Todd Smith, Planning Director

Planning and Environmental
Review

Troy Givans, Director

Department of Community
Development

County of Sacramento

August 11, 2025

Cheryle Hodge, Principal Planner
City of Sacramento

Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd., 3 Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

Subject: August 12, 2025 City Council Agenda, Item #8 — County Development
Project

Dear Ms. Hodge:

This letter is submitted to address inaccuracies in the staff report for Item 8 on the
August 12, 2025, Sacramento City Council agenda and provide clarification. This
agenda item pertains to County Development in the Natomas area and the proposed
Upper Westside Specific Plan, which is currently being processed through Sacramento
County as the lead agency with land use authority over the proposed project. This letter
provides greater context and notes areas of disagreement to supplement your staff
report and the Natomas Basin Chronology contained therein as Attachment 4 to achieve
the stated goal of a comprehensive understanding by all interested parties.

Natomas Joint Vision MOU

As noted in the City’s Natomas Basin Chronology, in 1993 the Sacramento County
Board of Supervisors (Board) concurred with a letter signed by the City Council
members stating that in the event the Natomas Vision Plan (NVP) area were to urbanize,
such urbanization should occur within the City of Sacramento. Based on that information,
the Board chose not to extend the Urban Services Boundary (USB) via the 1993 General
Plan to include the NVP area but recognized the potential urbanization of the area. In the
late 1990s, both the City and County were pursuing projects that would urbanize a
substantial portion of the Natomas Basin while the City was also preparing the Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP). Beginning in 2001, City and County staff
met to discuss a process for land development and conservation in the unincorporated
Natomas area. This gave rise to the City/County Joint Vision for Natomas. The two
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jurisdictions coordinated and along with input from stakeholders created the basic
principles for development in the area.

On December 10, 2002, the Board and the City Council adopted a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) establishing principles for land use and revenue sharing in the
Natomas area. This agreement laid the foundation for what became known as the
Natomas Joint Vision.

The MOU's recitals note the intent to “reach a formal conceptual agreement for broad
collaboration between the City and County regarding principles for growth, revenue
sharing, and permanent open space preservation”, as well as the fact that the County
and City have “mutual policy and economic interests in accommodating long term
development”, and “proactively influencing the emerging form, by guiding inevitable
growth to provide for residential and employment opportunities close to the region’s
urban core” (MOU, p. 1). The MOU was intended to provide a “set of proposed
principles that the City and County would consider when analyzing land use planning
and revenue sharing in the Natomas area” (MOU p. 2, Purpose). The principles in the
MOU were intended to guide further discussions and the ultimate negotiation of an
agreement between the City and County (MOU p.3, Section Il). However, no such
agreement was ever reached.

In the early 2000s, the City and Sutter County continued revising the NBHCP in
response to litigation. The final NBHCP was adopted in 2003 and again faced litigation
that was concluded in 2005. One of the critical assumptions in the 2003 NBHCP was
that the existing agricultural uses in the unincorporated portion of Natomas in
Sacramento County would remain. However, the County did not agree to that
assumption and neither the City of Sacramento nor Sutter County have land use
authority in the unincorporated portion of Sacramento County, and thus could not legally
require affected property owners to continue their existing agricultural land uses. This
shortcoming and others were raised in Sacramento County’s December 5, 2002
comments on the Draft NBHCP (Attachment 1). Over 20 years have passed since the
final NBHCP was adopted and the City has consistently collected NBHCP mitigation fees
during this period. However, the City has taken not acted to acquire, preserve or
otherwise place under conservation easements properties within the Swainson’s Hawk
one-mile buffer zone from the Sacramento River or other properties with desirable
habitat value within the area proposed for urban development in the Upper Westside
Specific Plan.

Following adoption of the MOU, City and County staff began working collaboratively with
Natomas landowners on a Broad Visioning Process. This process aimed to guide
comprehensive planning and development in the Natomas Joint Vision area, with a
particular focus on open space and conservation strategies as well as identification of
four potential urban development “precincts”. However, in 2005, the City Council decided
not to move forward with the planning process for the NVP area beyond the Greenbriar
annexation project that was in progress at the time. The City Council’s decision to not
move forward prompted landowners in two of the urban precincts to further engage with
the County regarding potential development of their respective landholdings.

Consequently, the four urban development precincts were further refined with three draft
land use sketches that were presented through several public workshops, culminating in
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presentations to the County Planning Commission, County Board of Supervisors, and
City Council in April 2009. In December 2009, the County Executive sent
correspondence to the City Manager (Attachment 2) advising the City that the County
would be taking the lead on subsequent steps toward potential development.

Efforts to advance the Natomas Joint Vision were placed on hold during the update of
the Sacramento County General Plan, which was completed in 2011. During the initial
phases of that update in the early 2000s, it was anticipated that the City would serve as
the primary urbanizing entity for the Natomas area. As that role began to shift in the late
2000s, the draft Land Use Element of the General Plan was revised to incorporate the
Natomas Joint Vision Area as an overlay in the County.

The adopted General Plan describes the overlay as follows:

“On December 10, 2002, the Sacramento City Council and Board of Supervisors
adopted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) outlining principles of land use and
revenue sharing between the City and County of Sacramento for the Natomas area,
setting the stage for what has come to be known as the “Natomas Joint Vision.” The
“‘Natomas Joint Vision Study Area” overlay on the Land Use Diagram indicates the
area addressed by this MOU. The cooperative effort addresses land use, economic
development, and environmental opportunities and challenges in Natomas. The result
will be quality development balanced with permanent open space preservation
systems. Additionally, SACOG’s Blueprint shows significant development in the
Natomas Joint Vision Area. Because of the MOU, the Blueprint and the importance of
the Natomas Joint Vision Area to the region, the County anticipates development in
portions of the Natomas Basin within the timeframe of the General Plan. Subject to
the preparation and certification of the appropriate environmental
documentation, this development shall be accomplished either by an
expansion of the USB, the City’s Sphere of Influence, or both. See related policy
LU-114 and Implementation Measure C in the “Regional and Local Agency
Coordination” section of this Element.”

The County’s Natomas-specific growth policy, LU-114, states:

“It is the policy of Sacramento County that development and open space preservation
in the Natomas Joint Vision Overlay Area occur in a comprehensive, responsible and
cohesive manner that best addresses land use, economic development and
environmental opportunities and challenges in Natomas.”

As part of the 2011 General Plan update, the County also adopted a new criteria-based
growth management strategy, including policies LU-119 and LU-120, governing
expansion of the Urban Policy Area (UPA), and LU-127, governing expansion of the
Urban Services Boundary (USB). The 2030 General Plan growth management approach
focuses on design, quality, and performance. The growth management criteria, Land
Use Element Policies LU-119 and LU-120, address complex growth issues amidst
extreme economic fluctuations and sweeping regulatory changes. LU-119 and LU-120
were developed in collaboration with Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG) staff, the State of California Office of the Attorney General, environmental
interests and other stakeholders with the primary objective of reducing Vehicle Miles
Travelled (VMT) and associated greenhouse gas emissions and requiring projects to
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include: (1) sufficiently high densities to support transit; (2) infrastructure, including
transit, that is put in place at the same time the project is developed; (3) a jobs-housing
balance that reduces the need for long commutes and ensures lower VMT; (4) a network
that enables residents to walk, ride bicycles, or take transit to their jobs and schools; and
(5) a reasonable amount of mixed-use development.

On February 7, 2012, the Board of Supervisors initiated a master planning process
known as the Northwest Master Plan, independent of the City of Sacramento. This effort
included a proposed General Plan amendment to expand both the USB and UPA within
the Natomas Joint Vision area. Although the County was leading this effort, City of
Sacramento staff actively participated in regular meetings with the County staff and
major landowners, with the landowners paying the cost for City staff to participate in
meetings through approximately 2014 when City staff was directed internally to stop
participating.

In the years that followed, planning efforts evolved into multiple, individual master
planning initiatives led by landowners and project proponents in the four potential urban
precincts identified in the draft land use sketches presented to the Board and City
Council in 2008/2009. This transition led to the initiation of the Upper Westside Specific
Plan by the Board on February 26, 2019, pursuant to Sacramento County Code (SCC)
Section 21.14 and General Plan policies LU-114, LU-119, and LU-120. Similarly, in
November 2015, the Board initiated the North Precinct Specific Plan, which was later
renamed the Grandpark Specific Plan. That effort was eventually revised, and on
February 25, 2025, the Board initiated two separate applications: the Grandpark
Southwest Specific Plan and Grandpark Trails Specific Plan.

Each of these Specific Plans is at a different stage in the master planning process. The
Upper Westside Specific Plan is the most advanced. On June 23, 2025, the Planning
Commission voted (4-yes, 0-no, 1-absent) to recommend that the Board approve the
Specific Plan and its associated documents, including the Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR), the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program. The FEIR was published on June 11, 2025 and the
City of Sacramento was notified of this publication as required by CEQA. The FEIR
includes the County’s responses to the City’s comments on the Draft EIR, which are
notably absent from the City’s staff report package published on August 7, 2025. The
FEIR, including responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR, is available on the
Upper Westside project page on the County’s website:
https://planning.saccounty.gov/PlansandProjectsin-
Progress/Pages/UpperWestsideSpecificPlan.aspx

Staff is now preparing the project for final consideration by the Board. Throughout the
Specific Plan preparation and hearing process, County staff has engaged the
community, outside agencies, and other jurisdictions, including the City, through robust
outreach and engagement efforts, issue-specific coordination meetings, and formal
distributions of the project including Notices of Preparation and Notices of Availability.

County staff also included the City on the Notice of Preparation and Notices of
Availability, keeping City staff informed about the project as it progressed, and facilitated
numerous coordination meetings with City staff on various topics including water supply,
the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, and the general County master plan
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process. City staff were also involved in the review of early drafts of the land use plan
and Specific Plan and they provided technical input on the transportation analysis.

The City’s disengagement in discussions necessary to develop the agreement originally
envisioned in the MOU regarding development and conservation in Natomas as well as
the City’s failure to pursue annexation in the area prompted the departure from the
collaborative framework originally envisioned under the 2002 MOU. Collectively, the
General Plan update, which incorporates the overall intent of the MOU, and subsequent
City Council and Board actions, including the initiation of independent, County-led
master planning efforts consistent with the County’s adopted growth management
strategy, memorialize this shift. Consequently, when analyzing development in Natomas
now, the County considers the concepts articulated in the MOU but understands they are
merely “proposed principles”, not binding contractual obligations.

The Upper Westside project achieved the maximum score of 24 out of 24 points in LU-
120's criteria-based standard relative to residential density, proximity to amenities, transit
access, transit frequency, and proximity to employment. The transportation analysis
demonstrates that the project’s Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is below the County’s
adopted significance thresholds of 85 percent of the regional average and among the
lowest VMT of all the County’s master planned areas. These facts effectively
demonstrate that the MOU’s intent of “proactively influencing the emerging form, by
guiding inevitable growth to provide for residential and employment opportunities close
to the region’s urban core” is achieved with this project through implementation of the
County’s adopted General Plan policies.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this greater context to the City Council for their
consideration. Please feel free to contact me at smithtodd@saccounty.gov should you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

T d d S 't Digitally signed by Todd Smith
O mi Date: 2025.08.11 15:19:01 -07'00'

Todd Smith

Planning Director

Attachment 1: County comments on Draft NBHCP, December 5, 2002
Attachment 2: County Executive correspondence to City Manager, December 29, 2009
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Field Supervisor

United States Fish and Wildtife Service

2800 Cottage Way, W-2605
Sucramente, CA 95825

RE:  Commenits on Draft EIR/EIS, Draft Natomas Basin HCP
State Clearinghouse No. 1997062064

Deur 1.5, Fish and Wildlifc Serviece:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment an the vevised Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
(NBHCP) and the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)}Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared
in conjunction wirh the draft plan. - The enclosed matrix contains detailed comments on both documents,
with an cmphasis on technical and policy concems and suggested areas for clarification or Turther

-analysis, pacticalarly in the areus of land use, public safety, and witer resources. The following

comprises additional comments of the County of Sacramento on bott documents, with & focus on general

economic and policy coneems.

The NBHCP Is crafted 1o suppqrt‘the issuance of “incidental 1ake™ permits (o the City of Sacramento and
the County of Sutter. - Such permits are authorized 16 allow an ofhcrwise lawful undertaking, which conld

-result in incidentul harm to an endangered specics, Ta thvis instance, the gtherwise Jawful activity

supported by ihe incidental take permits to'be issued is the development of property within the City of
Sacramento and the County of Stutter. While such permits will protect development activities of
individual Jandowners, the permitees will be the City and the County. Against this general background,
ihere are a several potential shortcomings within the NBHCP and the permils that it is intended 1o
suppoit;

Land Uses

The NBHCP relies upon the assumption that “...consolidated . , . Targe, biologically viable units
with connectivity between individual reserve units...” will ba acquired. Without landowners
willing to sell their properties to the Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC) ata pelce the NBC can
aflord to pay, such acquisitions will not eccur, Insofar as the NBC does not possess powers of
cminent domain, it is unclear from the NAHCP how such scquisition will occur. Instead, there
appears to be an assumption (hat existing 1and uscs, othier than that acreage ‘which the NBHCP
acknowledges will develap, will continne, Yet, thiz assumption relutes, i large measare, 10
property. over which no permitiee bas current Jurisdiction.
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Field Supervizor

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
December 5, 2002
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Further, the strategy envisioned by the NBHCP relies extensively on continued sice farming
within the Natomas Basin, even to acquiring conservation sasements over existing rice farms.
However, owners.of such operations may discontinue rice farining at any lime without a permit
from any goveramental entity, and without obtalning an incidental take permit. Water shortages
or the escalating cost of this resource render rice farming infeasible. Impacts from such potentig
operational deeisions nre not discussed in the drult NBHCP or the EIR/EIS,

Financing

In connection with an incidental 1ake permit and the rekited conservition plan, the permilces,
City of Sacrumento and County of Sutter, must *..ensure that adequate funding for the plan will
be provided." Punding for the NBHCP relies upon a system of “mitigation™ fees to be imposed
on developers within the Conaty and the City. The systom of “mitigation” fees fo support the
NBHCP does not amount to financial assurance from the City of Sscramento or the County of

‘Sutter. Such a'system is dependent upon the continuing econormies of development, which may
ot muty not occur, Absent development, there iz no fee and no continning income 1o the NRC,
other than investment interest,

The enclosed specific comments note significant, on-going obligations of the NBC for which more than
interest carnings may be required. Thé County of Sacramento appreciates this opportunity to comment

on the proposed NBHCP and the accompanying BIR/ETS.

Singerely,

Thomas W.
Planning Director

AMW/GR

Enclosure

oo Vicki Cainpbell. Division Planning, Conservation Planning = US FWS

Ienny Marr, Wildlife Biologist, California Department of Fish snd Game
Robert Thomas, City Manager - City of Sacramonto

Gary Stonehouse, Planning Director ~ City of Sacramemto

Carol Shearly, Natomas Manager, Planing Depatinient — City of Sacramento
Paul Junker, Pacific Municipal Cousultants

Terry Schutien, County Bxeoutive

Robert Ryan, County Counsel

Hardy Acres, Director of Sacramento Airport System

Robert Leonard, Assistant Dirsctor of Airports

Dennis Yeast, Direetor of Environments! Review and Assessment

WiCien, Plan\hnnas\DpiascapesiMNatomis\Bina! Comments Natomas HOP cover.doe
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| COMMENTS OK
DRAFT NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (NBACP), JULY 2002

DRAFT EXVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIRY

AND

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS), AUGUST 2002

SUBMITTED BY COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
November 27, 2002

Nom HCP=Hah||at Gm!smnlmn F&u, NBHCP= Natomas Basin Habitai Conservation Plan, City = City of Sacramento; SH = Swainson's
Hawk, GG5 = Giant Garter Snake, Airpont or SMF = Sacramento Internationsl Airport, TNBC = The Natomas Basin Conservancy,
USFWS=United States Figh and Wildlifc Service, Garden Highway SPA = Garden Highway Special Planning Area.
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practive of naming rice straw s being piaged ot due 60 air
aqualivy probititions. In addion torotting the tice stubbie,
fioaded tice Relds provide wetland habitat for ducks, paess,
tnd oiber migraiory wanerfosk”

The NEHCP proposad babitat opes of

{ 25% managed marsh, SD% rice production,
25% vplind {page I-[T)

' While rice has beets praduced in tbe valley

since: 1940, fooding of rice Helds w
sliminate subble ks only heen prevatent
sinoe the cardy 1980%. In that period,
Sacrzmento {nternational Adrpont has

1 sstaimed am increass [n wildlife sithes in

Aireraft of aver 300%.
Whisreas the FAA desigrues an aonepiable

| Ioved of wildifis stikes o {-strikes 10,000

opécations, e Adrpont had repacied 1.3
SiEkes per 0000 operalions i 1950,
Wikilifa strikes increascd seadily 1953
strikes par 10,00 operatives in 1998,

{ The MBECP haldisy types intend o

“mremrialize™ rice peoductEion in inds
areamnd (e Alrpor. This is a concerm as i

| il increase Y possitility of aircrafibind

eonficts anvd memoinlize theee txes &5 port

of'the plan.

In adddiion 16 the threat to humen Jees
associated with an acelden reauiting Fom a
birdd stetks, dirdines inoor sigrificat expense
and fost revenive assoetated with alweraf

 downlime (o sepair wildile strike damage.

ALl

Althqugh the permitzes are oot talying on Alrport tuller
Tands 2y migation for effects with the Msiomas Basin,
retaining thesa Tands in ggricultur] uses will comtribale o
the overall sucoets of the WBHCE conservation sralegies
i thie Covered Species.

A snch, the Airpor shoold radeive some
mitigation credil toward Afpon
devedopment inferdsts sinte retxining
Airpoet oomeed land i agricabture andior
limmlking #x vme conuibmes & the success

{ of the ¥BHCP.

- In addition. 1o & back of comideation of

Airport development inferests in the 17,500
Seredge calculations, the NBHOP sssumes
it o development will aocer an Adiport
Puffer Inuds, thereby msorving developmeni
for particigating furizdictions relative 10 the
12,500, This prectudes Aicport land use
decisions on Aiporl-owned properiy and
prechudes poiertial for it ugs as mdtipstion
peoperty for anticipated Asrport developiee o
from the Masice Plan

1H-12,

- Table (-5 |

Matex Abrpart Lard Plan Uses 05 “unspeci fed"

Thi conmotes that na Further dé\.i:.lﬂﬁnéﬁi ’
of the Admo is comemplated,

Cirowih of regiona) scoaotny And air travel

A will nhviessiy mssi:abr.-cxpmﬁinn‘._' .

wnkr bk a
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G8-21 [

GB-22

GB-23

GE-24

Miligsion Area™ or Area *B" oa pege TV-
12 a7 on Figues 20

| Pape(s) Eesme , Comment . Concern
m-13 Third senerice, first paragragd:. “Szeramenic Coonty Flaase replacs with “Saerements County
. General Plas Tand Use Mg Gencral Plan Land Use Dinyram™,
EI-13 Seegnd wo laz( sodence, Fiest paragraph. “ All land outside of | This is iheoresct. The mafority of the Jand | Assumgticas regarding “developmens™
these policy aress is designsted for rebention as Agricultural | is designated as Agricuttura! Cropland, should et the =dsting tand use
Croplind by the Sacramenio Connty General Plac,” | bl thére are areas near ihe cumest Chy of | desgnadons.  The uoder]ying soning of
Sacrapnento limis i the smahwest thegs apezs alkow for cotain types of
portion of the Basin designated foc develgpment thar do Ant providis ibe neus
Agricubural-Residential s snid far Jocal governments bo initiste CEOA or
: ) Comeercial & Qffice wses. federsl revienr.
Ev-L Firzt senteree, bt paeagraph., “Current dovelopracnt oy the refessncs o the “City and If it incliodes Saceamentn Countys Geoeral
approvals, City and Coumy genenal plans and commanity | County general plans atxl community Plan, i developmend rates and
plins, and other plans {incheling WAL} are the bagis for plans” refer & only City of Saceamenio environneiaal itpacts shiould bere-
eazimating develonment fates anticipatad in the Basin, e | 2nd Suner Couny o¢doss it aleninclode | evaluated due to the misdntecpeiziion of
resulting habitn kozs expected Groon the Covered Activities | Sacramento County's Genersl Plin? Bacramenn Coonty s General PTan Law? Uz
ahowized by 1he incidental take permits, and for evshiaiing THpgramn. This acea of Sacrameale County
the corresponding eivironnental opkets pussant to NEPA | inchudes Agricultaral Cropland as wel] a3
and CEGA™ Agrienimnd-Resideatial snd Commercial &
Giffices fand use designations.
If it does ot include the 2xbsing Jand wmes
desipnations {which alivws some
constrycdondevelopmein ourright withool
 environmentat review for aff twes L o
. designstion} as shown i the Samxarento
§ County Geoeral Flan, bow can the plan.
| adeqretedy address the additionsl
caviranmenial impacts 1o the Bagin dhat the
propased covered rban developmen
crepes?
w2, Out-of-Basin Heseress The land arca bepween the Saceamemo According o Yee drall plan “up t0 207 of e
Figree 20 River and Lhe landside toe oF the leverds ) ieserve lands moy be esisblished in *Azea
g of ihe Matomes Basin pey the B™, The land atea between the Secmnseno
dufinivien provided oo puge §-1. thas River ard {be Jandside ioe of the igvee is oo
noé been idomified ag “Qut-of-Basin ' within the dedinifion of Area B, I shookd nol |

kb included inithe defininon of fe
Svesiron’s Hunk Zowe =5 shown an Figure
13
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G8-25

GB-26

GB-27

“ir

Yone. Figurs 15 dges mr provide a clzn
view of the bandatics.

F T-I7 Water Regime: *... 5 alsr wilf b maintsined within the As Augodt [V through Sepember 307 is Federal Avistion Admirgsiration (BAA)
momaged magsh diwing the perind when tice fckds dry traditinpatly a dry period in the Advisory Cireular Na: JSVG200-33
doa” Sueramento walley, 3¢ is umclear what disousses “Hazerdgus Wildlife Attmeues g
“usracal* conditions are being oreated for | or Mear Aizparte™, This Advisory Circulas
the Focused specics at that time of year, | (AC) provides puidanes on Tocating ceninin
Yamd uses having e posertiad % atyacy
hazardoies wildiife bo or in e vicinity
{wiikiin five mites) of public e aipons.
The Airpor & copceroed (as the ereatios of
flocded aress in Lt smmerfearty Fall wibl
j be an sarly scazon ansasand foc migmling
waterfowl. Qnee exablished 3¢ aq arirective
stopirver and wintering hahitat, SCAS is
- concermed that this watering practice could
piso Inorears aftraction to subteqoent
avipeading focks. SCAR ix il concemed
ihai this wikering practics cauld also create
an incentive for wigrating waierfow! w
basome *resident™ by raducing the dry
season and helpiog create yastround.
i _ . conditions that are atractive o wakesfywd,
| O Frst séniener, lat pacagriph, *The NBHCTs primary Feither the City of Sacramenio nor Sytter | Sacramento Coamky is not 2 papticipam or
sirategies i mitigate impacts to the Swainson's bask Courrty curmently suthorize developmenst | parmines in the NBROP, However,
caused by Autbovised Developenent is 1o avoid of (fypo?) or have jurisdiction in the Swaitson's Sacramento County has jorisdiction over e
| devslopment in the Swalason’s Haagk Zoe,..” Havdc Znse whene il intersocts wilh Yemd mside dhe ubincorprorated area off
Sucrammtats Counly. & thove aoeimile Sacramento Coundy adfacen © the
statemsent would be thet the Naiomss Sscrzmente Rives. Tha current Jand use
Besin Comservancy wodld aroid desipnations allow for certain types of
develtpment in eay Iavds they sequica it | construction i eccur fie. primary decilings,
the Switinsons Hawk Zone of 1o add. birme, sheds, aie} througk the bocal boilding
Mavold devielapoment in the Sosinsoas pertnit process. Thess bofiding premiis for
Hawh Tone ineife Suster County anid the | *alowed wses™ do not provide the nexus for
City of Sacramenso”, keaving out any enviropmenta] yevicw.
reference to the wninedssmwied area of
Sacyameiin County.
w21, Swaimsaa’s Hawk Zone Pleaxe provide & defnition of the Jand
Figure 13 areacovered by the Swainson's Hawk
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G3-30

G8-31

Gg-32
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 Papale) | Dssus o | Comment ‘ | Concern o B
VI-40, Jiwas: “Any other modifieations to the KEHCP that are Wonds xie missing. The reades i feft 1 Wirtowt eewrect, dorarmie interpretztion of
Rovision | contlstent wirh the biological the NEHCP that the Fuess the masning. this patential exvisi type cann he mads, 2
Eumpla | USFWS..,"

13, E
Throughout bz plan does i cleardy staia who of what entity is I
the risponsibibe fior updating the NBEHCP if 2 separaie HOP & ]

' dooumzat | campleted within fe Natomas Basin,

The privary izs1es revicwed below are:

L

popaletion, honsehnlds, and jobs in the Swcramento Tegion, _
L Swalca’s Huwk Zane may prechide developoern within £-mife of Sacrepustde River, therefome ingsasting SME,
i

Water ;upply cavy i be suflicient to continoe sugiaining Gee culiivation compared to the value of the vater for trban uses due 1o contizued high grova in

lapact of increase in Might operations
A Change m lend wse sereape | Assumes et “Aiport” acreage will deckine by 3% | Irie fspdleily assumed that SME wilt nok need soailiem] scyzage. In
resding frsm phmned aeres. iy, additions] sreage may be aseded. )
devdopment.
ES-T, | Lossof Massh Habitat, Sec. | The proposed mitigation megsures the The propescd midgation measare mxy e diffieolt fo auain, amd could
ES& | 4.4; marsh hebingr will dewelopesent review process in the Clty aond Sutter | pracodi some projects. The ooly aplion io snme cases fay be to
decline 8,512 sores hesiune | County willk include » provision that projecis mitigste puigide the Basin
ofsuthorized developmen. | capahle of supporting Jurisdictional wetlznds will
128000 it o ookt boss of vweatlands, and will ensure
thet wellind fmetions 2nd veloes will be
432, | Adomuacy of waler sepply | EIR staies “Reseeves would be acquired with It may be unrealistic Lo assyme svailability of a dependabibs water supply
=17, stipulation thaf sdequare water supply is avalizble | oo support managsd marshes and rice Geids. The demand for wiber
422 1D gecve the enficipated needs (e.g. manaped gparked by population growth’ and shortages elsewhers, coupled wigh the
wetsh, upland). BIR states {p. 4-22) ihat the | memyening ecanomics of Hee furming', may Srduse facers and water
" CompEvaney is notexpocied (o experiense suppliees such ax Kotomas Muotas] 1o sell their water. Ses sndnotes § and
wider supply deflzisoeies 95 it parchascs lands and | i,
: 1 zvelops hubita reservec™ . - =
433 | Create high guadine P Swalepy 1o offsel loss of wethand acieage by These: nity nol he: sulficsemt witer supply available becanse of grawing
i managed marsh in preserves | meating LIAT peres of aew massh. [ preferalle | urban wse deaids {See “Adegaesey of waer supaly” bove}
L _ ___i Inpepeiuine ke vice fields as habira, R AU
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2471;

Swaigion's Mawk Zoee: A

| Plan assumes o net [958 of SH nesting habital in
{ the Zone. EIR staies, “...n0 development in the

Swainzon’s Hawk Zone would be perwdiled under

" the Proposed Action...™ . 47 1), Also stales,

“The Fropesed Action's peimary steal=gy to
witigate Impacts 16 $H iz avoidance of
Sevelopment in the SE Zone and sequisifion of
uplaid habivat imsidy the SW 2ane” {p. 2-21),

The 2008 intersects SMF o the north and soutks, an includes most of o
SHEF buffer territory. Thers may he futwe circumstanses hat could
Tenessiate removieg précnitial nesting fites in this area to mainin
gircrafl operrting safety of toexpand afport operaliods. Also, exbiing
2oning in Ihe Wiiteorporaied parcian of Sacramentn County between the
Sactamentn River and the Garden Highvwsy {zaned the Garden Highway
SPA) and the rorminder of the unincaepacstsd aren inside the Snainsan's
F Hawk Zoime pormits ocrtain types of develgpmens ontright 2530 slkiwed
ust. There i nonexws for epvivonriental review Tor e alowed s
and comstruction ey ooour (.8, peimaery dwellings, bams, sheds, e
hmough the Toeal building permit procass

 The EMR only evaloated ibe odise impact during

construryicn of habitat resemes,

The patestial taise fmpact om 1he development shat will cocur i the
17,500 acves of planocd whan development tram airerslt opemiions wiy
non evalusied. (T may i hard to so, ewever, because dve precise areas

1 for develoyment are oot Mensified in e IR}

Fig. 3 | enmidor esierding | mile

5 (after | Eieet from Sse River boves,

P2 betvten the viver and

. Kaipnue Crots Canal inthe
£ToRses the fvey it ihe
soisth.

ES-15 | Naise

1 BS-17; | Public Health and Safety

4159 - | ienigrast within bind-stike

54, See | zones of SME: Suc, 4,711,

sirike

zone

map,

Fip. 4-

2, afier

e

16

{17 BIR states “YeasTatesigaificant” puihic health
end safely impacts wil] vesult from creation of
habitad reserves within bird-strike 2ome beciuse of
the gigsilurity of hrldtatveicrve menagemenl with
cxisting bund uses, and that .. the concentration of
werfowd would nossubstantially chaoge within
the safely zames of EMF." (2) EIR staes {p.
4.360) that "Under ibe Froposed Ason, many
cristing tica ficlds within these zunes feritica) 5.,
2~ and L-nite zones of the ximor] Gncluding
dirseily néxth of the sirpor) would be purchased
for futire hokitat management; however land uses
veatld Dot be chnped.”

[3) BIR. sisies that habiin ressrves could by
established north of SMF, ated that such mserves
can zatually atwact fewer waberfoss] than rice
fields.

{4} EIR states tha honting progranss in flocking
areas of most contern to SMF cowld be bepeficial,
{5} EIR slanes {p. 4-1643 that Froposed Action w4l
not indeg e with implementing SME Wildfife
Munagemeat Flan ™...on irpet properiy.”

{1} Tixs blanked statersent may soe be vexlisie, without Imc!u_din;ﬁ
speciic masures fo redoes waterfowd altraction in water bodies ™ i
deprends 10 soms degres on whers THEC ¢stabliches reserves zod (heir
deaigre. The oom-signilicant finding zeems 10 conflict with the saremen
on p. 4-[60 fat “The subsiantia] acreage of rice lads north of SMF and
in the general vicindtyof the airpo is 2 concern becase of the hoavy use
| of Moaded rice ficlds by docks and grese dwring the winter.,™ Ralto
overlooks potentis] incraise in birdebeikes resolting foma. dnereaged air
traffic parslleling the region's pepulation and sconomic grovah. The
“proposed Action™ could foresisl] e Airpont’s ability ta sécve 2 growing
repion. TILI reports Hiat Jods prowth tn the Sseramentn region will be

| 29% beiween 2000 and 2010, axpeeding bod the $13be and natics) rans.,

{2) The FIR caneol assume that exdsting rics fislds s of SME,
especially within 5 miles, will be purchased for fubre habival
management, when the Conety already-owns af| Wis jand west of
Powisline Rd and south of the Sacemento-Soter Courity line (within the
Z-riife bird siks 20ne).

{3} Conversion of rice fields 1o habital on County land would resubt in
toss of spxicultoal lease revenue 1o the county,

(4} Allowing pnt use wnder aincraft approach and departure Afapace may
rt b advisable it light ofthe events of 9-11.01, sud may sleo condiict
wilh EAA safety and security requimments issusd Sinee that date.

{3) What toundaries 3¢ B8 asseme for “Ajrport Propeny™. fust the
2,940 acpes that comprises the Afrerati Opsrating Area, or did it also

1 Include ihe 2497 seres of huffer land? (Note: SMF is comprised of $,450
< togal deres. ) )
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gy | lssue _ Compant _ Conrern
ES4 | Loszof GO5 habita The plan would result in a net loxs of 1950 aczes | This could stimaliie incresscd requirements by resturee agencies in
of G435 habiset (R 512~ 6552} 1erins of other projects and activities that could sflect (3G habitac.

e Urban Land Institnic’s (ULT) 2002 pubkcativn, Ecansnicand Demagrophic Trowds iy Colifanile, foretasts ihat Cafiforaia will grow betweon 2000 and 2000 by 6
anillion people and 2 millian hovesholds. The 4-county Sacramento region I he fastest growing in the state, ULEs 2002 repoct, Puitig fire Pieces Yogether: Siate
Astions i Encourage Smart Growth fir Caiiforuin, fucber estimates that ihe state population will grow by 12 million between 2060 and 2080, and 24 million by 2040,

# & report paibilished jolmily by the Califomis Air Resources Toand ang the ©A Dept. of Food and Agriculiurs siates that 3 hypothetica] See Sarmer using eypical (arming
meshods in 1998 woukd bave gained 3 cash net prodr of 5274/acre; bin including pon-cagh costs wrauld have redisead e profit o just $95Mcre. Excimfiog rovenis of

$ 172 aere from the Agricitural Transiteral Program subsidy wruld huve resded to 7 pet cash profit of just $102ecre, and a nel 1685 if ubii-¢ail <4 pénses arz incloded
{imputed cost of capital fpvested in land, squipment and faomes"s ows Ribog). These payments will cease in 2003, making rice Exrwing an avern more preckrious
Timnciat souleavor, snd therafore sibfect to Ructuitions in the cost of water, Thie cost of rice furoing has Heen gince the 1991 Rice Siraw Buming Reduction Act, with
she cost of burning averaging $2iacre cotpared 1p $36/aare for incorporating siraw into snil. Source: 1999 Beport (o dhe Legidaware, Progrecs Report on the Phase
Down of Rice Stiawe Buming i the Sacrawenta River Vafley Alr Bastn, Ealiformia Air Resoueces Boand st Callinmia Department of Agricolbure, Febnary 2000.

W ga A Advisory Circulsr T5VS200-33, S/1i97, recoramends the following separator cetleria foc sifes Yo iy setpaes Wildiile hazsrdous 60 aircraft operations: {23
distance of 10,800 Foot [almost 2 miles] from an part’s alrcratl mevement areas, Toading remmps, or afvorfl pasdng #reas; and (b} a distzace of 5 statse miles Bom
sitsralt approach of deprstre spacs,  Such wildlife tiractinls include wetlands snd wetfaod mitigarion projects that may atirsct hazsrdous wildlife. This isuc is
Spartant besause sircraft collisions with wildtife smmually cost the civil avistion industry S300 aillben, gt e 500,00 hours of direraft down time (USTHA, (Rifdlife
Minagentent at Airpord, 1999, . 1), Also, o the 1960, d-cogine alreraft comprised T5% o 1.5, feek of passenger, but by 2008 the samber of 2-oagios aiecesl is
expocted 10 rewch Hb,
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Board of Supervisors
Roger Dickinson, District 1
Jimmie R. Yee, District 2
Susan Peters, District 3

Roberta MacGlashan, District 4
County of Sacramento Don Nottoli. District 5

County Executive
Terry Schutten

December 29, 2009

Mr. Ray Kerridge

City Manager

City of Sacramento
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: County of Sacramento and Natomas Landowner Group
Natomas Joint Vision

Dear Ray:

This correspondence is being sent to ensure that the Sacramento City Mayor and
City Council remain informed about the status of discussions between the County of
Sacramento and the Natomas Landowner Group.

We appreciate the on-going collaboration by County and City representatives on the
Natomas Joint Vision project. Our respective staff members have worked
cooperatively towards the completion of the initial phases of the work program
(Phases I through IIT). We now look forward to addressing the challenging issues in
the Phase IV process.

As you are aware, Sacramento County has a pending Board hearing on the Natomas
Joint Vision project scheduled for 2:00 p.m. on January 13, 2010. This discussion
will address the continuing work by the three parties, the City of Sacramento, the
County of Sacramento, and the Natomas Landowner Group. Recent milestones have
included initiation of the “Phase II - Broad Vision Process” with the goal of engaging
in a land planning exercise to:

Create a special and unique place

Assure quality and consistency in development projects

Capitalize on existing assets — airport, freeways, river, farmland

Locate and employ exemplary cases of urban design complementing
(and enhancing) habitat preservation

This Broad Vision Process culminated in the presentation of several conceptual
sketches both to the City Council and County Board of Supervisors and initiation of
a Technical Phase III effort in April of 2009.

700 B Street, Suite 7650 * Sacramento, California 95814 ° phone(916)874-7682 o fax'(916) 874-5885  [WWW.EacCOunty.ney
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Letter to Ray Kerridge-Natomas Landowner Group
December 29, 2009
Page 2 of 2

The Technical Phase III began with a series of hearings with non-participating
property owners within the unincorporated portion of the County. Much of the
focus of this phase has been on the formation of a team of consultants engaged by
the Landowner Group to prepare background technical information that will form
the basis for the development of a new or amended Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP). '

In a succession of meetings between the City, County, and the Natomas Landowner
Group, the Landowner Group has expressed its desire to progress towards
completion of major milestones. The County of Sacramento currently is in a position
to move forward with a Phase IV effort. Therefore, County staff will recommend to
the Board of Supervisors the following actions at the hearing on January 13, 2010:

¢ Adopt a resolution of intent to engage in a formal process for
preparation of a habitat conservation plan (HCP);

¢ Adopt a resolution to initiate proceedings for a Special Planning Area
land use zone that can facilitate a number of the Natomas Joint Vision
objectives, specifically the habitat conservation and airport protection;
and

¢ An amendment to the County’s Specific Plan Ordinance that may allow
a concurrent specific plan to be prepared if accompanied by a County
initiated change to the General Plan.

Should you have any questions regarding these recommendations, please contact
Paul Hahn, Administrator, Municipal Services Agency at 916-874-5889.

Sincerely,

Terry Schutten

¢: Members, Board of Supervisors
Members, City Council
Steven C. Szalay-Interim County Executive
Hardy Acree-Director of Airports
William J. Hatch-W. Hatch Interests, Inc.
John Dangberg-Assistant City Manager, City of Sacramento
Scott Mende-New Growth Manager
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