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TAYLOR & WILEY

APROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
JOHN M. TAYLOR ATTORNEYS
JAMES B. WILEY 2870 GATEWAY OAKS DR., SUITE 200
JESSEJ] YANG SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95833

TELEPHONE: (916) 829-5545
TELEFAX: (916) 920-0283

OF COUNSEL
EKATHLEEN R. MAKEL

February 19, 2008

Scot Mende

City of Sacramento
Planning Division
1231 1Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Natomas Joint Vision Final Draft Open Space Report
Dear Mr. Mende:

Taylor & Wiley represents AKT Development with respect to a property located
in the Natomas Joint Vision area. As such, we appreciate the opportunity to comment
on the Open Space Report (OSR) created by the Dangermond Group in furtherance of
the collaborative efforts of the City and County of Sacramento in planning for the future
of the Natomas Basin. We have been actively monitoring the OSR since its inception in
mid-2006. It is a pleasure to now have an opportunity to review and comment on the
document prior to its being received and filed by either jurisdiction.

We are pleased that planning activities in the Natomas Joint Vision (NJV) have
accelerated in the last year and a half after several years of stagnation. We are also
encouraged by the new Broad Visioning approach that is intended to foster the active
engagement of stakeholders. This new approach is in stark contrast to the development
of the OSR which, although portrayed as the result of a collaborative process, was
actually formulated without any true stakeholder input. The “Final Draft” was released
without first providing stakeholders an opportunity to review, comment, or submit
supplemental information to be incorporated into the document. In order for the
process to have been truly collaborative, stakeholders not only needed to know
generally what was being assessed, but also should have been informed of the specific
criteria being considered and how that criteria was being assigned values. Stakeholders
should have then been provided an opportunity to meet with the consultant and to
submit information pertinent to those assessments. Such involvement never occurred.
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In addition, this document was released to the public on January 24, 2008, and
the close of the comment period is scheduled for February 19, 2008. This provides the
general public only twenty-seven (27) days to respond to a document that, with
attachments, is 249 pages long. It is impractical to expect that stakeholders will be able
to fully review and substantively comment on the findings of this document within the
time allotted. Consequently, the following comments identify our greatest concerns
with the OSR but they are somewhat general in scope. We would be happy to provide
more detailed analysis on several of these points as the NJV planning process proceeds.

The Focus of the OSR is Overly Broad

Foremost, the objective of the OSR was never appropriately defined. The report
attempts to cover too many of the land use interests specified in the MOU under the
vast umbrella of open space. Many of the objectives for the NJV area are more
appropriately addressed in other studies or should be policy determinations, and are
not properly analyzed in a report intended to designate the most valuable open spaces.
The most recent report to Council stated that:

The Open Space Program (OSP) is designed to identify
mitigation and funding mechanisms to help guide the
implementation of open space goals and policies adopted by
the City and County in the December 2002 Natomas Joint
Vision MOU. The open space program will evaluate the
habitat-open space-agricultural values of the Natomas Joint
Vision area while the City’s Municipal Services Review will
evaluate the urban values of the Natomas Joint Vision area.

Each of the above emphasized open space “values” is not mutually exclusive in that the
three (habitat, open space, and agriculture) are of equal importance in protecting the
twenty-two (22) “special status” species within the Basin. Furthermore, the use of the
phrase “designed to identify mitigation” provides additional insight as to the type of
lands this OSR was intended to recognize.

However, the OSR assessed six open space framework elements as follows:

Airport Protection Values

Hydrology and Flood Values

Policy Area Values (Swainson’s Hawk Zone & Community Separator)
Habitat Values '

Open Space and Recreation Values

Agricultural Values

AR A

Half of these framework elements are insignificant in a mitigation lands context (airport
protection, flood concerns, community separator, and recreation). Other elements
address the same objective for the Basin (e.g. habitat values and Swainson’s hawk zone).

April 10, 2008
Exhibit A
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Yet, each of these six elements was analyzed independently without taking into
consideration the interplay between elements, which resulted in numerous internal
inconsistencies. Also, each of the framework elements was weighted equally. Certain
framework elements, such as habitat value, agricultural value and open space value
were not given greater weight, although they should be the more logical focus of this

report.

The Numerical Valuations of “Non-Committed Lands” Are Unfounded

Secondly, numerical valuation was attributed to all “non-committed lands™
within the Basin for each framework element dependent upon the existence or
nonexistence of certain features. Input from stakeholders as to what features should be
analyzed under each element was never sought despite the fact that several maps,
letters, and data sets were provided to staff suggesting additional features for
consideration. For example, several landowners have requested that properties with
pending Williamson Act non-renewal requests be assessed differently, that flooding
data be revised to reflect actual risk, that Sacramento International Airport’s proposed
land uses be identified and considered, that adjacency to freeways be considered, and
that all omitted but approved and mitigated projects be reflected on the base map. All
of these requests were seemingly ignored.

Further, the specific numerical values that were assigned under each framework
element for any given feature remain unsubstantiated. The OSR purports to provide
“fact based objective information for decision-makers”; however, the features assessed
and the correlating numerical values assigned to each feature appear to be purely
subjective. Once arbitrarily assigned, these numerical values were then compounded to
generate the map that depicts which sites have the greatest open space suitability.
Although derived from numbers and a mathematical equation, this map is far from

objective.

The “Airport Protection” _and “Hydrology & Flood” Elements are More
Appropriately Addressed by Other Agencies and Should be Removed from the OSR

Finally, two framework elements in particular, Airport Protection and
Hydrology & Flood, should be completely removed from the OSR. These elements are
more appropriately addressed by other entities and in separate reports to the decision

making bodies.

The MOU references a desire to have the NJV area continue to protect and
maximize Sacramento International Airport operations. The proposed form of
protection stated in the MOU is to create a buffer by preserving open spaces while

! We believe that certain parcels were inappropriately designated as “non-committed lands.” This is a point of
contention that we reserve the right to address at a later date.

April 10, 2008
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keeping waterfowl attractors at a distance, and keeping “noise-sensitive development”
at a distance. However, the desire to maintain a buffer should not have been
interpreted to necessitate that proximate properties remain open space. In fact, due to
bird strikes and related FAA regulations, the Airport has historically been hesitant to
encourage open space habitat within close proximity to their facilities. Rather, the
Airport’s interest is better served by planning the surrounding lands with uses
compatible with the Airport’s existing and projected operation. Indeed, the Airport
Land Use Commission has a CLUP that addresses appropriate land uses proximate to
Sacramento International Airport with the objective being airport protection. For this
reason, airport protection is more appropriately addressed in a development plan
rather than arbitrarily assigning lands proximate to the airport with high open space
values.

Likewise, flooding should not be a framework element in this report. Flooding
in the Natomas Basin is being addressed by the Federal government, the State
government and local governments. SAFCA is actively working to ensure 200-year
flood protection for the Joint Vision lands, twice the protection required by FEMA. It is
uncontested that development will not occur in the NJV area until flood protection
issues have been adequately addressed. Further, as identified in the OSR, in-Basin
flooding is an issue that has historically and continuously been altered to suit changing
land uses. Consequently, the Basin has a vast system of drainage canals and pump
stations in place that address in-Basin flooding and drainage. This system can be
expanded to ensure the proper drainage of any parcel and current drainage deficiencies
should not be a basis for assigning open space value.

The Municipal Services Review Is Necessary to Complete the Picture

The OSR has generated a map indicating the properties best suited for open
space based upon its six framework elements. This map appears to be a conclusion and
has been mistakenly taken for a recommendation by more than one elected official. It is
important that this map not be confused as a staff recommendation. Rather, as staff has
repeatedly represented, the OSR is only half of the equation in determining future land
uses in the NJV area. The Municipal Services Review (MSR) is the other half of this
equation. We believe that the MSR project framework should be completed and
accompany this report. Further, any map that is generated and filed with the decision
makers should be a compilation of the two reports.

Conclusion

In summary, we believe that it is not advisable to receive and file this OSR for
use as a resource in future planning efforts. Acceptance of this report implies that both
jurisdictions support both the process and the findings of the OSR. We respectfully
request that only the data in the OSR be received for future use, but that all conclusions
of the report be omitted. Certain elements should be removed and additional data
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should be analyzed before a final determination as to open space suitability can be
accurately made.

Very truly yours,

Matthew Keas]mg M\\—D
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Brookfield Land

February 12, 2008

Scot Mende

City of Sacramento

Planning Division

1231 I Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Re: Natomas Joint Vision Area Open Space Report

Dear Scot:

We respectfully reiterate our concerns raised during the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
hearing of January 30%, 2008. We request that the City, and County move forward with the
planned stakeholder workshop scheduled for February 19", and resolve any inconsistencies in the
report. The report should not be received, and filed until these steps are taken.

For reference, there are several assumptions included in the Draft Open Space Report which do
not appear to be correct. As example, there are several properties under the control of Brookfield
Land which have Notice of Non-Renewals for Williamson Act which have not been recognized in
the report. In at least one case the automatic expiration has occured, and the property should not

be shown as under Williamson Act. We are aware of other property owners with similar
concerns.

In addition, we have questions as to which lands are being excluded from consideration for open
space, and/or mitigation areas as relates to the 1:1 development ratio. There are thousands of
acres being “set aside” from the original 10,000 acre to 10,000 acre development vs. open space
assumption (20,000 acres total) as was brought forward in the Memorandum of Understanding
between the City, and County. The Open Space Report indicates the new total of both
components is now 12,000 acres total. We contend that 8,000 acres didn’t get used at a
4,000/4,000 ratio subsequent to the MOU being adopted, and thus should be looked at in more
detail. This is a changed circumstance which should not arbitrarily change the divisor from the
original assumption. For instance, the airport has control of much more area within the Joint
Vision Area than originally anticipated. Although the airport may intend to restrict habitat areas
under their flight path to reduce bird strikes this should not preclude those areas from being
considered open space in the overall calculation.

In conclusion, we recognize the hard work that both City, and County staff have performed, and
we encourage them to work closely with the stakeholder groups to remedy the inconsistencies as
outlined above. Thank you for your consideration on this matter.

Si ly,
chny W, Norman

\696, Northern Califor\nia

C: Carol Shearly
City Council Members

2271 Lava Ridge Ct, Suite 220, Roseville, CA 95661
016-783-1177, fax:916-783-1161
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Brookfield Land

February 19, 2008

Scot Mende

City of Sacramento

Planning Division

915 I Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Re: Natomas Joint Vision Area Open Space Report

Dear Scot:

As we continue to absorb the many charts, and maps included in the Natomas Joint Vision Open
Space Program dated January 2008 there are a number of questions resulting from the review.
The first question relates to the properties shown in the Williamson Act. on Figures 4.6, and 6.3.
There are several properties which are shown incorrectly.

Per your request, I have listed the assessor parcel numbers of properties that Brookfield Land
controls in the Natomas Joint Vision area, and that have filed for Notice of Non-Renewal of

Williamson Act. There are multiple owners which have filed at various dates ranging from 1981
to 2003.

Assessor’s Parcel # Year Filed

201-0110-017 1981

201-0110-021 1997

201-0190-003,008,011,020 1981

201-0180-021, 022, 023 Acquired in 2007 - no contract on title
201-0190-046 2004

201-0200-029 2004

201-0120-023, 027, 035 2004

201-0080-017 2004

201-0120-026 2003

We are currently in the process of independently verifying the exact filing dates, and/or obtaining
information from title company records. Your help in verifying the County records vs. the
information from our property owners would be very helpful.

Other issues which are of concern are listed below:

1. Sec 4.2.6 states that the “Joint Vision MOU specifically cites the need for a one mile
separator”. There are several other areas in the report that refer to the “one mile Community
Separator Zone” that we feel should not use this statement. We can’t find this language or title in
the MOU, please clarify.

2271 Lava Ridge Ct, Suite 220, Roseville, CA 95661
916-783-1177, fax:916-783-1161

10, 2008
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2. Please clarify “Exempt”, and “Permitted”areas totaling 13,015 acres in Table 2.2. In addition,
there is an assumption that 739 acres of the remaining HCP lands must be mitigated in
Sacramento County. Please clarify this assumption.

3. Figure 4.11 & 4.12 seem incongruous with respect to Swainson’s Hawk suitability. It appears
that one sighting in the northeast quadrant of the Joint Vision area holds more value than all of
the sightings along the Sacramento River. Please clarify the methodology. In addition, has the

weighting provided in the report been vetted with experienced biologists concerning the rationale
for preservation?

4. Urban Proximity is used as a parameter for various elements in the program (ie. agriculture,
open space, and recreation). It appears that all of the urban proximity measurement is compared
to the existing City limit vs. the proposed City limit (whether one-mile or otherwise). If the
assumption is that we are starting with the MOU as a guideline, then why not use the new
proposed limit for measurement?

In summary, the report raises many questions concerning the assumptions being fed into the
Composite Models. As a stakeholder in this process we do not feel comfortable that the
mathematics behind the models is the best way to approach creating a viable open space program.
We support the collection of data, and the availability of this data for future use. We feel it is too
difficult to apply rating systems to a very natural, and organic process such as community
planning. It is our recommendation that the data be corrected throughout the report, and that the
composite models be eliminated unless a much more rigorous review, and justification can be
arrived at for the results. Thank you for your consideration on this matter, and please feel free to
call me if you have questions regarding the above.

OO, Northern California

C: Carol Shearly
Julie Car

2271 Lava Ridge Ct, Suite 220, Roseville, CA 95661
016-783-1177, fax:916-783-1161 o1
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Connecting students to their future
February 11, 2008

Scot Mende

New Growth Manager
City of Sacramento ‘
915 | Street, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Julie Car

North Natomas Joint Vision Project Manager
County of Sacramento

700 H Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Scot and Julie,
RE: Natomas Joint Vision Area Draft Final Open Space Plan

The Natomas Unified School District owns 41 acres in the Natomas Joint Vision Study Area. This parcel
(APN 225-0030-061) is located in the unincorporated County adjacent to the intersection of Westlake

Parkway and Snelling Lane.

We have reviewed the subject Plan and found two errors relating to the District’s property that should
be corrected:

I. Figure 2.4 should be corrected to indicate the District’s site as “Committed”

The acreage of the District’s site is correctly shown as committed in Tables 2.1 and 2.2. Figure
2.4 should be corrected to reflect the content of these tables.

The District’s site is included in Table 2.1 (Land Jurisdiction Summary) under the line-item “City
of Sac (North & South Natomas) and in Table 2.2 (Adjusted Land Jurisdiction Summary for
Sacramento County) under the line-item City & County Exempt and Permitted. Therefore the
District’s school site is part of the Subtotal of Committed Lands in Table 2.2. Figure 2.4 and all
following tables should be corrected to reflect that this site is committed to development.
The school that is planned for this site is part of the City of Sacramento’s existing North
Natomas Community Plan acreage. The City of Sacramento and the Natomas Unified School
District agreed to locate a 40 acre school site west of I-5 in the North Natomas Community
Plan. A specific site was not identified in the Plan by the City. However, the City identified
potential sites in the unincorporated County (outside the boundaries of the North Natomas
Community Plan) and included the potential impacts in the Supplemental EIR for the Plan. The
District has received will-serve letters for sewer and storm drainage from the County and RD-
1000 and is proceeding with a project level EIR.

1901 Arena Boulevard ¢ 3acramento, CA 95824
(916) 567-5400 ¢ (916) 561-5214 FaR
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Scot Mende

Julie Car
February 11, 2008
Page Two

The commitment of the District’s site to development is consistent with the treatment
of the County’s airport property. The Consultant also removed the County’s property
from consideration as part of the Natomas Joint Vision open space calculations.

2. Figures 4.6 and 6.3 incorrectly show the District’s property as covered by the
Williamson Act.

Please update Figures 4.6 and 6.3, and any other tables or text that includes the
District’s property as part of the Williamson Act.

The above changes are especially important since the Consultant has changed the designation of
the District’s site from *“developable” to “open space” sometime between the Draft Report
presented to City Council on October 9, 2007 and the Final Draft Report released in January
2008. The change appears to have been made based on the mistakes identified above, and input
received at one workshop conducted by the Consultant which did not include any District
representatives. The workshop results that are published in the Final Draft Report are
significantly different than opinions collected at open workshops conducted for the SACOG
Blueprint and the City’s General Plan Update.

Thank you for correcting these errors. Please provide a copy of the corrected document as
soon as is it available.

Sincerely,

Michael S. Cannon
Assistant Superintendent
Facilities & Planning Department

MSC:cag
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GEORGE E. PHILLIPS Carmichael, California 956%8 PLARNING DERPARTRENT
Telephone (916) 879-4800

Telefax (916) 979-4801

February 20, 2008

Scot Mende

New Growth Manager
City of Sacramento

915 | Street, 3" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Leighann Moffitt

Principal Planner

Planning and Community Development Department
Sacramento County

827 7™ Street, Room 230

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: The Natomas Joint Vision Open Space Program -
Draft Final Report
Dear Scot and Leighann:
On behalf of the Gidaro Group, we submit the comments set forth below
on The Natomas Joint Vision Open Space Program - Draft Final Report. We

appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this document.

General Comments

We agree with many of the statements contained in the document.
Particularly those highlighting the severe challenges to viable agricultural uses in
the Joint Vision Area (JVA) and that declining agricultural stability in the JVA has
a direct impact on the future success of the existing Natomas Basin HCP
(Existing HCP).

Rightly so, the document also states that the Existing HCP did not
adequately anticipate the degree of continued agricultural uses in the Natomas
Basin, the land use pressures outside of the City of Sacramento and Sutter
County, the failure to not include Sacramento County in the Existing HCP, and

the lack of buy-in by landowners within the Swainson’s Hawk Zone (SHZ). We

believe that these concerns are all legitimate and warrant further exploration as
any formal planning process moves forward.
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Scot Mende
February 20, 2008
Page 2

Flawed Assumptions

While the report states that its focus “. . . is to provide fact based objective
information for decision-makers, ultimately leading to the strategy configuration
for open space . . .", the analysis contained in the report is compromised from
the beginning by some of the assumptions that go into the analysis. Rather than
a fresh and comprehensive look at open space, habitat and agricultural issues in
the NJV area, the study starts with assumptions that, from the beginning, dictate
the conclusions of the report. At least two assumptions fall into this category,
both of which have their origins in the City/County MOU. First is the assumption
that an open space/habitat mitigation ratio of 1 acre of mitigation for each acre of
development. Second is the one-mile SHZ.

At this point in the process, we do not necessarily object to the 1:1
mitigation ratio. With that said, however, we have yet to see a biological
justification to support the 1:1 mitigation ratio. When that assumption drives so
much of the report’s conclusions, greater support for the ratio is warranted.

The SHZ is a component of the Existing HCP, but is known to be an area
of significant controversy to the Board of Supervisors and to the landowners
within the SHZ who were never included in that decision making process. The
objectivity of the report can be questioned when the report's preparer states that
the physical conditions were objectively characterized and depicted according fo
the principal purposes of open space as specified in the MOU. In other words,
the report has objectively analyzed the physical conditions in the area only to the
extent allowed pursuant to the MOU, not as the physical conditions objectively
present themselves in the NJV area.

At the workshops for the report, Dangermond representatives stated that
the substantive tenets of the MOU would be assumed, including the 1:1
mitigation ratio and the SHZ. That said, contradictory language appears on page
28 of the report, where it states that the approach used for the analysis was “to
allow the data to lead the process”. The report continued, “Rather than
approaching the question of which lands are of higher value for open space
based on preset priorities or preconceptions, this process allowed the
establishment of an argument for open space based upon an accumulated
volume of data - that when viewed together - provided a compelling justification
for selecting one area versus another”. Consequently, statements from
Dangermond representatives acknowledge the use of preset preconceptions (the
assumed tenets of the City/County MOU) contradict the report’s assurance that
the objective data not the assumptions will lead the process.
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Scot Mende
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Page 3

Segmentation of Analysis

On page 30 of the report it states that the suitability of certain areas for
development in the NJV area “. . . was not a value set considered in this
inventory and evaluation . . .”. We have been of the opinion all along that the
open space, habitat and agricultural issues associated with any future potential
growth in the NJV area should be analyzed concurrently with all other growth
related issues, such as smart growth principles, the SACOG Blueprint, existing
infrastructure investment and economic development. By analyzing only a
subset of issues in isolation from other balancing interests, the report has
skewed the conclusion for the area as a whole while at the same time precluding
a comprehensive public debate on the values of the NJV area to the region’s
future. The issues of the NJV area are complex and diverse. Dealing from a
stacked deck on only a portion of the relevant issues is of questionable value.

This concern was communicated by a number of area landowners and
their representatives to City staff back in 2005 when this segmented approach to
analysis of the NJV was originally presented.

Challenges to Successful Agriculture

We appreciate the opportunity provided by Dangermond and City and
County staff to meet with landowners involved with agricultural operations in the
Boot. The discussions were helpful to both sides in better understanding a
complicated subject. We also appreciate the report’s inclusion of many of the
issues and concerns raised about the viability of agriculture in the Boot.
However, we remain concerned that while many of the concerns were noted,
they had little, if any, affect on any of the report’s conclusions.

The report recites the problems faced by farming proximate to
urbanization. The Boot is surrounded by urban/suburban development - on the
south, north and east by the City of Sacramento and on the west by the linear
subdivision commonly referred to as Garden Highway in unincorporated
Sacramento County. All of these existing and planned neighbors present
significant constraints to the future viability of agriculture in the Boot.

In addition, Figure 4.7 is intended to show a 1,000’ impact area of urban
uses to future agriculture in the Boot. However, the shading intended to reflect
the 1,000’ buffer is not to scale. Additionally, the 1,000’ buffer should be
removed from inside of the Camino Norte area, which is already proposed for
annexation to the City of Sacramento, and added to the west side of the SHZ
west of El Centro Road. The 1,000’ buffer should also be added to the east toe

of the east levee along Garden Highway. Only in making these changes to the

figure can its intended meaning (urban constraints on agriculture) be accurately
displayed.
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Lastly, the relative values set forth on page 70 for Agricultural Element 1
Criteria should be revised to reflect that the lowest value, not the highest, should
be allocated to those agricultural areas within 1,000’ of urban land uses.

Existing or Planned Encroachments into the SHZ

Figure 4.13 shows the existing encroachments into the SHZ by
developments approved by the City of Sacramento. The fact of these
encroachments should be noted in the text of the report. Future planned
encroachments into the SHZ for the construction of the airport expansion and
SAFCA levee improvements should also be mentioned when analyzing future
impacts to the SHZ.

Composite Models

We would request that Composite Model One be discounted for the
reason that it blindly applies the SHZ policy without further consideration. In
contrast, Composite Model Three and Open Space Suitability Model: Alternative
3 much more meaningful since they take into account feedback from workshop
stakeholders not constrained by the preset conditions of the City/County MOU.

Conclusion

A significant amount of useful data was generated as part of the
Dangermond report. However, we believe that its conclusions are significantly
flawed. Unfortunately, the report presents a limited and narrow vision of only

some of the issues that must ultimately be analyzed as part of a comprehensive
land use process in the NJV area.

George E. Phillips

cc.  The Gidaro Group
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From: Matthew Keasling [mkeasling@taylor-wiley.com]

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 4:27 PM

To: BCollett@dangermond.com

Cc: Scot Mende; Car. Julie (MSA); Moffitt. Leighann (MSA); Ron Bertolina

Attachments: MAP.Interchange.pdf
Hi Brian:

Thank you for your work on the OSR and your willingness to discuss various points of concern last week, February

19“‘, with the stakeholders at the Hart Senior Center. As | discussed with you and your associate, there is an
approved and mitigated interchange that was left off of the map but that should have been identified during this
process as committed lands. You drew this interchange onto your map at the event and | promised to send you
some additional information.

The links below should provide you with information about the interchange:

http://www.sacdot.com/projects/Major%20Roadway%20and%20Intersection%20Improvements/I-5%20at%20Metro%

or, if the above link does not work, click the link below and scroll down on the “Project Quick Links” to “|-5 at Metro Air
Parkway Interchange”

http://www.sacdot.com/

Further, | have attached a pdf that details where the interchange is located, as well as its rough size and design.
Please revise the Open Space Preliminary Concept Map to ensure that this land is not mistakenly shown as
“non-committed” or designated as open space. We hope that this clarification can be made prior to resubmitting
your report to the Board and the Council for their receipt and filing.

Thank you for the help,
Matt Keasling

Matthew S. Keasling, Esq.

TAYLOR & WILEY

2870 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 200
Sacramento, California 95833
916.929.5545

916.929.0283 - Fax

CAUTION: THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS ELECTRONIC E-MAIL AND ANY ACCOMPANYING
DOCUMENT(S) IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE ADDRESSEE AND MAY BE CONFIDENTIAL,
MAY BE PRIVILEGED (ATTORNEY-CLIENT, ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT, RIGHT TO PRIVACY) AND MAY
CONSTITUTE INSIDE INFORMATION. IF ANY READER OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS NOT THE
INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT THAT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE
COMMUNICATION TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, UNAUTHORIZED USE, DISCLOSURE OR COPYING IS
STRICTLY PROHIBITED, AND MAY BE UNLAWFUL. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN
ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US AT (916) 929-5545, AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE
FROM YOUR ELECTRONIC MAIL BOX.
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@

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

METRO AIR PARWAY/I-5
Interchange

Control Number: 99-PWE-0499
State Clearinghouse Number:
Date

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW AND ASSESMENT

827 7TH STREET, ROOM 220 A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
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Richter Farms
February 18, 2007

Attention: Scott Mende
City of Sacramento, Planning Division
1231 I Street
Sacramento, CA 92814

re: Natomas Joint Vision Open Space Program - Draft
Mr. Mende,
Be advised, on reviewing your Natomas Joint Vision Open Space Program -

DRAFT, we find it misrepresents our properties:
APNs 201-0170-011, 201-0220-043,
APNs 201-0210-013, 201-0210-14 & 210-0200-028
APN 201-0190-006)

and designates them as Willliamson Act lands. This is totally inaccurate. We elected out of the Act years ago and
have been entirely out for over a year. We are very concerned over this misrepresentation, request immediate
deletion of such reference and clarification of actual status. An error of this magnitude could significantly impact
our long term planning and create substantial problems for your department as well. However, now that you have
received constructive notice, we trust you will desist and make appropriate correction.

Obviously any document, map or other report that purports these sort of inaccuracies is fatally flawed and must
be rectified before completion, recommendation and/or release. We anticipate your full cooperation in immediate
remedy of this matter.

We have also duly noted that your draft reduces and documents the absence of significant available acreage as
stated in the Joint Vision's MOU. From where do these numbers come? Thousands of acres do not disappear.

Nowhere have we seen reasoning or explanation for the reduction. We look for clarification on this point as well.

We await your prompt correction and response. Our contact email address is:
Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

J Richter, Richter Farms
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From: John Roberts

To: Judith Lamare: Scot Mende:

CC: Moffitt. Leighann (MSA); Lockhart. Don; Brian Collett; Car.
Julie (MSA); Jim Pachl;

Subject: Re: Spreadsheet of Natomas Basin land categorization

Date: Monday, February 25, 2008 5:33:59 PM

Attachments:

We at the Conservancy expect there will indeed be some Sutter County
mitigation in the Sacramento County portion of the Basin based on existing
acquisitions and/or options held by Sutter County Measure M ("Sutter
Pointe") development interests. We don't expect that it will be a lot,
however.

I will confess that I used the same basic math that Scot did in coming up

with a number similar to his on how much mitigation land would ultimately be
needed for City of Sacramento development. I plussed it some based on
anticipated acquisitions in the Conservancy's Fisherman's Lake Reserve Area
(FLRA), and did not argue with Brian Collett's 740 number when he met with
us. But we have very good indications that the Conservancy will be offered
additional land in the FLRA based on communications we've had with various
development interests.

The FLRA is essential in the implementation of the 2003 NBHCP, and we want

to take advantage of these offers of mitigation land.

Hope this is helpful.

John Roberts

The Natomas Basin Conservancy
2150 River Plaza Drive, Suite 460
Sacramento, CA 95833
www.natomasbasin.org
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From: James Pachl
To: Scot Mende;
CC: Moffitt. Leighann (MSA); Lockhart. Don; Brian Collett; John
Roberts; Car. Julie (MSA); Judith Lamare;
Subject: Re: Spreadsheet of Natomas Basin land categorization
Date: Monday, February 25, 2008 5:20:30 PM
Attachments:
Scott,

The NBHCP Permit Area for Sutter County covers over 7,000 acres. A NOP has
been issued for a proposed Specific Plan covering all of that 7000 acres.

Much of it is owned by one landowner, Bob Leal, who sells for premium dollar
only and is reluctant to sell. NBC has refused some prospective land
dedications in Sutter due to unsuitability of the property for species

mitigation (lack of water rights, incompatible neighboring uses or potential

uses, absemce pf habitat connectivity, absence of essential characteristics

needed for suitable habitat mitigation, etc.)

Jim

1. Not enough land in Sutter portion of basin to mitigate for Sutter
permitted
> development
>
> 2. Sutter co Landowner parcels in sacramento co adjacent to current NBC
> preserves appropriate for mitigating for sutter's permitted development?
>
> 3. Nbhcp strategy for conservation, preserve requirements
>
> Jude
>
> Sent from my iPhone
>

> On Feb 25, 2008, at 5:00 PM, "Scot Mende" <SMENDE@cityofsacramento.org>
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wrote:

>

> Your last point (that Sutter will mitigate in Sacramento County) is an
> interesting hypothesis.

> Generally, Sutter County land is less expensive than Sac County.
> What is your thinking behind your hypothesis?

>

> Scot Mende, New Growth & Infill Manager

> Planning Department

> Voice: 808-4756

> Mobile: 879-4947

> E-mail: smende@cityofsacramento.org

> Address: 915 I Street, 3rd floor, Sac CA 95814

>

> "People support what they help create"

> "Tell me & I forget. Teach me & I remember. Involve me & I learn" -
> Ben Franklin

>

>

> Judith Lamare <judelam@sbcglobal.net> 2/25/2008 4:55 PM >>>
> Scot,

>

> Thanks for the additional information.

>

> Recall though that NBC must meet both City and Sutter mitigation
> requirements in the Basin and I believe some of Sutter's mitigation
> will be

> in Sacramento County.

>

> Jude

>

>

> Jude-

> ['ve attached the 2006 HCP Annual Report from the City to USFWS.
> If you look at Attachment C, note the areas in pale yellow that

> represent

> areas not yet graded.

> [ also have an unofficial map that identifies the acreage associated
> with each

> of the yellow non-graded areas.

> (I'll send that by separate e-mail.)
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>

> Scot Mende, New Growth & Infill Manager

> Planning Department

> Voice: 808-4756

> Mobile: 879-4947

> E-mail: smende@cityofsacramento.org

> Address: 915 I Street, 3rd floor, Sac CA 95814
>

> "People support what they help create"

>"Tell me & I forget. Teach me & I remember. Involve me & I learn" -
> Ben

> Franklin

>

>

> Jude Lamare <judelam@sbcglobal.net> 2/25/2008 4:11 PM >>>

> [ have started to review your latest Joint Vision Open Space

> document. |

> noticed you are estimating NBC need as 700 acres in the Sacramento
> County

> portion of the Basin. Please note the email below that I sent to

> Dangermond

> Assoc last September with reasons why I believed their estimate on
> NBC need

> was too low (at 740). Brian Collett did not respond to this email.

>

> [ am not aware of any Natomas Basin Conservancy document or finding
> that

> sets this need at 700 acres. The NBC TAC should be reviewing and
> commenting

> on this document if it is to serve as a basis for future HCP

> changes.

>

> Jude Lamare

>

> Jude Lamare, President

> Friends of Swainson's Hawk
>915 L St., C-425

> Sacramento, Ca. 95814

> 916-447-4956

>

> www.swainsonshawk.org

65



April 10,2008

Natomas Joint Vision Progress Report Cemee e Exhibit A

February 22, 2008

To: Julie Car
* Helen Selph

Re: Natomas Joint Vision
Workshop #4

Please include these comments as part of those submitted at the Jast workshop on 2/19/2008.

ILis at last encouraging the Open Space Study’s map shows some development allowed west of
El Centro Road — cspecially warranted around the [-80 interchange where services and
cominercial development already exist.

Please remember the Counties response to the Joint Vision specifically requests the City to:

“Inventory and evaluate the existing and plarmed infrastructure capacity which
might be available to development in Natomas. Give particular attention to the
existing sewer system and the highway interchange on 1-80 at EJ Camino. Land
use alternatives that  fully utilize the existing infrastructure should he
considered.”

“The County supports consideration of the one-mile buffer as a conceptual line
which may be adjusted to environmental values and other values such as
infrastructure.”

The one mile buffer is conceptual and should be adjusted where consistent to the design of “blue
print” and smart growth criteria,

Murray Weaver — Weaver Group LLC

See Board of Supervisors letter mecluded.
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Sacramento County
The Community of Trees

TR

NOV G5 20

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 7 T renvisen Seeond DISTRIGT
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO A
700 H STREET, SUITE 2450 ¢ SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 y g:iz;r;sf gtaar':on

(916) 874-5481 FAX (916) 874-7593
E-MAIL: collini@saccounty.net

REVISED

November 5, 2003

The Honorable Heather Fargo, Mayor
Sacramento City Council Members
730 1. Street, Suite 321

Sacramento CA 95814

Subj ect: Response to City of Sacramento’s Natomas Vision Notice of Preparation (NOP)

On October 22, 2003 the Board of Supervisors met in public hearing to initiate a General Plan
amendment that would implement the City-County Joint Vision for Natomas. In addition, the
Board formulated a response to the City’s NOP for the Natomas Vision, recognizing that the
County plans to use the City’s EIR for adopting the County’s amendment. The comments below
represent a combination of Board comments and staff comments. We anticipate that the NOP
responses below will be used to modify the project description, as necessary, o make the EIR
adequate for use by the County as a responsible agency in the Joint Vision process. The
testimony of the 10 interested citizens who spoke during the hearing is available as a part of the
public record for that meeting.

This letter also transmits two resolutions passed at the October 22, 2003 hearing. The first
(Attachment A) is a resolution initiating the County’s General Plan Amendment. The second
resolution (Attachment B) states that the County acknowledges the City’s preferred alternative
map and the “one-mile buffer” alternative, and requests an evaluation of existing infrastructure

during the EIR process.

After deliberation in a public hearing, the County of Sacramento’s comments in response to the
City’s NOP for the Joint Vision are:

1. Evaluate the impacts of using agricultural-residential uses to act as a buffer between
agricultural and urban uses.

2. Inventory and evaluate the existing and planned infrastructure capacity which might
be available to development in Natomas. Give particular attention to the existing
sewer system and the highway interchange on 1-80 at El Camino. Land use
alternatives that fully utilize the existing infrastructure should be considered.
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Response to City of Sacramento’s

Natomas Vision Notice of Preparation (NOP)
October 29, 2003

Page Two

3. Study the possible impacts of noise from Sacramento International Airport on residential
development outside the 60 CNEL line, and consider the potential impacts to airport
operations. Determine appropriate mitigation to minimize impacts.

In addition, the Board has the following concerns that are outside the scope of the NOP:

1. Establish an open space program that 1s equitablé to all affected landowners and that also
clearly defines the County’s role in open space preservation.

2. The County supports consideration of the one-mile buffer as a conceptual line which may
be adjusted to environmental values and other values such as infrastructure.

3. Involve in this process those resource agencies which will be affected by the land use
decisions that result from this effort.

The County believes that success of the Joint Vision is dependent upon joint solutions to the
significant issues which are always a part of a project of this magnitude. Achieving those
objectives will require significant involvement by County staff throughout scooping and
subsequent preparation of the EIR, and in other analyses related to the project.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the NOP and to provide additional comments. The
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors and staff look forward to working with the City on the
Natomas Vision as it progresses over the next year.

Sincerely,

E

ILLA COLLIN
Chairman

cc: Terry Schutten
Robert Thomas
Gary Stonehouse
Lezley Buford
Jim Regan-Vienop

Attachments:

A. Sacramento County Board of Supervisors Resolution to Initiate an Amendment for
Implementing the City-County Joint Vision for Natomas Memorandum of Understanding

B. Sacramento County Board of Supervisors Resolution in Response to the City of
Sacramento’s Notice of Preparation for the City-County Natomas Vision General Plan

Amendment
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RESOLUTION NO. 2003-1187

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO TO INITIATE AN AMENDMENT FOR
IMPLEMENTING THE CITY-COUNTY JOINT VISION FOR NATOMAS (MOU)

WHEREAS, on December 10, 2002 the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors and
the Sacramento City Council adopted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (Resolution #
2002-1566) between the City and County of Sacramento regarding principles of land use and

revenue sharing for the Natomas arca; and

WHEREAS, on September 2, 2003 the Sacramento City Council directed City staff 10
initiate preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for an amendment to the City of
Sacramento General Plan that would incorporate the principles of the MOU and define the

location(s) of future applications to LAFCo for expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence; and

WHEREAS, the City of Sacramento and Sacramento County staffs have developed a
work plan that will make the City’s EIR suitable for use by Sacramento County in approving its

General Plan amendment for incorporating the MOU principles; and

WHEREAS, the City issued a Notice of Preparation for their EIR on October 7, 2003,
giving the general public and agencics, including the County, an opportunity to provide input

into scoping of the EIR; and

WHEREAS, the County and City have worked in partnership to devciop the MOU and
intend to continue that partnership throughout the General Plan amendment process and its

subsequent implementation.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Supervisors, County of Sacramento, resolves and
determines that County staff will initiate an amendment to the Land Use Element of the

Sacramento County General Plan 1o incorporate the basic principles and intent of the Natomas

Vision MOU.
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Natomas Vision General Plan Amend ment Initiation
Pape 2

On 2 motion by Supervisor Dickinson, Seconded by Supervisor Collin, the foregoing
resolution was passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento,

State of California, at a regular meeting thereof this 22™ day of October, 2003, by the following

vote, to wit:
AYES: Supervisors: Dickinson, Johnson, Niclio, Nottoli, Collin
NOES: Supervisors: None

ABSENT:  Supervisors: None

ABSTAIN:  Supervisors: None

Chair, B§rd of Supﬁ‘sors ~

ATTEST: éaa:u j/ keyrin—

Clérk, Bo#l of Supervisors

APPROVED
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
inpagtrren ol Crtm TN T €90 0CT 2-2 2003
o th=&rs ot e, PmE L '
€ Jatadiotire G, .1..” FORSELAER 5 W B L:L..a
< Stcamed oh .
. c%mhm ":t“k
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Exhibit A - City of Sacramento
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Exhibit B - City of Sacramentg

oiNaNOE

Sacramento
imamational

Alrport

= FNTHIMOY

N

Natomas Joint Vision
One-Mile Buffer Alternative

LEGEND

Planning Area
I JCounty area of Concem (AOC)
Community Separator/fQS Connector
! City Boundary and Sphere of Influence

'City Urban Regerve
0 05 1 2

3
Miles

H
“Note: Boundary of Urban Reserve is conceptual and will be refined based on further. study.

SxongR ange&Cilywidc&RegionaMnnnm!ion ProgramiJoint visiomGraphics & Maps\GPA_Exhibit B

72



Natomas Joint Vision Progress Report

April 10, 2008

Exhibit A

RESOLUTION NO. 2003-1188

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO IN RESPONSE TO CITY OF SACRAMENTO’S
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT EIR PROCESS FOR
THE CITY-COUNTY JOINT VISION
WHEREAS, on December 10, 2002 the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors and
thc Sacramento City Council adopted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (County
Resolution # 2002-1566) between the City and County of Sacramento regarding principles of

land use and revenue shaning for the Natormas arca; and

WHEREAS, on September 2, 2003 the Sacramento City Council directed city staff (City
Resolution 2003-643) to initiate preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for an
amendment to the City General Plan that would incorporate the principles of the MOU; and

WHEREAS, the City of Sacramento issued 2 Notice of Preparation (Project # M03-C09)
on October 7, 2003 for City-County Natomas Join! Vision EIR, giving the general public and
agencics, including the County, an opportunity to provide input into scoping of the EIR,
including the evaluation alternative maps that show areas of potential City Urban Reserve

desipnation and Area of Concem,; and

WHEREAS, in a public hearing on October 15, 2003 the Board of Supervisors took
public testimony and deliberated on the merits of cndorsing the same maps (Exhibits A and B) as

forwarded by the Sacramento City Council for evaluation in the aforementioned EIR.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Supervisors, County of Sacramento, resolves and
determines that the County acknowledges the attached maps (Exhibits A and B) as appropniatc
for cvaluation under the aforsmentioned EIR.  In addition the Board of Supervisors urges that

the EIR consider the presence of existing infrastructure while evaluating alternatives.
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Natomas Vision City General Plan NOP Respinse
Page 2

On 2 motion by Supervisor Dickinson, Seconded by Superviser Collin, the foregoing
resolution was passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramcuto,

State of California, at a regular meeting thereof this 22™ day of October, 2003, by the foliowing

vote, 1o wit:
AYES: Supervisors: Dickinson, Nottoli, Collin
NOES: Supervisors: Johnson, Nicllo

ABSENT: Supervisors: None

ABSTAIN:  Supervisors: None

Chair, Board Of Supervisors .

ALY o

ATTEST: &u{q A Freren

Clerk, Boargfof Supervisors

APPROVED

BOARD OF SUPERVISCRS

%CT 2% \@M
B, Clark mm.

MW:mwjre
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PROJECTS IN NATOMAS BASIN

Project

Responsible Agency

Airport Master Plan — Expansion of Sacramento

International Airport, including commercial parking

south of I-5 and new runway on west side

Sacramento County Airports

Camino Norte Annexation (400 acres—150 acres
are already developed)

City of Sacramento

Cal Trans I-5/1-80 Interchange

Cal Trans

Downtown Natomas Airport (DNA) Light Rail
Extension

Regional Transit

Greenbriar (577t acres)

City of Sacramento

Interchange at Metro Air Park

Cal Trans

Natomas Levee Improvement Project (NLIP)

SAFCA, USACE

Sacramento Area Voltage Support Project

SMUD & Western Area Power
Administration

SMUD New Substation SMUD

PG&E Line 406/407 PG&E

PG&E Transmission Line along Riego Road PG&E

PG&E Substation Expansion PG&E

Sacramento Water Reliability Study Bureau of Reclamation and Placer
County Water Agency

Sacramento International Airport Sanitary Sewer
Connection

Sacramento County Airports

Natomas Mutual Fish Screen

Natomas Central Mutual Water Co.

Measure M

Sutter Co.

Placer Parkway

South Placer Regional Transportation
Authority

West Lakeside High School

Natomas Unified School District
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