Sports Complex. Therefore, the analysis in the 
DEIR, with respect to the Sports Complex, is at a programmatic level. Moreover, the DEIR noise analysis 
focuses on crowd noise because it is expected to be the most prominent single source of  noise at the 
Sports Complex. The FEIR makes this assumption clear. Also, as the Outdoor Recreation Facilities 
discussion under Impact NOI-1 points out, all activity at the Sports Complex will cease at 10 PM (per 
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City Zoning requirements), thus minimizing exposure to nearby noise sensitive receptors.  In conjunction 
with final design and programing, an evaluation of  noise and lighting will be required prior to design 
approval.  

2.4 The DEIR’s assumptions are based on operations at comparable facilities at similar parks for similar 
developments. The DEIR’s emphasis on the acoustic center is a methodologically sound approach to 
characterizing noise and its potential impacts. Nonetheless, in conjunction with environmental review 
associated with project-level planning, programming, design, and construction of  the Sports Complex, 
the applicant will be required to conduct further analysis of  noise and lighting. 

2.5 The CEQA analysis for the as-yet-designed features of  the Liberty Specific Plan, including the Sports 
Complex, is considered to be a programmatic level of  review. As previously stated, further environmental 
analysis will be required prior to any project specific approvals. Mitigation measures, if  needed, will be 
developed to address environmental impacts. Additionally, pursuant to the analysis in the DEIR, the 6-
foot masonry wall would reduce noise impacts to a less than significant impact, consistent with the City's 
noise thresholds (DEIR at p. 3.12-24, "The noise from the fields, with inclusion of  the future sound wall, 

is predicted to be between 48 and 50 dBA Leq. As such, noise from this project‐use is predicted to comply 
with the applicable standard (not to exceed 55 dBA Leq during daytime hours).").  
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3. Sara Gunasekara, November 11, 2017 

 

3.1 

3.2 
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3.1 The DEIR’s traffic analysis includes evaluation of  impacts for 30 intersections and neighborhood-level 
daily traffic volume impacts for 20 segments of  roadways that would connect with the proposed roadway 
network within the project, including Stonegate Drive. As the commenter notes, the DEIR concludes that 
the segment of  Stonegate Drive that includes the intersection at Muscovy Road will experience a 25 
percent increase in traffic, which is considered a significant impact. Accordingly, the project applicant will 
be required to fund monitoring of  traffic volume increases and safety issues on Stonegate Drive (see 
DEIR Mitigation Measure TRA-1b DEIR on p. 3.16-25). If  conditions are found to be unacceptable 
based on this monitoring, the applicant will be required to fund a Residential Traffic Calming Program 
(RTCP), including community outreach, analysis, public participation, design, implementation, and 
construction of  traffic calming measures. The applicant will not be able to obtain building permits beyond 
the first 599 units until compliance with this mitigation measure is achieved.  Roundabouts are an effective 
means of  traffic control and traffic calming that have been deployed successfully elsewhere in West 
Sacramento. The City accepts them as an approved method of  traffic management. The intersection 
referenced by this comment will continue to operate at acceptable levels with the addition of  project-
related trips, as described in the DEIR. 

3.2 Mitigation Measure TRA-1a DEIR (p. 3.16-25) requires the project applicant to pay a fair share toward 
installation of  a traffic signal at the Stonegate Drive-Linden Road intersection, which currently is 
controlled by stop signs at the four corners. The signal would improve the LOS to a level of  C or better, 
which would reduce the impact at this intersection to a less than significant impact (DEIR on p. 3.16-25). 
This mitigation measure addresses the commenter’s concerns for pedestrian safety at the Stonegate Drive-
Linden Road intersection.   
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4. Lora Jameson, October 9, 2017 

 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 
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4.4 

4.5 
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4.1 As the DEIR states on page 3.14-9, increased enrollment is not considered an environmental effect under 
CEQA, but is rather a social effect (Goleta Union School District v. Regents of  U.C. 1995). Furthermore, 
also as cited in the DEIR on page 3.14-9, the collection of  impact fees by the school district is presumed 
by law to be full and complete mitigation for development under Senate Bill 50, as provided for under 
California Government Code Section 65995 et seq. In November 1998, California voters approved SB 
50’s companion bond initiative (Proposition 1A), which authorized $9.2 billion in state general obligation 
bonds for the financing of  school facilities. Proposition 1A was followed by several school funding bond 
initiatives, including Proposition 47 in 2002 ($13.05 billion), Proposition 55 in 2004 ($12.3 billion), and 
Proposition 1D in 2006 (for $10.4 billion). 

The City has provided information about developments and the timing of  them to the Washington 
Unified School District so as to allow the school district to address school enrollment demands.   

4.2 As noted in response to the previous comment and in the DEIR, under State law, collection of  impact 
fees by a school district is considered full and complete mitigation for school-related impacts. The DEIR’s 
impact analysis is, therefore, not dependent on the land swap agreement or any other transactions between 
WUSD and the applicant. The discussion of  Impact PS-1 under Impacts and Mitigation Measures starting 
on page 3.14-8 has been revised to remove the references to a proposed elementary school and the 
associated land swap agreement. The school is not legally part of  the Liberty Specific Plan project, and it 
has no bearing on the impact conclusions related to school capacity and school funding. Ultimately, WUSD 
will be the lead agency for analyzing environmental impacts related to any future school construction, so 
it will need to comply with CEQA requirements as they relate to physical construction on the District’s 
Bees Lakes property, as depicted in the LSP, or elsewhere. 

4.3 See the previous two responses.  

4.4 Table 3.14-1 has been replaced based on data from the WUSD 2020 Facilities Master Plan (see below), 
which represents the best and most recent data available for analysis purposes. The updated data does not 
affect the conclusions of  the DEIR. 



 

October 2024  2-15 

Table 3.14-1. Washington Unified School District Capacity and Projected Enrollment 
  2019 2019-2020 Projected Peak 

Elementary Schools Classrooms Capacity Enrollment Utilization Enrollment Utilization 
Bridgeway Island 47 1,321 1,088 82.4% 1,088 82.4% 

Elkhorn Village 43 1027 622 60.6% 704 68.5% 

Riverbank 46 1,159 780 67.3% 892 77.0% 

Stonegate 41 1,165 890 76.4% 1,003 86.1% 

Southport 41 1,215 813 66.9% 1201 98.8% 

Westfield Village 33 874 469 53.7% 508 58.1% 

New Westmore Oaks 33 700 619 88.4% 619 88.4% 

Subtotal 284 7,461 5,281 70.8% 6,015 80.6% 

High Schools 
   

 

 

 
River City High 80 2,640 2,183 82.7% 2,220 84.1% 

Subtotal 80 2,640 2,183 82.7% 2,220 84.1% 

Other Schools 
   

 

 

 
Yolo Education Center  25 813 65 8.0% 135 16.6% 

Alyce Norman Ed Ctr 20 480 120 25.0% 0 0.0% 

Subtotal 45 1,293 185 14.3% 135 10.4% 

District Totals 409 11,394 7,649 67.1% 8,370 73.5% 

Source: Washington Unified School District, 2020 Facilities Master Plan, December 4, 2019 

4.5 Table 3.14-2 has been replaced based on yield factor assumptions from the WUSD 2016/2017 
Demographic Study (see below). As the table shows, the updated student yield rates result in a lower 
number of  projected students than the DEIR assumed (627 in FEIR compared with 803 in DEIR). 
Accordingly, the impact conclusion remains the same. 

Table 3.14-2. Student Yield Rates of Project Based on Rates Established in School Facility Needs Analysis 

School Type  

Single‐Family 
Detached 

(938 Units) 
Single‐Family Attached  

(209 Units) 
Multiple‐Family 

(356 Units) Total 
Yield 

Factor Students 
Yield 

Factor Students 
Yield 

Factor Students Students 
Effective 

Yield 
K‐6  0.201 189 0.236 49 0.295 105 343 0.228 
Middle (7–8)  0.095 89 0.056 12 0.063 22 123 0.082 
High School (9–12)  0.121 113 0.056 12 0.100 36 161 0.107 
Total 0.417 391 0.348 73 0.458 163 627 0.417 

Source: Washington Unified School District, Demographic Study 2016/2017, August 2017 
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5. Jefferson Subdivision Group (from David R. Williams), September 27, 2017 
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5.1 This is a summary list of  the commenter’s concerns. The commenter further elaborates on each of  these 
bullets in subsequent comments, which are addressed below. 

5.2 The DEIR’s traffic analysis evaluates LOS impacts for 30 intersections and neighborhood-level daily 
traffic volume impacts for 20 segments of  7 existing roadways that would connect with the proposed 
roadway network within the project. This includes the roadways mentioned by the commenter, both in 
terms of  impact evaluation and mitigation measures, including for construction-related impacts.  

Note that existing conditions on roadways in the vicinity of  the project area are not impacts associated 
with the proposed project, which has yet to be developed.  The project will result in physical improvements 
to the local roadway network that may address many of  the commenter’s concerns regarding existing 
roadway conditions in the area, although these benefits are not relevant to CEQA review.  This includes 
Davis Road, which will be reconstructed as a minor arterial road consistent with the City’s General Plan 
Mobility Element. Also, in response to concerns expressed by residents of  adjacent areas, as specified in 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1a, all construction traffic associated with the Liberty Project will be required to 
use Village Parkway to access the project site. Finally, CEQA generally does not require the analysis of  
existing environmental conditions on a project's future users or residents, such as existing deficiencies in 
roadways. The project applicant will, however, be required to pay traffic impact fees that could be used to 
contribute to the improvement of  local roadways.  

5.3 The DEIR includes impact analysis and proposes mitigation measures related to the commenter’s 
concerns (i.e., air quality in Section 3.3, greenhouse emissions in Section 3.7, noise in Section 3.12, and 
biological resources in Section 3.4). The DEIR also analyzes land use compatibility between the proposed 
project and existing surrounding land uses, concluding that such impacts are less than significant. 

The project design is consistent with the principles of  the Southport Framework Plan and the City’s 
General Plan as they relate to how the project addresses adjacent development. While the commenter 
notes that the project will affect the "peace and tranquility" to the neighborhood, impacts to community 
character, including residents' "sense of  well-being, pleasure, contentment, and values that come from 
living" in their existing environment are not proper subjects for CEQA review (Preserve Poway v. City of  
Poway [2016] 245 Cal. App. 4th 560). 

5.4 Comment noted. While this is not a CEQA-related issue, it is subject to the discussion of  project design 
as part of  the project review and approval process, during which the commenter will have opportunities 
to comment on the merits of  the project. See response above re: Preserve Poway v. City of  Poway (2016) 
245 Cal. App. 4th 560. 

5.5 This comment asserts that there are “existing properties which house horses, goats, sheep, chickens, and 
other livestock.” While this may be true of  adjacent areas, it is not the case within the area covered by the 
LSP. Implementation of  the project will not affect the ability of  existing residents outside the Specific 
Plan area from keeping animals in accordance with City regulations (Title 6 of  the Municipal Code). 

5.6 As the commenter notes, the project includes an equestrian trail along the north side of  Davis Road, with 
landscaped and fenced buffers between the trail and the adjacent road to the south and development to 
the north. Contrary to the implication of  the comment, however, the project area is currently privately 
owned and not openly accessible for general public use (e.g., for horseback riding), so future access to the 
area would not be more legally restrictive than current access.  

5.7 The DEIR includes a discussion of  the California Essential Habitat Connectivity (CEHC) Project, 
including its identification of  large, relatively natural blocks of  habitat (Natural Landscape Blocks) across 
California and Essential Connectivity Areas (ECAs). It identifies three Natural Landscape Blocks 
northwest, southwest, and southeast of  the Liberty study area and the ECAs that connect these areas to 
the west and south of  the study area; the CEHC does not identify any key migratory areas within the study 
area, even though migrating birds may pass through the area, as noted by the commenter. As mitigation 
for potential effects on wildlife species in the study area, the Applicant will be required to pay mitigation 
fees to support the Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan 
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(HCP/NCCP). Among the areas preserved by the HCP/NCCP are wetlands used by migrating waterfowl, 
including those cited in the CEHC. This includes the Yolo Bypass, which lies approximately 2½ miles 
from the edge of  the Liberty Project.  

5.8 This comment does not focus on a CEQA concern. Nonetheless, while the setback levee is not part of  
the Liberty Project, the project applicant has coordinated with the West Sacramento Area Flood Control 
Agency to ensure that visual access to the river is maintained through access roads that connect Village 
Parkway to Sherwood Harbor Marina & RV Park and the Sacramento Yacht Club (see discussion under 
Impact AES-1 starting on page 3.1-15 of  the DEIR). In further response, the U.S. Army Corps of  
Engineers is not proposing fencing is along the levee, and the City’s Parks and Recreation Department is 
working with WSAFCA Staff  to develop a Class A bike route on top of  the levee. Finally, additional 
efforts are underway to develop parking areas for access to the new levee, although these activities are not 
directly associated with the project. 

5.9 Consistent with the City’s General Plan and Climate Action Plan, the Liberty Specific Plan, through its 
Landscape Design Guidelines (Section 10) and Architectural Design Guidelines (Section 11) includes a 
commitment to design features that will reduce the heat island effect.  

5.10 This comment is related to project design, which is not a CEQA review consideration. It will be addressed 
through the project review and approval process. Per the Southport Framework Plan, however, the project 
has been designed to transition from more intensive uses at its core to ½-acre Estate Lot residential uses 
along the edges to the south (north of  Davis Road) and in the northeastern part of  the project (east of  
Bastone Court). 

5.11 The WUSD property is now shown in the LSP regulatory maps as Public/Quasi-Public. Also, the property 
is not part of  the Liberty Project its development will be the sole responsibility of  WUSD. 

5.12 This comment pertains to “dewatering,” which did occur in the area during the construction of  the 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District’s (SRCSD) Lower Northwest Interceptor (LNWI), which 
conveys wastewater flows to the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. The sizes of  the pipes 
anticipated for Liberty range from 12 to 16 inches, while the LNWI pipes are 120 inches. The depth for 
Liberty is expected to be 10 to 25 feet, whereas the depth for LNWI is 30 feet. 

According to the City of  West Sacramento Standard Specification, Section 22, the Applicant is required 
to take all reasonable steps necessary to avoid adverse impacts to existing property caused by dewatering 
operations. This includes preparing a “Water Control Plan” that evaluates the geologic and hydrogeologic 
conditions in the dewatering area to determine the extent to which the cone of  depression from 
dewatering operations will extend. Any digging and dewatering associated with Liberty will be isolated to 
within the project boundaries and should not affect any property outside the area. Based on this 
information, a corridor for implementing monitoring before, during, and after dewatering operations will 
be established. The study will identify existing wells, structures, utilities, and other relevant features on 
adjacent properties within the pre-established corridor defined by the Design Engineer. As the commenter 
notes, property owners will be notified in writing about the purpose and objectives of  the work, the dates 
the work will be performed, and the need for frequent measurements, ensuring access before, during, and 
possibly after the dewatering operations occur. 

5.13 As noted in the response to Comment 5.12, the City will notify property owners per the requirements of  
City of  West Sacramento Standard Specifications, Section 22. The Liberty Specific Plan project has 
developed a contact list that includes all property owners within the minimum radius of  500 feet from the 
property line of  the project site. All publicly noticed workshops and meetings will be sent to those on this 
list via USPS a minimum of  10 days prior as required by City ordinance. Furthermore, the LNWI project 
to which the commenter refers was administered by Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District as 
the lead agency, not the City of  West Sacramento. 
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5.14 The DEIR was prepared by unbiased environmental analysts and technical experts in accordance with the 
CEQA Guidelines; the project applicant did not influence the technical analysis upon which significance 
conclusions were drawn. 

5.15 As noted under Mitigation Measure AG-1, the City will require conservation of  agricultural land on a 1:1 
basis for acreage converted to urban uses as a result of  project development. While the conservation 
easements established to achieve this compensation will be located outside the city limits, this is a 
recognized form of  mitigation for loss of  agricultural land under CEQA and will be sufficient to offset 
the loss of  prime farmland to urban uses, particularly in light of  the City’s longstanding plans for the area 
to transition from agricultural to urban uses.  

5.16 The commenter’s notes under Impact AES-2 refer to geographic areas (e.g., Sacramento River, riverside 
ecosystem, riparian corridors) outside of  area covered by the Liberty Specific Plan project.  

5.17 See response to Comment 5.15. 

5.18 The DEIR’s air quality analysis evaluates the potential impacts of  construction activities, including 
generation of  dust, and includes a mitigation measure (AQ-2b) to address construction-related dust that 
could have negative human health consequences, including Valley Fever (to which the commenter’s note 
refers). Comment noted. 

5.19 The commenter’s note refers to migratory geese in the context of  Impact BIO-8. As depicted in Figure 
3.4-2 on page 3.4-45 of  the DEIR, the Liberty Specific Plan project area does not fall within a recognized 
wildlife movement corridor according to the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project. Also, see 
response to Comment 5.7. 

5.20 The commenter’s note under Impact GHG-2 suggests ways to decrease radiant heat as a means of  
reducing greenhouse gases; it is not a comment on the DEIR analysis. Comment noted. 

5.21 Commenter notes the generally constrained roadway access in Southport. As described under Impact 
HAZ-7, development under the Liberty Specific Plan would not impair implementation of  or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Comment noted. 

5.22 See response to Comment 5.12. 

5.23 As described under Impact WQ-5, the Liberty Specific Plan project will adhere to existing regulations 
requiring preparation of  stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPPs) with necessary best 
management practices (BMPs) and compliance with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP). 

5.24 The commenter notes correctly that 200-year flood protection will not be fully realized until all planned 
flood control improvements are implemented. The discussion of  Impact WQ-7 has been revised, 
Mitigation Measure WQ-7 has been modified and relabeled “WQ-7a,” a new Mitigation Measure WQ-7b 
has been added, and Impact WQ-7 has been revised from “Less Than Significant with Mitigation” to 
“Significant and Unavoidable.” The reason for these changes is to correct typographical errors that were 
made in preparing the Draft EIR that resulted in conclusions inconsistent with those reached in the 
General Plan Update Final EIR. Therefore, all facts, analysis, and conclusions described herein are not 
new but instead reflect the facts, analysis, and conclusions reached regarding this impact in the General 
Plan Update Final EIR. Mitigation Measure WQ-7a and Mitigation Measure WQ-7b will require the 
Developer to comply with flood protection measures and disclose risk of  flooding. Even with compliance, 
however, the impact will remain significant and unavoidable because the entirety of  the levee 
improvements will not be funded and constructed with only this Project. Once adequate funding is 
achieved by payment of  the City's In-Lieu Flood Protection Payment Option and all levee improvements 
can be constructed this impact will be considered less than significant.  

5.25 As noted in the discussion under Impact LU-1, development of  the Liberty Specific Plan area would not 

create any barriers between established uses and would, in fact, provide north‐south connectivity between 
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portions of  West Sacramento that are currently divided by the LSP area. Furthermore, the project design 
is consistent with the principles of  the Southport Framework Plan and the City’s General Plan as they 
relate to how the project addresses adjacent development. While the commenter notes that the project 
will affect the "peaceful serene living " in the adjacent neighborhood, impacts to community character, 
including residents' "sense of  well-being, pleasure, contentment, and values that come from living" in their 
existing environment are not proper subjects for CEQA review (Preserve Poway v. City of  Poway (2016) 
245 Cal. App. 4th 560). 

5.26 As noted under the discussion of  Impact NOI-1, the project applicant will be required to implement 
Mitigation Measures NOI-1b and NOI1c, which address operational noise associated with HVAC 
equipment and stationary systems, respectively.  

5.27 As noted under the discussion of  Impact REC-1, the combination of  public parks and recreational 
facilities described in the Liberty Specific Plan not only meet the overall Parks Master Plan requirement, 
they contribute to addressing the City’s projected shortfall of  neighborhood and community parks. The 
parks and recreation facilities would be sited in areas that are accessible to the residential areas proposed 
under the LSP.  

5.28 See response to comment 5.2. 

5.29 As described under Mitigation Measure TRA-5, the project applicant will prepare a site‐specific 
construction traffic management plan (TMP) that addresses the specific steps to be taken before, during, 
and after construction to minimize effects on transportation and emergency access in the LSP area and 
nearby affected areas. 

5.30 As described under Impact TRA‐5, the Liberty Specific Plan provides for approximately 10 points of  
access to areas north, west, and south of  the LSP area. All roadways would be designed and constructed 
in accordance with City standards, which account for emergency access, including fire trucks. 

5.31 As described under Mitigation Measure TRA-1b, the project applicant will be required to fund monitoring 
of  traffic volume increases and safety issues on specified neighborhood roadways (see DEIR p. 3.16-25). 
If  conditions are found to be unacceptable based on this monitoring, the applicant will be required to 
fund a Residential Traffic Calming Program (RTCP), including community outreach, analysis, public 
participation, design, implementation, and construction of  traffic calming measures. The applicant will 
not be able to obtain building permits beyond the first 599 units until compliance with this mitigation 
measure is achieved (DEIR at p. 3.16-25). 

5.32 Per Mitigation Measure TRA-6d, the applicant will be required to contribute funding in advance of  
building permit issuance. This contribution will be through the City’s Traffic Impact Fee. Note that the 
City intends to establish a transit funding program. Should such a program be implemented, adjustments 
to the traffic impact fee may be negotiated with project applicants who participate in a financing district 
for transit improvements that reduce traffic generation. Participation may include advance funding, 
formation of  a financing district, or annexation to an existing financing district.  

5.33 As described under Impact UT-6, solid waste from the Liberty Specific Plan project would be disposed 
of  at the Yolo County Central Landfill, which is located northeast of  Davis, and is expected to have 
adequate capacity until at least 2045  



 

October 2024  2-41 

6. Matt Keasling, October 3, 2017  
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6.1 The DEIR’s intersection-level traffic analysis does not cover intersections with “local” roadways as 
classified in the City’s roadway classification system. Since Redding Road is classified as a local facility, the 
DEIR does not evaluate the performance of  the Redding Road-Village Parkway intersection. The DEIR 
does, however, evaluate the potential for increased traffic on Village Parkway, including analysis of  the 
Lake Washington Boulevard and Stonegate Drive intersections with Village Parkway. As Table 3.16-9 on 
page 3.16-21 of  the DEIR shows, under cumulative conditions, the Stonegate Drive intersection is 
projected to exceed the City’s LOS standard in 2035 (LOS D during the A.M. Peak Hour), but this is not 
considered a significant impact associated with the Liberty Project because the intersection is already 
operating at LOS D and because  the intersection delay is not projected to increase by more than five 
seconds. Thus, no mitigation is specified to address operations at this intersection. Through its ongoing 
review of  traffic conditions and communication with residents, the City is, however, aware of  concerns 
in this area and continues to monitor traffic conditions and their safety implications. Based on existing 
traffic levels, the Redding Road intersection does not warrant a stop sign or traffic light. The City has, 
however, installed a high-intensity activated crosswalk beacon (HAWK beacon) at the Village Parkway 
intersection with Redding Road/Bear River Court as part of  a broad-based initiative to enhance pedestrian 
and bicycle safety. 
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7. Thomas McDuffie, September 13, 2017 
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7.1 Access from the project to Davis Road will be limited to the already-planned extension of  Stonegate Drive 
and the existing Village Parkway intersection. Otherwise, there will be no connections with Davis Road. 
Furthermore, the predominant traffic movements will be northward from the Liberty Project, thereby 
minimizing new trips on Davis Road. As shown in Table 3.16-8 on page 3.16-18 of  the DEIR, both Davis 
Road and Harmon Road are projected to be operating at LOS A with development under the Liberty 

Specific Plan. Mitigation Measure TRA‐5 (Implement site‐specific traffic management plan during 
Construction) has been modified to specify that construction-related traffic will be routed to Village 
Parkway. 

7.2 As described on Table 3.16-1 of  the Draft EIR, under Existing Plus Project conditions, only 1.6 percent 
of  project trips are expected to use Davis Road. Under cumulative conditions (year 2035), only 0.6 percent 
of  project trips would use Davis Road. The project will only develop one internal connection to Davis 
Road, at Stonegate Drive. Under both near-term and long-term conditions, the intersection of  Antioch 
Avenue and Davis Road will continue to operate at LOS A.  Nevertheless, because project-related trips 
could result in an increase of  trips on Davis Road that exceed 25 percent of  existing trips, traffic impacts 
on Davis Road are considered to be significant. This impact is addressed by Mitigation Measure TRA-1b. 
While Davis Road will not carry a large percentage of  project-related trips, the mitigation measures 
identified in the DEIR will ensure that necessary traffic calming measures and other improvements will 
be installed as required. The DEIR’s traffic analysis concluded the vast majority of  vehicle trips originating 
from the Liberty Specific Plan area will be northbound because the majority of  destinations (e.g., 
employment centers, schools, recreational amenities) are to the north, northeast, and northwest. 
Accordingly, the proposed connections on the northern edge of  the project with Stonegate Drive and 

Village Parkway will be the most likely travel routes. Mitigation Measure TRA‐5 (Implement site‐specific 
traffic management plan during Construction) has been modified to specify that construction-related 
traffic will be routed to Village Parkway. While not related to the Liberty Specific Plan project, and even 
though the commenter addresses existing environmental conditions rather than impacts that may be 
caused by the project, the adopted Development Agreement for River Park requires that Davis Road be 
reconstructed from Village Parkway to Jefferson Boulevard. As described in the Liberty Specific Plan 
(page 6-4 and Exhibit 6-9), Davis Road from the Clarksburg Branch Line Pedestrian and Bike Trail east 
to Village Parkway will be fully improved as a Minor Arterial, including bike lanes on both sides, a sidewalk 
on the south side, and an equestrian trail, landscape buffers, and a multi-purpose trail on the north side.  

7.3 The City’s General Plan, first adopted in 1990 following incorporation of  West Sacramento and updated 
in December 2016, has always anticipated the development of  the Liberty area for residential uses, with 
supporting commercial and parks and recreation uses. The Southport Framework Plan, adopted in 1995 
and updated in 1998, was a refinement to the General Plan to establish a foundation for village-oriented 
mixed-use development in Southport. The Liberty Specific Plan was prepared to be consistent with the 
broad policy of  the General Plan and the more precise specifications of  the Framework Plan, and 
particularly the Framework Plan’s Northeast Village. While the Specific Plan calls for the rearrangement 
of  land use designations, the overall development mix of  the Specific Plan is reflective of  the Framework 
Plan Land Use Map. The DEIR recognizes that the project will require amendment to the General Plan 
and zoning designations currently applicable to the project site, which is within the Northeast Village of  
the Southport Framework Plan and has been envisioned for future urbanization for many years. The land 
use plan proposed by the project places larger estate lots on the north side of  Davis Road, in order to 
accomplish a transition between rural residential properties to the south and higher-density residential 
development with the project site. These estate lots will not access Davis Road directly, as Davis Road will 
abut the rear property line. In this way, potential land use incompatibilities are minimized. The remainder 
of  the issues raised by the commenter address the merits of  the project and do not raise any issues with 
the DEIR’s environmental analysis. No further response is necessary. 

7.4 Regarding rights to Sacramento River water, as discussed in the DEIR under Impact WQ-2 on page 3.9-
29, the project will rely on surface water from the Sacramento River pumped at the George Kristoff  Water 
Treatment Plant upstream of  the American River confluence. Accordingly, the project will not rely upon 
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any pre-1914 riparian rights to Sacramento River water (if  any exist) for water supply under post-
development conditions.  Impacts to local groundwater recharge are analyzed in the Draft EIR, under 
Impact WQ-2. 

Regarding property ownership along the banks of  the Sacramento River, the West Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency (WSAFCA) purchased the area for the Southport Levee Improvement Project in fee from 
the Liberty Specific Plan applicant, including the closure of  South River Road. These issues are covered 
in the Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project and are, thus, not part of  the LSP 
project.  

Regarding farmland, the discussions in the DEIR under Impacts AG-1, AG-2, and AG-3 (pp. 3.2-4 and -
5) acknowledge the conversion of  agricultural land to urban uses, but further recognize that the project 
area has been long planned for such uses as documented in the City’s General Plan and the Southport 
Framework Plan. The land within the Liberty Specific Plan Project Area may continue in agricultural use 
until it is developed as provided for by the Specific Plan. The remainder of  the issues raised by the 
commenter do not raise any issues with the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. No further 
response is necessary.  

7.5 The discussions in the DEIR under Impacts AG-1, AG-2, and AG-3 (pp. 3.2-4 and -5) acknowledge the 
conversion of  agricultural land to urban uses, but further recognize that the project area has been long 
planned for such uses as documented in the City’s General Plan and the Southport Framework Plan. While 
the commenter notes that the project will affect the "existing way of  life," impacts to community character, 
including residents' "sense of  well-being, pleasure, contentment, and values that come from living" in their 
existing environment are not proper subjects for CEQA review (Preserve Poway v. City of  Poway (2016) 
245 Cal. App. 4th 560). Furthermore, as described under Impact WQ-2, the project will rely on surface 
water for potable supply, so the potential to deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater 
recharge is not considered significant. In addition, the shallow groundwater aquifer underlying the project 
is recharged mainly from the Sacramento River, although the project design will contain park and greenbelt 
areas that could provide benefits for groundwater infiltration. 

7.6 As noted above, the City’s General Plan, first adopted in 1990 following incorporation of  West 
Sacramento, has always anticipated the development of  the Liberty area for residential uses, with 
supporting commercial and parks and recreation uses. Also as noted above, access to the Liberty project 
to Davis Road will be limited to the already-planned extension of  Stonegate Drive and the existing Village 
Parkway intersection. Otherwise, there will be no connections with Davis Road. Furthermore, the 
predominant traffic movements will be northward from the Liberty Project, thereby minimizing new trips 
on Davis Road. Finally, the City acknowledges that Davis Road is currently improved to below the rural 
road standard. This condition will be remedied in conjunction with development of  the Liberty and River 
Park projects, which call for Davis Road to be developed as a Minor Arterial, consistent with the City’s 
General Plan Mobility Element. The remainder of  the issues raised by the commenter are not related the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. No further response is necessary. 

7.7 See response to Comment 7.6. 

7.8 The commenter provides a historical account of  existing traffic and other conditions in the city, but does 
not raise any issues with the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. No further response is 
necessary. 

7.9 The DEIR has dozens of  references to the Clarksburg Branch Line Pedestrian and Bike Trail or variations 
on that name. The only references to the Yolo Short Line are related either to the history of  the area or 
to the drainage ditch that runs parallel to the former track alignment.  

7.10 The Draft EIR was prepared by an independent consulting firm under contract with the City of  West 
Sacramento, not the project developer. Under CEQA, the consultant’s responsibility to provide an accurate 
EIR is owed solely to the City, and not to the developer or to other third parties. As required by CEQA, 

http://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/city/flood/southport_eip/environmental_studies.asp
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the City Council will exercise its independent judgment regarding the adequacy of  the EIR as an 
informational document prior to determining whether to approve the project. 

7.11 The drainage system in Liberty has been designed to comply with the currently adopted Southport Master 
Drainage Plan and any future updates until project completion. The project will include improvements to 
the Davis Road corridor, including the existing drainage facilities on the north side of  the road.  The 
DEIR also identifies scenic vistas as a resource but does not consider views obstructed by single-family 
homes to be a significant impact.  The remainder of  the issues raised by the commenter do not raise any 
issues with the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. No further response is necessary. 

7.12 As described under Impact WQ-2, the project will rely on surface water for potable supply, so the potential 
to deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge is not considered significant. The 
project will not draw down the aquifer upon which existing wells rely. Furthermore, the shallow 
groundwater aquifer underlying the project is recharged mainly from the Sacramento River, although the 
project design will contain park and greenbelt areas that could provide benefits for groundwater 
infiltration. 

7.13 The levee improvement project is under the control of  WSAFCA and United States Army Corps of  
Engineers, and the eastern portion of  the Liberty property was purchased to construct the setback levee. 
The project applicant will be required to pay flood impact fees. 

7.14 The Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project incorporates rodent control measures 
that address the commenter’s concerns for erosion of  the setback levee. These are described in the 
EIR/EIS for that project. Comment noted. 
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8. Paige L. McKibbin, October 2, 2017 
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8.1 The DEIR shows that the intersection of  Jefferson Boulevard and Harmon Road will remain at a Level 
of  Service "A" with project conditions, and therefore, result in a less than significant impact (see Table 
3.16-8 on page 3.16-18). Antioch and Davis Road will similarly remain at LOS A. The Jefferson 
Boulevard/Marshall Road intersection currently operates at LOS F; it is projected to improve to LOS E 
with implementation of  the LSP project based on the planned addition of  a traffic signal at the 
intersection. Thus, the LSP project will not have an adverse impact on the intersection. The CEQA 
process does not include the analysis of  reclassification of  roadways, which is done by the City in the 
context of  the General Plan Mobility Element and other regulatory efforts. 

8.2 The DEIR mentions the presence of  the Clarksburg Branch Line Trail as an equestrian trail. The DEIR 
also evaluates the potential for increased use of  recreational facilities associated with the project, but 
does not conclude that it will result in increased demand for equestrian facilities. Nonetheless, the 
project will provide an improved equestrian trail along Davis Road to serve the existing equestrian 
community.  

8.3 The Liberty Specific Plan has been prepared to maintain consistency with the General Plan and the 
Southport Framework Plan, neither of  which anticipates the keeping of  large animals or livestock once 
the area covered by the Specific Plan develops. The remaining issue about animal keeping addresses the 
merits of  the project and does not raise any issues with the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. 
Furthermore, the project will not affect the ability of  landowners outside the Specific Plan area to keep 
or maintain livestock, as may otherwise be allowed under City ordinances.  

8.4 This comment focuses on the proposed architectural vision for the project and does not address an 
environmental issue.  

8.5 As noted above, the project does include an improved equestrian trail along the north side of  Davis Road, 
but not within the developed part of  the project, which is planned for urban uses that would be 
incompatible with equestrian trails. The remaining comment about the desire for horses as part of  the 
project addresses the merits of  the project and does not raise any issues with the environmental analysis 
provided in the DEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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9. Alberto T Pulido, October 10, 2017 

  

  

9.2 

9.3 

9.1 
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9.1 CEQA requires that the EIR analyze the impacts of  the project on the environment. This comment 
focuses on a project design feature (fencing) that is not covered by CEQA. While this is not a CEQA-
related issue, the commenter will have additional opportunities to comment on project design as part of  
the project review and approval process.   

9.2 The DEIR’s traffic analysis evaluates LOS impacts for 30 intersections and neighborhood-level daily 
traffic volume impacts for 20 segments of  7 existing roadways that would connect with the proposed 
roadway network within the project. In response to identified impacts, the DEIR proposes mitigation 
measures that address both intersection and neighborhood traffic. These mitigation measures are designed 
to address the nexus between the project and potential impacts. 

9.3 Mitigation Measure TRA‐5 on page 3.16-27 of  the DEIR calls for the implementation of  a site‐specific 
traffic management plan (TMP) during construction. Accordingly, the project applicant will address the 
specific steps to be taken before, during, and after construction to minimize effects on transportation 
access in the project area and nearby affected areas. This includes implementation of  potential actions 
specified in MM TRA-5, which may include the commenter’s recommendations. Additionally, site access 
will also be addressed through the conditions of  approval regarding parking and construction, including 
a requirement to provide access from Village Parkway. 
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10. River Landing (Hayes, Hicks, Quintero, Thomas), May 19, 2017  

 

10.1 
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October 2024  2-60 

10.1 The purpose of  an EIR is to analyze the physical impacts of  a project on the environment (see, Pub. Res. 
Code sec. 21082.2). Economic and social impacts of  a proposed project, by themselves, are not treated as 
significant impacts on the environment. Nonetheless, to the extent that a perceived diminution in property 
values would be caused by or result in a degradation of  the physical environment, the Draft EIR analyzes 
those impacts. In particular, effects related to traffic, including safety, are evaluated in Chapter 3.16, 
Transportation/Traffic. In addition, wildlife habitat impacts are addressed in Chapter 3.4, Biological 
Resources, and hazardous materials are addressed in Chapter 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Furthermore, while the Lassen Street connection may not be essential for emergency access, it is consistent 
with General Plan Policy M-1.9, which states, “The City shall strive to eliminate roadway, bikeway, and 
pedestrian way gaps between neighborhoods and districts to create a completely connected city.” The 

Lassen Street connection is also consistent with General Plan Policy M‐3.8, which states, “The City shall 

preserve and continue to promote grid‐based roadway systems, where appropriate, that distribute traffic 
evenly and avoids excessive traffic in any given area.” The DEIR cites these policies as reasons to reject a 
“Limited Local Street Connections” alternative as infeasible because they would be inconsistent with the 
City's General Plan. 
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11. Harriet Lai Ross & Geoffrey Ross, October 1, 2017 

 

11.1 

11.2 

11.3 
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11.3 

11.4 

11.5 

11.6 
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11.6 
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11.1 Based on the DEIR analysis, there is not a direct nexus between the commenter’s suggested improvements 
on the north side of  Linden Road and development anticipated under the Liberty Specific Plan. 
Accordingly, the suggested revision to Mitigation Measure TRA-6b is not warranted by the project. 

11.2 Improvements generally occur as the impacts requiring the particular mitigation are triggered. In this 
instance, because of  the nexus between project-related impacts and the need for the improvements, the 
sidewalk improvements will be constructed as part of  the overall construction of  the project, in advance 
of  project occupancy, where the use of  the facilities trigger the impact.  

11.3 As described in the DEIR, TRA-1b states that the mitigation measure shall be “adequately funded to the 
satisfaction of  the City Traffic Engineer.” This language provides sufficient assurance that the measure 
will be implemented.  

11.4 As written, Mitigation Measure TRA-1b provides sufficient clarity concerning the nature of  the required 
analysis, with deference to the City Traffic Engineer to determine how the traffic incident, speed, and 
traffic volume surveys are conducted. There is no need to add the specification requested by the 
commenter. 

11.5 As shown in Table 3.16-8, the intersection-level operations along Lake Washington Boulevard would result 
in a less than significant impact because the levels of  service are already below standards (see, DEIR at p. 
3.16-17). According to the DEIR traffic analysis, with programmed improvements, intersection operations 
(both LOS and delay) will actually improve at the Lake Washington Boulevard intersections with Jefferson 
Boulevard and Stonegate Drive. The applicant will pay the “fair share” into the Transportation Impact 
Fee program to help fund the programmed improvements, as identified in the City’s Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP). Comment noted. 

11.6 The Liberty Project would be limited to approximately 1,503 dwelling units. According to the Framework 
Plan, the Northeast Village (of  which Liberty is a part) had the capacity to accommodate approximately 
6,500 new units. Given the percentage of  developable land represented by the Liberty project and the land 
uses proposed in the Northeast Village, the 1,503 units proposed is quantitatively consistent with the 
assumptions of  the Framework Plan adopted over 20 years ago. Furthermore, the proposed distribution 
of  uses is consistent with the mobility policies of  the General Plan, the Southport Framework Plan, and 
SACOG’s Blueprint. 

11.7 The comments concerning the market viability of  the proposed mix of  units address social impacts and 
do not raise any issues pertaining to the environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. No further 
response is necessary. 
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12. Anthony Serra, September 2, 2017 

 

12.1 
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12.2 



 

October 2024  2-67 

 
 

 
 

 
 

12.3 

12.4 

12.5 
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12.6 
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12.7 
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12.8 
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12.1 The DEIR’s distinction between the visual effects on long-established rural areas and the more recently 
developed suburban neighborhoods does not affect the CEQA significance conclusion under Impact 
AES-1 (significant and unavoidable). As described in the LSP, new residential areas adjacent to existing 
residential areas will be separated by typical 6-foot residential wood fences, with rear yards abutting existing 
rear yards. As with other fencing described in the LSP, these are community design features, not mitigation 
measures.  

12.2 Mitigation Measure AQ-2a discusses the requirement for all equipment over 50 HP and operating more 
than 20 hours over the life of  the project are required to operate at an EPA approved Tier 4 or newer 
engine. Measure AQ-2b discusses methods to implement dust control measures. These are best practices 
to reduce emissions and dust control. Additionally, air quality measures that are identified in the EIR air 
quality section address that all construction projects must abide by Yolo Solano Air Quality Management 
District rules adopted to reduce emissions throughout the region. Section 3.3.1 lists all the relevant rules. 
The project is designed and proposed to develop in phases starting at the north and working in a southerly 
direction. This provides for the logical extension of  the infrastructure needed to serve the southern 
portion of  the project. The existing developed properties to the north would in the future be screened 
and buffered from Phase II and III by Phase I. This comment proposes that construction emissions could 
be reduced by constructing the project in smaller phases. Grading and construction in smaller phases 
would tend to lengthen the period of  project construction and result in greater impacts in other areas, 
such as noise from construction affecting offsite uses. It is not feasible to provide additional physical 
separation between construction activity on the project site and adjacent existing residences, the result of  
which would be an undeveloped strip of  land separating the project at its circumference. 

12.3 CEQA requires that impacts to special status species and sensitive habitats from the project be analyzed 
in the DEIR. Section 3.4 of  the DEIR (Biological Resources) identifies those species and habitats (see pp. 
3.4-13 to 3.4-23) and requires the applicant to comply with all state and local mitigation ordinances. This 
includes the Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP), 
which the City adopted following publication of  the LSP DEIR, enabling permits for incidental takings 
to utilize the HCP/NCCP. Of  the species listed in Table 3.4-2 (Special-Status Wildlife Species Identified 
as Potentially Occurring in or near the LSP Study Area), seven that are identified as moderate to high in 
potential occurrence in the project area are eligible. The applicant will be required to pay Yolo 
HCP/NCCP fees prior to commencement of  construction.  

12.4 Impact WQ-8 analyzes the potential impact associated with placement of  structures within the 100-year 
floodplain as defined by FEMA. As described in the discussion of  Impact WQ-8, the project site is not 
within a defined floodway or within the 100-year floodplain and development of  the project site does not 
have the potential to raise floodwater elevations within designated floodways, due to the fact that drainage 
and stormwater retention features will be implemented as part of  the project. The commenter accurately 
describes the conclusion of  Impact WQ-8, but proceeds to invoke discussion from elsewhere in the DEIR 
(e.g., under Impact WQ-1) that are not relevant to Impact WQ-8. This includes a reference to the City’s 
efforts to implement projects that will ultimately provide 200-year flood protection, as discussed in the 
DEIR under Impact WQ-7.  

Partly in response to the commenter’s suggestion, the City has further reviewed Impact WQ-7 and 
determined that further examination and additional mitigation are, indeed, warranted. Accordingly, the 
City has updated the significance conclusion under Impact WQ-7 from “less than significant with 
mitigation” to “significant and unavoidable.” In doing so, the City acknowledges that the projects that will 
provide 200-year protection may not be completed prior to the commencement of  development in the 
LSP Area. Along with the change in the Impact WQ-7 discussion, the City has modified the discussion 
of  Mitigation Measure WQ-7 (now WQ-7a) to add payment of  an in-lieu fee to support flood protection 
projects as an alternative to deferring development until the 200-year protection is provided. Furthermore, 
the City has added Mitigation Measure WQ-7b, which establishes requirements for notification of  
potential flooding and flood protection projects and adds provisions to ensure that new development is 
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consistent with various standards. The updated WQ-7 impact and mitigation language is included in this 
FEIR in Chapter 3 (Errata), starting on page 3-6. 

12.5 The City’s Zoning Ordinance has noise standards (Section 17.32) that are applied to projects throughout 
the city; these standards will apply to development under the Liberty Specific Plan. In addition, per 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1a, the developers within the Specific Plan Area will be required to prepare an 
implement construction noise control plans to ensure that noise levels during construction will be reduced 
to the extent feasible as discussed in Section 3.12 Noise Analysis.  The City will review and approve such 
plans prior to commencement of  construction.  

12.6 Construction site security is not a CEQA consideration but may be discussed as part of  the project review 
and approval process. Comment noted. 

12.7 The project traffic model has been calibrated to account for existing traffic volumes and movements. No 
further refinements are necessary to confirm the model’s validity.  The traffic analysis prepared for the 
Draft EIR is consistent with the City’s 2006 Traffic Impact Guidelines, and existing traffic volumes were 
determined on the basis of  physical traffic surveys conducted in May 2013 and September 2014.  These 
surveys were taken on weekdays, while local schools were in session.  Project trip generation was 
determined on the basis of  accepted methodology (i.e., application of  the trip generation rates set forth 
in the ITE Trip Generation Manual).  

The analysis of  existing traffic levels includes analysis of  trips and turn movements associated with River 
City High School and Our Lady Grace School, and project impacts are measured against these existing 
traffic levels.   

12.8 The language immediately following Impact UT-2 on page 3.17-13 of  the DEIR is posing the question 
of  whether an impact exists rather than stating that a new water or wastewater treatment facility is required. 
The existing water treatment plant has adequate treatment capacity and would not require expansion as a 
result of  Project development, so no mitigation is necessary. The City has sufficient water rights and 
treatment capacity to accommodate the Liberty Project. As described in Impact UT-2, the City has 
programs in place to assure that adequate water supply infrastructure will be funded and constructed as 
needed to serve new and existing development in the city. Project development will include the 
construction of  necessary infrastructure to provide water to future residents of  the project. Construction 
of  (or security for) water supply improvements will be required prior to approval of  final subdivision 
maps within the project site, and water improvements will be constructed prior to issuance of  building 
permits for the portion of  the project in question. 

 



 

October 2024  2-73 

13. Janice Whitaker, August 30, 2017 

 
  

13.1 
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13.1 This comment does not raise any concerns with the DEIR’s environmental analysis, so no response is 
necessary.  
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14. Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (YSAQMD), September 21, 2017 

 

14.1 

14.2 
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14.4 

14.5 

14.3 

14.6 
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14.1 Mitigation Measure AQ-2c has been revised to call for the implementation of  a program that requires that 
the applicant encourage the use of  carpooling, vanpooling, and alternative transit to reduce construction-
related trips, but it only suggests the means by which the applicant will do so (see errata discussion starting 
on page 3-4). This is an appropriate deferral of  specification of  methods, given uncertainty about what 
trip-reduction solutions might be available when construction begins. For instance, in 2018, the City 
initiated the Via On-Demand Rideshare Program, a “microtransit” service that provides curb-to-curb 
services, including to the Southport area. This would be a candidate to minimize construction-related trips 
associated with the project. 

14.2 The Specific Plan mentions charging stations at commercial centers as well as in residences under Section 
6 (Mobility). Under Section 2 Goal B, of  the Specific Plan, the discussion further adds locations for Yolo 
Bus routes and stops.  Also, Section 9 (Development Standards) under heading D additionally includes 
charging stations and possible amenities to be added.   

14.3 While YSAQMD policies do permit wood burning stoves, most modern homes only offer gas or electric 
fireplaces as an option. While some homeowners could convert to EPA-approved wood-burning stoves, 
it is not possible to estimate how many conversions might occur. 

14.4 Dust control measures (watering 2x per day) are included as part of  the project as a mitigation measure 
as stated in AQ-2b. Consequently, the emissions presented as “unmitigated” include the effects of  the 
watering.  The emissions presented as “mitigated” include the effects of  the Tier 3 mitigation measure, 
which is why there are slight differences between mitigated and unmitigated due to the effects of  Tier 3 
to exhaust emissions. 

14.5 The District is correct that there is a defect in the CalEEMod version 2016.3.1 used in the emissions 
analysis. The defect results in elevated entrained PM10/PM2.5 emissions from mobile sources traveling 
over paved/unpaved roadway surfaces. The emissions modeling used in the analysis assumed default 
CalEEMod assumptions for paved and unpaved road characteristics. The default road assumptions used 
in the CalEEMod emissions analysis represents a worst-case and assumes a higher percentage of  unpaved 
roads than would actually exist in the Specific Plan area, as the Specific Plan area is urban with pre-existing 
paved roads, and it is expected that almost 100 percent of  the roads would be paved in the Specific Plan 
area compared to the 94 percent paved road assumption used in the analysis.  If  the emissions analysis 
were to assume 100 percent paved roads, the result would be lower fugitive PM emissions than reported 
in the EIR. 

14.6 This comment does not raise any concerns with the DEIR’s environmental analysis, so no response is 
necessary.   
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CHAPTER 3. ERRATA 

 INTRODUCTION 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 provides that a Final EIR must include, among other things, the Draft EIR 
(DEIR) or a revision of the draft. This chapter identifies the text changes that have been made to the DEIR. 
The changes are arranged by the chapter or section of the DEIR in which they are found and referenced by 
page number. For the reader’s convenience, the changes are presented in the context of the paragraph in which 
they are found. Additions are shown as underlined text; deletions are shown as strikethroughs.  

The revisions made by the Final EIR in this section are intended to reflect the streamlining provisions of CEQA 
for projects consistent with the General Plan, and do not raise substantive changes that would rise to the level 
of “significant new information” requiring recirculation. Under section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
recirculation of an EIR is required when “significant new information” is added to the EIR after public notice 
is given of the availability of the DEIR for public review but prior to certification of the FEIR. The term 
“information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as additional data or other 
information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect 
of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 
the project’s proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation 
includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

4. The DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5.)  

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes 
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. The above standard is “not intend[ed] to promote endless 
rounds of revision and recirculation of EIRs.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of 
California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132.) “Recirculation was intended to be an exception, rather than the general 
rule.” (Ibid.) 

Here, the changes to the Draft EIR offer clarifying information to the reader, remedy typographical mistakes, 
and do not result in an exacerbation of existing impacts or creation of new impacts. 

 TEXT CHANGES 

Sections ES.2 and 2.3 Project Overview 

The Project Characteristics description in the Executive Summary (ES.2.2) and the Project Overview in Section 
2 (Project Description) have identical paragraphs referring to a proposed K-8 school. While the Liberty Project 
Area envelops a property owned by the Washington Unified School District, no school will be developed as 
part of the project. The description has been modified as follows: 
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The LSP proposes 1,503 low‐, medium‐, and high‐density residences, including single‐family detached, 

single‐family attached, and multi‐family residences. The project would also include a pedestrian‐

friendly 2.8‐acre centrally located recreation area (The Commons) that would contain private 
recreational amenities, an adjacent neighborhood commercial site with up to 10,000 square feet, and a 
proposed bus stop on Liberty Drive. The LSP would create parks and greenbelts as shown on Table 

ES‐1 and Figure 2‐5. A K–8 school is proposed between The Commons and Village Parkway. The 
LSP also provides for a public roadway circulation system and the installation of backbone 
infrastructure/utilities. 

Section 2.4: Project Components 

The characterization of a potential school site and school being a component of the project is inaccurate. The 
property discussed is owned by the Washington Unified School District and is not part of the project. Any 
plans for the development of the property would be the responsibility of the District, not the Liberty applicant. 
Accordingly, Section 2.4.3 (K-8 School Site) has been deleted from the EIR. 

2.4.3 K–8 School Site 

Following WSAFCA’s partial acquisition of a Washington Unified School District (WUSD)–owned 
parcel within the LSP area to allow the Southport levee improvement project to proceed, the project 
proponent entered into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with WUSD to facilitate a land swap, 
leading to identification of the 17.0-gross acre (16.4-net/net acre) school site between The Commons 
and Village Parkway that has become part of the LSP (Figure 2-5, Site Plan). 

The proposed school would comprise approximately 40 classrooms; a multipurpose building housing 
a cafeteria, media center, library, and fitness center; an administration building; and age-appropriate 
playgrounds/playfields. 

The first paragraph of the Project Phasing and Schedule description (Section 2.4.8) has also been revised to 
remove the reference to the school as part of the project phasing. 

2.4.8 Project Phasing and Schedule 

The applicant anticipates development of the LSP project to occur in three phases as shown in Figure 

2‐6, beginning with Phase 1 in the northeast portion, followed by Phase 2 in the west and Phase 3 in 
the south. Phase 1 would generally encompass the area north of Liberty Drive except for a few parcels 

as shown in Figure 2‐6. A combination of single‐family detached home sites and estate lots totaling 
461 dwelling units would be built. This phase would entail construction of The Commons private 
clubhouse with pool, neighborhood commercial and office space, various neighborhood parks and 
greenbelts/trails, the K–8 school, and the Sports and Recreation Complex. 

Section 2.5: Required Approvals 

The list of approvals covered by the EIR has been updated to eliminate references to the Architectural Pattern 
Books, which will not be adopted by the City Council (as envisioned in early versions of the LSP), as well as to 
the conditional use permit for the Seniors/Apartments/Condos, which will not be required. References to 
other actions not directly related to adoption of the LSP have also been removed. 

• General Plan Amendment 

• Southport Framework Plan Amendment 

• West Sacramento Parks Master Plan Amendment 

• Conditional Use Permit for Seniors/Apartments/Condos 
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• Adoption of the Liberty Specific Plan by ordinance resolution of the City Council. 

• Adoption of the Architectural Pattern Book for Phase 1 by resolution of the City Council 

• Adoption of Phase 2 and Phase 3 Architectural Pattern Books 

• Vesting Vested Master Tentative Tract Subdivision Map 

• Vested Tentative Tract Map (“B” Map or Small Lot Map) 

• Development Agreement  

• Liberty Water Supply Assessment 

• Liberty Sewer Master Plan 

• Liberty Master Drainage Plan 

• Final Maps Development/Architectural Approvals for Estate Lots 

• Updates to City’s Water, Sewer, Stormwater/Storm Drainage Plans. 

The Liberty Specific Plan will pay fair share towards the development of these aforementioned updated 
Plans. 

Section 3.1: Aesthetics 

The discussion of Impact AES-3 in the first new paragraph on page 3.1-17 has been revised as follows: 

In the LSP area, new sources of exterior lighting will include street and trail lighting and lighting 
associated with commercial and recreational uses, including the proposed Sports Complex, which will 
have LED-lighted ballfields and play areas. Exterior lighting that is not properly shielded can result in 
backscatter that can negatively affect views of the nighttime sky by increasing ambient light glow. 
Improper shielding can also result in light trespass when light spills over and unintentionally lights 
other properties. The LSP states that exterior lighting in the LSP area would use pole heights that 
respect the pedestrian scale and would not exceed the maximum height desired for an area, and that 
greenbelts/trails would be lit in an understated fashion, using bollards where feasible and appropriate. 
The greatest potential for light spillover onto adjacent properties is associated with the Sports Complex, 
but the precise nature of such spillover is not known because the complex has been planned only at a 
conceptual level. The complex will be subject to project-level planning, programming, and design prior 
to construction, a process that will require project-level environmental review. 

Mitigation Measure AES-3a starting on page 3.1-17 has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure AES‐3a: Apply minimum lighting standards 

Development within the LSP shall minimize the impacts of artificial lighting. An interior and exterior 
lighting policy that achieves the following will be implemented for all new buildings except for 
residential structures. 

• Building design will be required to include low-intensity interior safety lighting rather than 

standard interior safety lighting after business hours, thereby decreasing the intensity of interior 

safety lighting. 

• Use of interior lights to ensure building safety and security will be allowed, but the unnecessary 

overuse of interior nighttime lighting will be prevented by requiring that interior spaces 

implement a “lights-off” policy. This practice requires that all non-safety or security lighting 
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(such as in offices and hallways) be turned off at night after business hours. This may be 

accomplished by installing programmable automatic motion sensor lighting. 

• Use of harsh mercury vapor or low-pressure sodium bulbs will be prohibited. 

• All artificial outdoor lighting will be limited to safety and security requirements, designed using 

Illuminating Engineering Society’s design guidelines, and in compliance with International Dark-

Sky Association-approved fixtures. All lighting will be designed to have minimum impact on the 

surrounding environment and will use downcast, cut-off type fixtures that are shielded and direct 

the light only toward objects requiring illumination. Accordingly, lights will be installed at the 

lowest allowable height and cast low-angle illumination while minimizing incidental light spill 

onto adjacent properties, open spaces, or backscatter into the nighttime sky. The lowest 

allowable wattage will be used for all lighted areas, and the number of nighttime lights needed to 

light an area will be minimized to the extent possible to ensure that spaces are not unnecessarily 

over-lit. Light fixtures will have non-glare finishes that will not cause reflective daytime glare. 

Lighting will be designed for energy efficiency and will have daylight sensors or be timed with an 

on/off program. Lights will provide good color rendering with natural light qualities with the 

minimum intensity feasible for security, safety, and personnel access. Lighting, including light 

color rendering and fixture types, will be designed to be aesthetically pleasing. 

• LED lighting will avoid the use of BRWL lamps and use a correlated color temperature that is 

no higher than 3,000 degrees Kelvin, consistent with the International Dark-Sky Association’s 

Fixture Seal of Approval program (International Dark-Sky Association 2010a, 2010b, 2015). In 

addition, LED lights will use shielding to ensure that nuisance glare and light spill do not affect 

sensitive residential viewers. The height of street lights will be assessed to ensure that light 

trespass affecting residences is limited. If necessary, street lights will be lowered to adjust for the 

increase in lighting area provided by LED replacement lighting. New LED lighting will be 

similarly designed using appropriate heights. 

• In conjunction with the project-level planning, programming, design, and construction of the 

Sports Complex, the City shall require further evaluation of the potential light and glare effects 

on adjacent properties. As necessary, the City will require additional mitigation to reduce these 

effects. This could include construction of a taller sound wall and the installation of denser 

evergreen landscaping along the northern property line of the Sports Complex adjacent to 

residential uses. 

Technologies to reduce light pollution evolve over time and design measures that are currently available 
may help but may not be the most effective means of controlling light pollution once the project is 
designed. Therefore, all design measures used to reduce light pollution will employ the technologies 
available at the time of project design to allow for the highest feasible reduction in light pollution. 

Section 3.3: Air Quality 

The fourth paragraph in the description of Impact AQ-1 on page 3.3-20 has been revised to delete the reference 
toa K-8 elementary school as part of the project. 

Further, the LSP includes numerous goals, objectives, and policies that would help reduce air quality 
emissions generated by the LSP. For example, LSP is designed to include energy efficient appliances 

in all single‐family residences, and to be a minimum of 30 percent more energy efficient than the Title 

24 2008 Building Code3 (achieving 2010 CALGreen Code ‐ TIER 2 Energy Efficiency); these features 
which will result in a smaller energy demand than would otherwise occur. In addition, each LSP 

residence, as well as all garages throughout the LSP, will be pre‐wired for electric vehicle charging, 
which would help reduce the number of internal combustion vehicles added to the local roadway 
system as a result of LSP implementation. The LSP is also designed with roundabouts along the internal 
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roadway system, which can help improve air quality by minimizing the time spent idling at intersections. 

Further, by providing local on‐site amenities (such as neighborhood commercial, the Commons, a 

private recreation center, and community and neighborhood parks, and a K‐8 elementary school), 
VMT would be reduced, since vehicle trips would be shorter, and more people may choose to walk or 
bike to nearby destinations. Liberty’s bike and trail system, with access to the Clarksburg Branch Line 
Pedestrian and Bike Trail, will further encourage residents to be less reliant on their cars and more 
likely to walk or bike to their desired destinations. Walkable and bikeable communities support better 
air quality by reducing the number and length of vehicle trips. 

Essentially, the same paragraph is included on page 3.3-26 as part of the discussion of Mitigation Measure AQ-
2c. That paragraph has been revised similarly, as follows: 

The LSP includes numerous goals, objectives, and policies that would help reduce air quality emissions 
generated by the LSP. For example, and as described previously, the LSP is designed to include energy 

efficient appliances in all single‐family residences, and to be a minimum of 30 percent more energy 

efficient than the Title 24 2008 Building Code (achieving 2010 CALGreen Code ‐ TIER 2 Energy 
Efficiency); these features which will result in a smaller energy demand than would otherwise occur. 

Further, each LSP residence, as well as all garages throughout the LSP, will be pre‐wired for electric 
vehicle charging, which would help reduce the number of internal combustion vehicles added to the 
local roadway system as a result of LSP implementation. The LSP is also designed with roundabouts 
along the internal roadway system, which can help improve air quality by minimizing the time spent 

idling at intersections. In addition, by providing local on‐site amenities (such as neighborhood 

commercial, a private recreation center, and community and neighborhood parks, and a K‐8 
elementary school), VMT would be reduced, since vehicle trips would be shorter, and more people 
may choose to walk or bike to nearby destinations. Liberty’s bike and trail system, with access to the 
Clarksburg Branch Line Pedestrian and Bike Trail, will further encourage residents to be less reliant on 
their cars and more likely to walk or bike to their desired destinations. Walkable and bikeable 
communities support better air quality by reducing the number and length of vehicle trips. These 

measures may reduce emissions to levels less than presented in Tables 3.3‐10 and 3.3‐11 above. 

The title and introduction of Mitigation Measure AQ-2c (page 3.3-24) have been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure AQ‐2c: Implement a program to Eencourage carpooling and alternative 
transit for construction workers during project construction 

The project proponent shall implement a program to encourage contractors and construction 
workers to utilize employee carpooling, vanpooling, and alternative transit to travel to the LSP 
construction site. These activities may be encouraged by posting signs at the construction site, 
providing incentives for employees (e.g., providing priority parking spaces for carpools/vanpools. 

Under Impact AQ-4, the discussion of Diesel Particulate Matter on page 3.3.-29 refers to a K-8 school. That 
reference has been deleted. 

The LSP proposes predominantly residential and community/neighborhood park land uses, with a 
very small amount (10,000 SF) of neighborhood commercial included in the development plans. 
Commercial land uses may have the potential to result in operational DPM emissions from idling 

trucks at loading docks. Further, the onsite K‐8 school and The Commons may include emergency 
generators. The Architectural Design Guidelines for the LSP discuss measures to help improve 

indoor environmental quality in on‐site buildings, including using tight air ducts, efficient air filters, 
and low emitting materials. These policies will reduce exposure of new receptors to ambient DPM 
and DPM generated by LSP land uses. 
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Section 3.4: Biological Resources 

The setting discussion of the Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan on page 3.4-6 of the DEIR has been revised as 
follows to reflect the approval of the HCP/NCCP in October 2018. 

Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan 

The Yolo County Habitat Conservation Joint Powers Agency (now known as the Yolo Habitat 
Conservancy or YHC) was formed in August 2002 for the purpose of acquiring habitat conservation 
easements and to serve as the lead agency for the preparation of an HCP/NCCP for Yolo County and 
the Cities of Davis, Woodland, Winters, and West Sacramento (Yolo Habitat Conservancy 2015). The 
HCP/NCCP covers 12 special-status species and 15 natural communities. Pursuant to ESA Section 
10, the HCP/NCCP is intended to support 50-year incidental take permits for development projects 
in the HCP/NCCP area. This is currently in the draft stage. The HCP/NCCP was approved in October 
2018. 

The discussion under Impact BIO-10 on page 3.4-40 has been revised to reflect the approval of the Yolo 
HCP/NCCP. 

Impact BIO-10: Potential for adoption of the proposed LSP to conflict with the provisions of 
an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan (no impact) 

No HCPs or NCCPs have been adopted in the LSP area or in Yolo County; however, the YHC is directing 

the preparation of a county-wide multi-species HCP/NCCP and Local Conservation Plan (LCP), which 

are currently in the administrative draft stage. The Yolo HCP/NCCP and LCP was approved in October 

2018 and will conserve habitats and natural communities in Yolo County. With implementation of 2016 

General Plan policies that require protection and mitigation for losses of biological resources, adoption of 

the proposed LSP would not conflict with the draft Yolo HCP/NCCP. Because there are no adopted 

HCPs, NCCPs, or other approved local, regional, or state HCPs, adoption of the proposed LSP would not 

conflict with such plans, and Thus, there would be no impact. 

Section 3.5: Cultural Resources  

In March 2023, the Buena Vista Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians (BV Tribe) issued a Project Consultation Notice 
Letter to the City of West Sacramento asserting that West Sacramento is within its geographic area of traditional 
and cultural affiliation and requesting that it receive formal notification of projects and consultation 
opportunities pursuant to AB 52. The letter did not specifically identify the Liberty Specific Plan, but the City 
determined that it would be appropriate to provide the BV Tribe an opportunity to participate in the review of 
the project. Accordingly, on September 12, 2023, the City issued a Formal Notification for Tribal Consultation 
to the BV Tribe inviting consultation on the Liberty Specific Plan and associated actions. The Notification 
specified that, per the California Public Resources Code, the Tribe had 30 days to submit a request for 
consultation. The Tribe did not respond within the 30-day period. The following errata add descriptions of 
these facts to Section 3.5.1, Existing Conditions, under the Resources and Studies discussion (commencing on 
3.5-11). 

Tribal Consultation 

In compliance with AB 52, the City offered the United Auburn Indian Community, Yoche Dehe 
Wintun Nation, and the Cortina Band of Indians the opportunity to consult with the City over the 
potential for this project to affect TCRs of concern to these tribes. Separate consultations were held 
with the tribes, beginning on April 8, 2016 for the United Auburn Indian Community and for the 
Yoche Dehe Wintun Nation. No response was received from the Cortina Band of Indians. 
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Consultations were completed on April 12, 2017 for both the United Auburn Indian Community and 
Yoche Dehe Wintun Nation tribes. Subsequently, in March 2023, the Buena Vista Rancheria of Me-
Wuk Indians (BV Tribe) issued a Project Consultation Notice Letter to the City of West Sacramento 
asserting that West Sacramento is within its geographic area of traditional and cultural affiliation and 
requesting that it receive formal notification of projects and consultation opportunities pursuant to AB 
52. In partial response to the request, which did not refer to the Liberty Specific Plan, the City 
determined that it would be appropriate to provide the BV Tribe an opportunity to participate in the 
review of the project, since the CEQA review process was still underway. Accordingly, on September 
12, 2023, the City issued a Formal Notification for Tribal Consultation to the BV Tribe for the Liberty 
Specific Plan and associated actions. The Notification specified that, per the California Public 
Resources Code, the Tribe had 30 days to submit a request for consultation. Representatives of the BV 
Tribe did not respond within the 30-day period. 

The specific details of the consultations are confidential pursuant to California law however, a summary 
of events is below: 

• April 3, 2016. A letter was sent regarding the Notice of Preparation Scoping Meeting for the 

Liberty DEIR. 

• April 8, 2016. A letter was sent to United Auburn Indian Community, Yoche Dehe Wintun 

Nation, and the Cortina Band of Indians that included a project description and invitation to 

consult under CEQA. 

• May 6, 2016. City Staff contacted United Auburn Indian Community and Yoche Dehe Wintun 

Nation to consult. An email containing cultural resources report prepared by Peak & Associates, 

Inc. 

• June 7, 2016. A meeting with City Staff, representatives from United Auburn Indian Community, 

and property owner’s representatives was conducted. United Auburn Indian Community offered 

to submit background information to the City by June 21, 2016. 

• June 21, 2016. A filed visit of the project site was conducted and included City Staff, 

representatives from United Auburn Indian Community, and property owner’s representatives. 

• June 23, 2016. City sent a follow‐up email to the United Auburn Indian Community requesting 

the background information discussed at the June 7, 2016 meeting. 

• June 28, 2016. The City sent another email to the United Auburn Indian Community requesting 

the background information discussed at the June 7, 2016 meeting. 

• July 27, 2016. A meeting with representatives from Yoche Dehe Wintun Nation was conducted. 

• September 12, 2016. The Native American Heritage Commission was contacted to request a 

search of the Sacred Lands File. 

• November 15, 2016. A letter was sent to United Auburn Indian Community requesting the 

documents discussed at the June 7th meeting. The letter requested the information to be 

received by November 29, 2016. 

• November 20, 2016. United Auburn Indian Community sent an email response to the City. 

• January 10, 2017. An email with letter attached was received from United Auburn Indian 

Community. 

• March 9, 2017. A follow‐up meeting with the Yoche Dehe Wintun Nation was conducted. 

• April 12, 2017. A letter was sent from the City to the United Auburn Indian Community and 

Yoche Dehe Wintun Nation concluding AB 52 consultation. 

• March 23, 2023. The Buena Vista Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians issued a Project Consultation 

Notice Letter to the City of West Sacramento covering all potential projects in the city. 



City of West Sacramento: Liberty Specific Plan Final EIR 
Chapter 3: Errata Draft 

October 2024  3-8 

• September 12, 2023. The City issued a Formal Notification for Tribal Consultation to the Buena 

Vista Rancheria for the Liberty Specific Plan and associated actions.  

• October 13, 2023. Representatives of the Buena Vista Rancheria did not respond within the 

statutorily established 30-day period, thus foreclosing opportunities for formal consultation 

under AB 52.  

Section 3.9: Hydrology and Water Quality 

The discussion of Impact WQ-7 has been revised, Mitigation Measure WQ-7 has been modified and relabeled 
“WQ-7a,” a new Mitigation Measure WQ-7b has been added, and Impact WQ-7 has been revised from “Less 
Than Significant with Mitigation” to “Significant and Unavoidable.” The reason for these changes is to correct 
typographical errors that were made in preparing the Draft EIR that resulted in conclusions inconsistent with 
those reached in the General Plan Update Final EIR. Therefore, all facts, analysis, and conclusions described 
herein are not new but instead reflect the facts, analysis, and conclusions reached regarding this impact in the 
General Plan Update Final EIR. The changes to WQ-7 are as follows: 

Impact WQ-7: Placement of housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map (significant and unavoidable less than significant with mitigation) 

The new development proposed under the LSP would take place within the existing levee system 

surrounding the city. Like existing development, this new development would not meet current 100‐ 

year and 200‐year level of flood protection requirements due to levee deficiencies previously described. 
WSAFCA continues to implement new projects under the WSLIP to enhance the levee system and 

ultimately provide 200‐year level of flood protection throughout the city (City of West Sacramento 
2015). Even though the LSP area is adjacent to the Sacramento River South Levee improvement 

project designed to provide 200‐year protection, it could still be subject to flooding in the event of 
levee failures elsewhere (e.g., the DWSC East Levee). A levee failure anywhere in the Southport Basin 
would likely inundate the entire basin (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers). The generally flat topography 
of West Sacramento south of the DWSC and the substantial flood depths predicted for a levee failure 
suggest that flood water could spread extensively into the LSP area even if the Southport levee were 
to remain intact.  

WSAFCA officials expect FEMA in the future to reevaluate the floodplain maps (U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 2014; City of West Sacramento 2015).  

As stated in Impact WQ-7 in the West Sacramento General Plan Update EIR:  

The risk of flooding to the City of West Sacramento by the Sacramento River is significant 
and has prompted ongoing implementation of new projects under the WSLIP to enhance the 

levee system and ultimately provide 200‐year level of flood protection throughout the city. 

Implementation of Policy S‐2.6 and Safety Program 1s1 will require the City to comply with 
the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 and any subsequent amendments, thus 

ensuring that 200 ‐year flood protection will be provided (City of West Sacramento 2015). 

Furthermore, all new development is required to demonstrate 200‐year flood protection or to 

contribute in‐lieu fees toward making physical improvements to the existing levee system (City 

of West Sacramento 2011). The end result of the WSLIP will be 100‐year and 200‐year flood 
protection. However, it will be many more years until the flood protection goal is achieved, 
and in the meantime, new development in the City of West Sacramento that occurs prior to 

completion of improvements ensuring full protection will not have 100‐year flood protection. 
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Therefore, the impact is significant and unavoidable until the WSLIP is complete and the 
required flood protection for development protected by the levee system is obtained. 

It is expected that construction of the housing portions of the LSP would not take place in the near 
future. However, unless construction of housing as a part of development of the LSP were to be 
phased such that it did not occur until the flood protection goal is achieved, this impact would be 
significant. Flood risks discussed herein were analyzed under the West Sacramento General Plan 
Update EIR.  

Mitigation Measure WQ-7a and Mitigation Measure WQ-7b will require the Developer to comply with 
flood protection measures and disclose risk of flooding. Even with compliance, however, the impact 
will remain significant and unavoidable because the entirety of the levee improvements will not be 
funded and constructed with only this Project. Once adequate funding is achieved by payment of the 
City's In-Lieu Flood Protection Payment Option and all levee improvements can be constructed this 
impact will be considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure WQ-7a: Implement phasing plan or require payment of in-lieu 
fees. 

Require Implement Specific Plan Phasing Plan to phase housing construction after the 100- 
and 200-year flood protection goals have been met or require payment of in-lieu fees towards 
making physical improvements to the existing levee system prior to the issuance of the first 
grading permit to fund flood protection measures currently underway through WSAFCA. 

Mitigation Measure WQ-7b: Notify property purchasers of flood susceptibility; notify 
future homebuyers and tenants of flood protection improvement status; ensure new 
construction meets FEMA and City Floodplain Management Ordinance standards; 
ensure levee setbacks are consistent with local, regional, State, and Federal standards; 
and ensure new development does not jeopardize City’s NFIP or CRS eligibility. 

Implement the following measures: (1) provide notice within any deed to property within the 
development that the property is protected from flooding by a levee and that the property can 
be subject to flooding if the levee fails or is overwhelmed; (2) provide notice to future 
homebuyers and tenants regarding the status of flood protection within the community, the 
purchase of flood insurance by property owners, and evacuation plans; (3) ensure construction 
meets FEMA standards and the City's Floodplain Management Ordinance standards; (4) 
ensure levee setbacks are consistent with local, regional, State, and Federal design and 
management standards; and (5) ensure the development is undertaken in a manner that does 
not jeopardize the City's eligibility under the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) or 
the FEMA Community Rating System (CRS). 

To account for these changes, Table ES-2 has been revised on page ES-13 as shown on the following page. 

 



City of West Sacramento: Liberty Specific Plan Final EIR 
Chapter 3: Errata Draft 

October 2024  3-10 

 

Impacts Level of Significance Mitigation Measures 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Impact WQ-7: Placement of housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area, as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map  
 

Less than Significant 
and unavoidable with 
mitigation 

Mitigation Measure WQ-7a: Implement 
Phasing Plan or Require Payment of In-
Lieu Fees 
 
Mitigation Measure WQ-7b: Notify 
property purchasers of flood 
susceptibility; notify future homebuyers 
and tenants of flood protection 
improvement status; ensure new 
construction meets FEMA and City 
Floodplain Management Ordinance 
standards; ensure levee setbacks are 
consistent with local, regional, State, and 
Federal standards; and ensure new 
development does not jeopardize City’s 
NFIP or CRS eligibility 
 

Significant and 
unavoidable 
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Section 3.10: Land Use and Planning 

The discussion of the Yolo County HCP/NCCP in the setting section (page 3.10-5) has been revised as follows 
to reflect the approval of the HCP/NCCP. 

Habitat Conservation Programs 

The Yolo County Habitat Conservancy is leading a countywide Natural Communities Conservation 

Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) to conserve the natural open space and agricultural 

landscapes that provide habitat for many special-status species in the county (Yolo Habitat Conservancy 

2015). 

The Yolo County Habitat Conservation Joint Powers Agency (JPA) was formed in August 2002 for the 

purpose of acquiring habitat conservation easements and to serve as the lead agency for the preparation of 

a NCCP/HCP for Yolo County and the Cities of Davis, Woodland, Winters, and West Sacramento. 

The NCCP/HCP is still in preparation was approved in October 2018. The NCCP/HCP and the Yolo 

County Habitat Conservation JPA are described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. 

The discussion of Impact LU-3 on page 3.10-8 has been revised as follows to reflect the approval of the 
HCP/NCCP. 

Impact LU‐3: Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan (no impact) 

Because the The Yolo HCP/NCCP, which was approved in October 2018, will conserve habitats and 

natural communities in Yolo County. With implementation of 2016 General Plan policies that require 

protection and mitigation for losses of biological resources, adoption of the proposed LSP would not 

conflict with the Yolo HCP/NCCP. has not been adopted, there are no habitat conservation plans or 

natural community conservation plans in effect that apply to the LSP area. Accordingly, there would be no 

impact and no mitigation is required. 

Section 3.14: Public Services 

The DEIR Environmental Setting discussion of Schools starting on page 3.14-6 has been revised as follows: 

Schools 

The LSP site is served by the Washington Unified School District (WUSD), which provides primary, 

secondary, and high school education services to residents. WUSD offers education to all school‐age 
residents within the city. It is governed by a Board of Education comprising five locally elected officials 
responsible for policies, curricula, budget, and overseeing facilities issues (Washington Unified School 
District n.d.). As of the 2019/2020 academic year, Currently there are were approximately 7,421 7,000 
enrolled students, with a staff of approximately 400 certificated employees and 350 classified employees 

(Washington Unified School District 20142019). Table 3.14‐1 lists schools with their capacity and 
projected enrollment totals. 

Projected growth for the district was estimated to be 1.02% (or 76 students) for the 2014–15 school 
year. As Table3.14-1 shows, WUSD’s 2019/20 enrollment of 7,650 is at 67.1 percent of the district’s 
classroom capacity. is projected to continue growing over the next 10 years, with With a projected peak 
enrollment of 8,434 8,370 (through 2024/25), WUSD’s facilities would be at 73.5 percent students in 
the 2023–24 school year. This is a total growth of 990 students, or an increase of 13.3%. These 
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projections estimate 36 new students each year or 643 students in the next 6 years. WUSD has a total 
capacity of 10,393 students and a current enrollment of 7,444, giving the district a current utilization 
factor of 71.6%. The projected utilization factor in 6 years will be 77.0%. This projection assumes that 
loading standards remain constant and no additional facilities are built or removed (Washington 
Unified School District 20194:6). 

Table 3.14-1. Washington Unified School District Capacity and Projected Enrollment 
 

School Grades Address 
Current/Projected 
Enrollmenta Capacity 

Bridgeway Island Elementary K–8 3255 Half Moon Bay Cir. 966/1,008 1,052 
Elkhorn Village Elementary K–8 750 Cummins Wy 568/569 830 
Riverbank Elementary K–8 1100 Carrie St. 836/804 1,085 
Southport Elementary K–8 2747 Linden Rd. 842/881 999 
Stonegate Elementary K–8 2500 La Jolla St. 794/906 992 
Westfield Village Elementary K–5 508 Poplar Ave. 416/379 615 
Westmore Oaks Elementary K–8 1100 Clarendon St. 833/994 1,297 

Evergreen Middle 4–10   25/28 215 

River City High School 9–12 1 Raider Lane 2,070/2,263 2,706 

Washington Adult School   919 Westacre Rd.     
Yolo Education Center   919 Westacre Rd. 130/139 575 

(Continuation HS)         
West Sacramento Early 6–8 1504 Fallbrook St. http://www.westsac    
College Prep Charter     prep.org/   
Lighthouse Charter School K–2 1500 Park Blvd. Opened fall 2015. NA 

    1511 Delaware Ave. Currently serving K–2 
with plans to add a 
grade per year until 

  

      K–8.    
Source: Washington Unified School District 2014. 

a Current enrollment is based on 2014–2015; projected enrollment is based on 2019–2020. 

 

 

http://www.westsac/
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Table 3.14-1. Washington Unified School District Capacity and Projected Enrollment 
  2019 2019-2020 Projected Peak 

Elementary Schools Classrooms Capacity Enrollment Utilization Enrollment Utilization 
Bridgeway Island 47 1,321 1,088 82.4% 1,088 82.4% 

Elkhorn Village 43 1027 622 60.6% 704 68.5% 

Riverbank 46 1,159 780 67.3% 892 77.0% 

Stonegate 41 1,165 890 76.4% 1,003 86.1% 

Southport 41 1,215 813 66.9% 1201 98.8% 

Westfield Village 33 874 469 53.7% 508 58.1% 

New Westmore Oaks 33 700 619 88.4% 619 88.4% 

Subtotal 284 7,461 5,281 70.8% 6,015 80.6% 

High Schools 
   

 

 

 
River City High 80 2,640 2,183 82.7% 2,220 84.1% 

Subtotal 80 2,640 2,183 82.7% 2,220 84.1% 

Other Schools 
   

 

 

 
Yolo Education Center  25 813 65 8.0% 135 16.6% 

Alyce Norman Ed Ctr 20 480 120 25.0% 0 0.0% 

Subtotal 45 1,293 185 14.3% 135 10.4% 

District Totals 409 11,394 7,649 67.1% 8,370 73.5% 

Source: Washington Unified School District, 2020 Facilities Master Plan, December 4, 2019 

 

Table 3.14-2 on page 3.14-9 has been revised as follows: 

Table 3.14-2. Student Yield Rates of Project Based on Rates Established in School Facility Needs Analysis 

School Type  

Single‐Family 
Detached 

(938 Units) 
Single‐Family Attached  

(209 Units) 
Multiple‐Family 

(356 Units) Total 
Yield 

Factor Students 
Yield 

Factor Students 
Yield 

Factor Students Students 
Effective 

Yield 
K‐6  0.201 189 0.236 49 0.295 105 343 0.228 
Middle (7–8)  0.095 89 0.056 12 0.063 22 123 0.082 
High School (9–12)  0.121 113 0.056 12 0.100 36 161 0.107 
Total 0.417 391 0.348 73 0.458 163 627 0.417 

Source: Washington Unified School District, Demographic Study 2016/2017, August 2017 

 
The discussion of Impact PS-1 under Impacts and Mitigation Measures starting on page 3.14-8 has been 
revised to remove the references to a proposed elementary school. The school is not legally part of the 
Liberty Specific Plan project, and it has no bearing on the impact conclusions related to school capacity and 
school funding.  
 

The LSP proposes an on-site new public elementary school:  

K-8 Elementary School Site 

The Washington Unified School District (WUSD) once owned a 20.0 acre parcel located in 
the Liberty Specific Plan area as previously shown on Exhibit 1-3, Aerial Map. This parcel was 
greatly impacted by the alignments of Village Parkway, the new levee blanket fill, and the new 
setback levee along the Sacramento River. Due to these constraints, the 20.0 acre parcel was 
reduced to an odd shaped remainder parcel along Village Parkway. In order to make use of 
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this oddly shaped remainder parcel, the Specific Plan applicant entered into a Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) with the WUSD on August 8, 2013, and proposes a land swap and 
acreage to be purchased from Liberty to complete the rectangular-shaped 17.0 acre K-8 
elementary school site as shown within this Specific Plan. This new proposed school site is 
subject to the approval of the WUSD’s governing board after it is determined at a later date 
that all legal requirements for school site acquisition and state funding can be met. The school 
will be based on the current K-8 elementary school program philosophy of the WUSD and is 
anticipated to include approximately 40 classrooms (900 students), a multi-purpose building 
that includes a cafeteria, a media center and library, a fitness center, an administration building, 
and age-appropriate playgrounds/playfields. 

The proposed Liberty School would provide for more elementary students than would be generated 
by the LSP project. It would generate an increase in students at the middle and high schools service 
the LSP. 

Section 3.15: Recreation 

The DEIR’s discussion of Impact REC-1 has been modified as follows to clarify the basis for determination of 
impacts on parks and recreational facilities. 

Impact REC-1: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated (less than significant) 

The 2003 Parks Master Plan requires the City to provide at least 2 acres of neighborhood parks and 3 
acres of community parks for every 1,000 residents. As disclosed in Section 3.13, Population and Housing, 
the population of the LSP area would increase by approximately 3,863 people by 2035; hence, a 
minimum of 19.3 acres of park resources would be necessary to satisfy the Parks Master Plan 
requirement. 

As a condition of approval, the LSP would will be required to include sufficient parks and recreation 
resources to address demand associated with offset its projected population growth. The LSP includes 
development of 13.3 acres of neighborhood parks, as well as and a 9.12-acre sports and recreation 
complex center, as well as greenbelts and trails. Together, these resources exceed the LSP’s 19.3-acre 
obligation based on its residential holding capacity. In addition, the LSP includes a 17-acre K–8 school 
and a 2.8-acre private recreation center and pool, both of which would provide private neighborhood 
recreation opportunities. The combination of these public parks and recreational facilities meet the 
overall Parks Master Plan requirement. Moreover, because the LSP project exceeds the Parks Master 
Plan requirement, it will they contribute to addressing the City’s projected shortfall of neighborhood 
and community parks. The parks and recreation facilities would be sited in areas that are accessible 
to the residential areas proposed under the LSP. Consequently, because the increased demand for 
parks and recreation generated by the LSP project would be exceeded by the development itself, the 
impact on existing parks and recreational facilities would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required. 

Section 3.17: Utilities and Service Systems 

The description of Impact UT-4 has been revised and a new Mitigation Measure UT-1 has been added as 
follows: 

Impact UT‐4: Potential to result in insufficient water supplies to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or a need for new or expanded entitlements (less than significant 
with mitigation) 
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The LSP Water Master Plan provides this information: 

Based on the design criteria set forth in the current Water Master Plan, the full build-out of Liberty 
will generate the following estimated domestic water demands (based on 1,503 units): 

• Average Daily Demand (ADD) = 0.92 MGD 

• Maximum Daily Demand (MDD) = 1.84 MGD 

• Peak Hourly Demand (PHD) = 2.48 MGD 

These water demands for Liberty are comparable with the figures shown in the Water Master Plan, 
which covered a much larger area (619 acres vs. 400 acres) under “Paik Communities.” The City's 
water consultant utilized the H2O Net Software to model the City's water system. The City 
provided the base map of the City's pipe network as well as the previous distribution system 
hydraulic model. Modeling results showed that the Southport area needed an additional 4.2 million 
gallons of storage. 

The Water Supply Assessment prepared for this project and found in Appendix I made the following 
conclusions: 

Conclusion of Water Supply Assessment 

Comparing Table 4 (Water Supplies) and Table 5 (Water Demand) it is apparent the City of 
West Sacramento has adequate and reliable water supplies under all but catastrophic 
conditions for both current and planned future development through 2035. “The NDWA 
contract appears relatively stable as a long-term back-up supply” (2015 UWMP, 7.1.1). 

“Historical [Sacramento River] curtailments in the City’s supply occurred during drought years. 
These curtailments, however, had no effect on the portions of the City, which lie inside the 
NDWA boundary, as diversions under NDWA were not restricted” (2015 UWMP, 7.2). The 
water supply, assured by the NDWA diversion right, is capable of meeting the demand of the 
City and the Liberty Project in all water years: normal, dry, and multiple-dry. The DWR 
agreement with NDWA assures “dependable water supply of suitable quality” for municipal, 
industrial, and agricultural purposes. The limitations in the treated water supply infrastructure 
in the Southport area will be met as far as the Liberty Project is concerned by the new 2.1 MG 
tank and booster pump station being planned in the development. 

Based on the information in the UWMP, City Plans, and other sources, the projected City 
water supply over the next 20 years is sufficient to meet the demand for the Liberty Project 
and all other existing and planned use including agricultural and industrial within the current 
City service area. 

Water supply would be sufficient to meet the increased demand, although infrastructure necessary to 
transmit and store water for use by the Liberty Project is required. Without such infrastructure, this 
impact would be significant, but with implementation of Mitigation Measure UT-1 it would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measure UT-1: Design and Construct Water Transmission and Storage 
Infrastructure 

The project applicant will design and construct water transmission and storage infrastructure 
necessary to accommodate demand associated with development of the LSP area. As 
described in the Liberty Specific Plan, this will include the following: 
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• The existing 16-inch water transmission main on Linden Road (at the northwest 

corner of the Liberty site where it fronts Linden Road) will be extended to the east 

and run south along Village Parkway to the Village Parkway and Heirloom Drive 

intersection. (Phase 1) 

• A 12-inch water main will be constructed from the Village Parkway and Heirloom 

Drive intersection and run westerly along Heirloom Drive until it aligns and ties into 

the existing 12 inch water main on Stonegate Drive. (Phase 1) 

• All internal water distribution lines (primarily 8 inch in size) including the fire 

hydrants and water service lines to serve Phase 1 development will also be 

constructed. (Phase 1) 

• A 2.1 million gallon water tank and appurtenances. (Phase 1) 

• A 12-inch water main in Stonegate Drive will be extended to the south until it 

reaches the Davis Road intersection. (Phase 2) 

• The 16-inch water transmission main along Davis Road will be constructed from 

Stonegate Drive to Village Parkway. (Phase 2) 

• The 16-inch water transmission main will also be extended from the Village Parkway 

/ Heirloom Drive intersection to the Village Parkway / Davis Road intersection in 

order to complete the looped system. (Phase 2) 

• All internal water distribution lines (primarily 8 inch in size) including the fire 

hydrants and water service lines to serve Phase 2 development will also be 

constructed. (Phase 2) 

• With the primary water infrastructure (looped system) in place by the time Phase 3 

comes in, this phase will essentially only extend the internal water distribution lines 

(primarily 8 inch in size) to serve the Phase 3 development areas. Both domestic 

water services and fire hydrants within the Phase 3 boundary will be constructed as 

well. (Phase 3) 

• Other potential water infrastructure requirements such as a new 16-inch water 

transmission main from Davis Road to Jefferson Boulevard will also need to be 

verified by the City for timing and needs. 

To account for the addition of Mitigation Measure UT-1, Table ES-2 has been revised on page ES-18 as shown 
on the following page. 
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Impacts Level of Significance Mitigation Measures 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Impact UT-4: Potential to result in insufficient water supplies to 
serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or a 
need for new or expanded entitlements 
 

Less than Significant Mitigation Measure UT-1: Design and 
Construct Water Transmission and 
Storage Infrastructure 

Less than 
significant 
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CHAPTER 4. REFERENCES 

The following references augment the references listed in the Draft EIR. 

Washington Unified School District, Demographic Study 2016/2017, August 2017. 

Washington Unified School District, Facilities Master Plan, December 4, 2019. 

Yolo Habitat Conservancy, Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan, Volume 
1, Final, April 2018. 
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