REPORT TO COUNCIL 34
City of Sacramento

915 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814-2604
www, CityofSacramento.org

Public Hearing

December 04, 2007

Honorable Mayor and
Members of the City Council

Title: Northgate 880/ Panhandle (M05-031 / P05-077)

Location/Council District: South of Elkhorn Boulevard, north of Interstate 80, west of
Northgate Boulevard and Sorento Road, and east of Gateway Park Boulevard and the
Northpointe Park Planned Unit Development / Adjacent to Council District 1

Recommendation:

1) Close the public hearing and

a) Adopt 1) a Resolution certifying the Environmental Impact Report and adopting the
Mitigation Monitoring Program; and 2) approving the Reorganization;

M05-031 - Northgate 880:

b) Adopt 1) a Resolution amending the General Plan Land Use Map; 2) a Resolution
amending the text of the North Natomas Community Plan; 3) a Resolution amending
the North Natomas Community Plan Land Use Map; 4) a Ordinance amending the
Zoning Code (Sacramento City Code, Title 17); and 5) an Ordinance prezoning
approximately 50 acres between Sotnip Road and Del Paso Road;

P05-077 - Panhandle:

c) Adopt 1) an Ordinance approving the Development Agreement between the City of
Sacramento and Dunmore Land Company, LLC., the Richter-Kazer 1993 Irrevocable
Trust, BD Properties, LLC, and Tasso Peter Cononelos; 2) an Ordinance approving
the Development Agreement between the City of Sacramento and the Marie
Krumenacher Trust, the Alice Krumenacher Trust, and Vaquero Land Holdings, LLC.;
3) a Resolution approving the Panhandle Finance Plan; 4) a Resolution approving the
Inclusionary Housing Plan (Panhandle North - Vaquero), 5) a Resolution approving the
inclusionary Housing Plan (Panhandle Central and South - Dunmore}; 6) a Resolution
approving the Inclusionary Housing Plan (Grant Joint Union High School District); 7) a
Resolution amending the General Plan Land Use Map; 8) a Resolution amending the
text of the North Natomas Community Plan; 9) a Resolution amending the North
Natomas Community Plan Land Use Map; 10) an Ordinance prezoning the area south
of Elkhorn Boulevard, north of Del Paso Road, and west of Sorento Road; and 11) a
Resolution establishing the Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD); and
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d) Adopt a Resolution denying the Appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of
various entitiements and to approve the Tentative Master Parcel Maps, Tentative
Subdivision Maps, and Subdivision Modifications for the Panhandle project (P05-077);

2) Continue the public hearing on the Tax Exchange Agreement to January 29, 2008.

Contact: Scot Mende, New Growth Manager, 808-4756; Arwen Wacht, Associate
Planner, 808-1964

Presenters: Scot Mende and Arwen Wacht
Department: Planning

Division: New Growth

Organization No: 4913
Description/Analysis

Committee/Commission Action: On June 28, 2007, the Planning Commission
voted to approve the staff recommendation with various additions as discussed
in the previous staff report to the City Council.

On June 5, 2007, the Law & Legislation Committee recommended approval of
the proposed Special Planning District Ordinance for the Northgate 880 SPD.

On July 5, 2007, project was called up by Councilmember Tretheway. On July 6,
2007, a third party appeal was filed by Brigit S. Barnes & Associates, Inc., on
behalf of Jim Gately (JB Properties). The appeal (see Attachment 3) speaks
specifically to the environmental document and the overail project (not
specifically the Tentative Maps and Subdivision Madifications).

On July 17, 2007, Planning staff presented a workshop on the Northgate 880 /
Panhandle project to the City Council.

On July 24, 2007, the City Coungcil participated in a bus tour of the Northgate 880
/ Panhandle area.

City Council hearings were held on July 31, 2007, August 14, 2007, September
4, 2007, and September 18, 2007. At the September 18" hearing, the City
Council unanimously adopted a motion of intent to approve the project — pending
availability of final documents that incorporate all of the issues and concerns
identified in previous hearings. Staff analysis and response to these concerns
are discussed in Report Attachment 1 — Background.

Summary: Following three Planning Commission hearings and four City Council
hearings, a workshop and a bus tour, the Panhandle project has been thoroughly
vetted. The ordinances and resolutions are now ready for adoption.
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Rationale for Recommendation: Overall, the revised proposals are consistent
with the General Plan and North Natomas Community Plan policies on
annexation, development, and land use.

Financial Considerations: Assuming a standard 50% property tax split, the
Panhandle PUD will result in a neutral / slightly positive fiscal impact. The Panhandle
Finance Plan results in payment of fair share contributions to on-site and off-site public
facilities including parks, roads, transit, drainage, sewer, and water.

Emerging Small Business Development (ESBD): No goods or services are being
purchased under this report.

Respectfully Submitted by: g‘aw —7 Zﬁ,ﬂ,&/
Scot Mende
New Growth Manager

Approved by: ﬂ W ;
aro arly
Director Wg

Recommendation Approved:

2Re
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ATTACHMENT 1 - BACKGROUND

At the July 31%' City Council hearing, staff provided an overview of the project and the
Council provided comments with requests for additional information to be provided in
subsequent meetings.

At the August 14" City Council hearing, staff highlighted information on:

First stage entitlements that are necessary to move the annexation forward to
LAFCo
Fiscal and financial issues associated with annexation of the Panhandle and
Northgate /880 Business Park vs. an island annexation. Specific issues
included:
o Deficient Infrastructure in the developed area south of Del Paso Road
o Unfavorable Tax Sharing (Sales & Property Taxes) terms
o Differing City & County Tax Structures that resulf in cost impacts to
existing landowners and tenants in the Business Park
» Library Assessment
»  Utility Users Tax (7.5% vs. 2.5%)
»  Documentary Transfer Tax
» Landscape & Lighting District

At the September 4" City Council hearing, staff highlighted information on:

Redesign of subdivision to minimize walls along roadways (Sorento Road,
National Drive, etc.)

Addressing Valley View Acres seasonal dralnage issues (detention basin in
Ninos Parkway) as reflected in the September 3" agreement between Dunmore
Land and Valley View Acres

The integration of the proposed Club Center Drive commercial center with the
adjacent park in order to achieve a town center function

Proximity / walkability of transit and other amenities (commercial, parks, etc.) to
multi-family residential and inclusionary housing

Interface of the Panhandle project with the existing development to the west
(Regency Park / Natomas Park).

At the September 18th City Council hearing, staff highlighted information on:

Traffic Calming Devices (clarified that the applicant is responsible for funding any
devices identified during the improvement plan process)

A revised approach to the Inclusionary Housing Plans that provides for
ownership housing on approximately 20% of the low income inclusionary units
(this approach is incorporated into the revised IHPs)

A revised plan for providing a higher level of TMA shuttle services (this approach
is incorporated into the revised Finance Plan)

Incorporation of green technology into the building plans (this approach is
incorporated into the revised Development Agreements)
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+ Revision of Planned Unit Development Guidelines to incorporate comments from
the City’s Urban Design Manager (this approach is incorporated into the revised
PUD Guidelines)

» Deletion of the Villa housing type, and designation at the master parcel level for
the sites previously designated for the Villa housing type (this approach is
incorporated into the revised Tentative Maps and PUD Schematic Plan)

« Justification for the deletion of the 250" agricultural/urban buffer south of Elkhorn
Blvd. (this justification was satisfactory to the Council and required no revisions
to the resolutions and ordinances)

» Flood legislation status (the Development Agreements were amended to provide
that the Panhandle may be subject to federal, state, and local flood control
management regulations enacted after the effective date of the Development
Agreements)

« Entitiement Packaging (the Council directed that all entitlements move forward
for the area north of Del Paso Road and the General & Community Plan
amendments move forward for the area south of Del Paso Road).

The attached resolutions and ordinances incorporate the Council direction provided
over the course of the public hearings.
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ATTACHMENT 2 - ISSUES OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN VALLEY VIEW ACRES
COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION (VVACA) AND DUNMORE / VAQUEROQO DATED
SEPTEMBER 3, 2007

Issues of Agreement between Valley View Acres
Community Association and Dunmore and Vaquero
Development in Regards to the Panhandle
Development

Respectfully Submitted by Valley View Acres Community Association

09/03/07
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Drainage/Flood Protection/Detention Basin

An area in the southern portion of Nifio’s Parkway, north of Del Paso
Road, within the Panhandle PUD will be used for short-term back-up holding
of storm water from the Del Paso Road/Sorento intersection area. The two
storm water basins measuring approximately 5 acres would be
excavated/depressed to accommodate storm water flows that exceed the
capacity of the existing storm drain system at the Del Paso Road/Sorento
Road intersection. The intent of this storage is to lesson storm water ponding
that occasionally occurs at Sorento Road/DelPaso Road and to help lessen the
back-up of storm water in interior ditches of Valley View Acres. The location
and conceptual design of the storm water basins has been coordinated with
Sacramento City Parks and Utilities staff, WAPA and SMUD.

Multi-Use Transitional Corridor

A 50-foot landscape corridor will be provided on the west side of
Sorento Road from the northeast corner of Camellia Park north to the first
proposed 1.0.D. (designated K Street on tentative subdivision maps for
Dunsimore Development dated July 19, 2007). This L.O.D. is just north of the
southern boundary of the Avdis property. The 50-foot landscape corridor shall
be further defined as a 50-foor wide, multi-use area along the west side of
Sorento Road measured from the existing west edge pavement of Sorento
Road to the proposed 6-foot wall. Within the 50-foot corridor there will be a
depression or swale with an 8-foot concrete, multi-use pathway as its base.
The pathway will curve or meander the entire length of the corridor, There
shall be entrance/exit points to the pathway every 500 feet. Wood posts
connected by metal cable shall be installed to protect the landscaped corridor
from vehicle damage. This corridor is the first 50-feet of the minimum 100-
foot transition west from Sorento Road to the homes within the PUD.

From the north curb-line of the proposed 1.0.D. to approximately 50-
feet south of East Levee Road, the corridor will vary from 22-30 feet. At the
west edge of this landscaped corridor, a 6-foot fence shall be constructed of
masonry or up-graded wood-type material.

t~2
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Camellia Park (PUD Parcel 41) shall be designed with walkways and
trails for pedestrian access west from Sorento Road. “No parking” signs and
wood posts, connected by cables to prevent vehicle access, shall be placed
along Sorento Road on the eastern edge of the park.

A working group composed of representatives of Valley View Acres,
representatives of Dunmore Homes and their landscape architect will be
convened to provide input and develop plans for the multi-use area along the
west side of Sorento Road. The working group will address such topics as the
design of the corridor, including landscape design, planting locations and
plant types, configurations of pathway, post and cable design and location,
access locations, locations of no parking signs, and other design features of
the multi-use area. The working group will work together to develop a
mutually agreeable approach to design of the multi-use area. The working
group will coordinate with Sacramento City on the design of the multi-use
area.

The eastern edge of the parcel (PUD Parcel 21 A) planned for senior
residential has been redesigned so that the residential units along the eastern
edge face Sorento Road (as shown on Tentative Subdivision Maps for
Panhandle Dunmore South and Panhandle Dunmore Central dated July 19,
2007). The following is the design (from west to east): Senior residential unit,
residential front yard, curb/gutter/sidewalk, residential street (approx 48-
feet), masonry/open fencing wall, landscape corridor (50-feet), Sorento Road.
The intent is to create a spacing of a minimum 100-feet from west edge of
Sorento Road to the nearest residential foundation unit north from Camellia
Park to the first proposed 1.0.D. {designated as K street) north of the
southern boundary of the Avdis property.

Vehicular access shall be prohibited from Sorento Road and no
improvement to Sorento Road will be made. Units along the east side in the
senior residential project (PUD Parcel 21A, which ends at K Street) will face
Sorento Road and be single story homes. North of the senior project (north of
K Street), Lots 170, 182, 203, 201, 204, and 222 will be one-story. A two-
story unit will be allowed on Lot 202. Lot numbers are as depicted on the
Tentative Subdivision Maps for Panhandle Dunmore South and Panhandle
Dunmore Central dated July 19, 2007.

10
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Corridor Fencing

Starting at the southeastern edge of the senior residential units (PUD
Parcel 21) and the western edge of the 50-foot landscape corridor, a 6-foot
barrier shall be constructed consisting of 3-foot masonry bottom and topped
by 3-foot open fencing (i.e. tubular steel, vertical bars). The barrier fencing
shall continue north to the first proposed 1.0.D.( designated as K Street)
north of the southern boundary or the Avdis property. Fencing continuing
north will consist of masonry or up~graded wood-type construction.

Mitigation Measures

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.2.2.c of the Panhandle FEIR,
Panhandle shall require buyers of residential units to be provided with
disclosure regarding the adjacent Valley View Acres area. The disclosure shall
describe Valley View’s unique rural estate residential environment and that
there may be inconveniences (i.e. odors, noises, dust ) and other
environmental consideration associated with Valley View. The disclosure will
state that the Panhandle residents should be prepared to accept these
inconveniences and recognize that these uses will occur, Panhandle project
representatives and Valley View representatives will work to draft the
language of the disclosure.

11



Northgate 880 / Panhandle (M05-031 / P05-077) December 4, 2007

ATTACHMENT 3 — MCMURCHIE LAW LETTER DATED SEPTEMBER 26, 2007

2130 East Bidwall Strnet, Suito . Folsom, CA 95630 [916]963-8000
L

DAVID W. McMURCHIE
drernurchie @ memurthiom

VICKI E.HARTIGAN
viacdgan gmemucchie com

September 26, 2007

Via Federal Express

Sacramento City Council
¢/o City Clerk

City of Sacramento

City Hall

915 I Street, Room 304
Sacrarnento, CA 95814-2671

Re:  Proposed Panhandle Annexation
Dear Members of the City Cougicil:

This firm represents Rio Linda-Elverta Recreation and Park District, (the “District”).
Please consider this letter as the District’s formal protest and objection to (1) City’s
proposed partition of its original proposal to annex the entire Panhandle area both north
and south of Del Paso Road into a proposed annexation of the North Panhandle area
which lies north of Del Paso Road and the creation of an unincorporated island
comprising the property lying south of Del Paso Road; and (2) detachment of the North
Panhandle from the Rio Linda-Elverta Recreation and Park District,

The District comtends that this partition resulting in an unincorporated island which
accounts for a significant portion of the District’s property tax revenue should not be
approved for the following reasons:

1 The crestion of such an unincorporated island violates the provisions of

Government Code sections 56744 and 56375, The restrictions against creation of
such unincorporated islands should not be waived pursuant to section 56375(m)

12
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Sacramento City Council
September 26, 2007
Page20f 3

because the creation of such an unincorporated istand would be detrimental to the
orderly development of the community;

2. The creation of such an unincorporated island violates those provisions of the
City's General Plan which provides at section 1-32 that development in the city's
new growth area should only be approved if it promotes efficient growth patterns
and efficient public service extensions, as well as being compatible with adjacent
developments. The District contends that the creation of the umincorporated
island in a more intensely developed area south of the North Panhandle
Annexation does not promote efficient growth patterns and public service
extensions to the North Panhandle area;

3. The creation of such an unincorporated island by this annexation proposal will
deprive all registered voters and/or land owners residing within or owning
property within the unincorporated island of voting or otherwise expressing their
opinion at a hearing on the future incorporation of the unincorporated island,
which is not dealt with in this proposal. Government Code section 56375(a) and
subsection (a)(1) provide that LAFCO has no power to disapprove an annexation
to a city of an vnincorporated island surrounded by that city if that territory to be
annexed is “substantially developed or developing”, is designated for urban
growth by the general plan of the annexing city, and is not prime agricultural land.
The proposed unincorporated island meets all of these criteria. It is my client’s
contention that the current proposal to approve the North Panhandle Annexation
and create an unincorporated island comprising the developing area south of Del
Paso Road is an attempt to annex the unincorporated island in the future without
the necessity of any LAFCO proceedings (which means that registered voters
residing within or land owners owning property within the proposed
unincorporated island will have no power to file written protests against or vote
against the proposed annexation of the unincorporated jsland in the futose.

Based on the foregoing, the District strongly protests the partition of the Panhandle
annexation proposal, the creation of an unincorporated island in the south Panhandle, the
approval of the North Panhandle Annexation, and the detachment of that area from the
district. The partitioning of the Panhandle Annexation and the creation of an
unincorporated island is simply a means to deprive the registered voters and property
owners of the unincorporated island the power to participate in the decision as to whether
the developing property within the unincorporated island should be annexed to the city
and detached from the District. Any decision by the City Council which deprives the
voters and land owners of the unincorporated island the power to participate in this
process is fundamentally flawed,

13
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Sacramento City Council
September 26, 2007
Page 3 0f 3

It is respectfully requested that this letter be formally admitted into the record of the
proceedings of the City Council on this issue, and that it be considered the formal written
protest of the Rio Linda-Elverta Recreation and Park District to the proposed North
Panhandle Annexation and related detachment from the district,

Very tsuly yours,

DWM:sjm

ce: Mr. Scott Mende, City of Sacramento
Mr. Don Schatzel, Rio Linda-Elverta Recreation and Park District
Supervisor Roger Dickinson
Supervisor Jimmie Yee
Supervisor Susan Peters
Supervisor Roberta MacGlashan
Supervisor Don Nottoli
Mr. Peter Brundage, LAFCO
Rio Linda-Elverta Incorporation Committee, Attn: Mr, Jerry Traugtman

14



Northgate 880 / Panhandle (M05-031 / P05-077) December 4, 2007

ATTACHMENT 4 — BRIGIT S. BARNES & ASSOCIATES, INC. LETTER DATED
OCTOBER 16, 2007

.S:Brlglt S.

Barnes &
r'_Assocmtes,_

Qctober 16, 2007

Via Facsimile fletter onlyf and U.S. Mail
Fax: 916-264-7680

City of Sacramento, City Council
Histeric City Hall, 915 I Street
Office of the City Clerk, 1% Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

-BngllS Bamcs, Esq :_
;Susan M Vcn;'nc ESQ . Aum: Hon. Heather Fargo, Mayor

e ' : Hon. Raymond L. Tretheway, District 1
Hon Sandy Sheedy, District 2

Hon. Steve Cohn, District 3

Hon. Robert King Fong, Districi 4
Hon Lauren Hammond, District 5
Hon. Kevin McCarty, District 6

Hon. Robbie Waters, District 7

Hon. Bonnie Pannell, District 8

Re:  ltem 27. Northgate 880/Panhandie (M05-031/ P05-077) (Passed for publication
on 6-12-07, published on 6-15-07, noticed on 7-19-07; continued from 6-26-07,
7-24-07, 7-31-07, 8-17-07, 9-4-07, 9-18-07, 10-2-07)

Dear Mayor Farge and Councilmembers:

On behalf of our clients, Jim Gately, J B. Management, L.P., 1. B. Propenties, and J.B. Company,

1;;,;,}1. {jse }‘;,j}g o -~ who are property owners in the southern portion of the proposed annexation (south of Del Paso
Environmental - - Road), we hereby submit the following comments on Northgate 880 / Panhandle (M05-031/
Paralegal -~ -+~ P05-077),

Jacnelyn Jarvis 0
P Although the Planning Department staff lias requesied another continuance of llem 27 to
October 23, 2007, we wish to submit the following comments at this time. The proposcd
project description, according to Resolution No. 2000-734 {adepted by the Sacramento City

Lagu! Anrmmb

. " Council on December 2000), the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) {adopted by the
Noreen Pum;,n.my = Planning Commission on June 28, 2007), the current Sphere of Influence, and the Panhandle

JeinaPorter . Municipal Service Review dated February 2007, includes the annexation/reorganization of the
T arca bounded by Northgate Boulevard, Sorento Road, and East Levee Road to the east, 1-80 to
the south, current City limits 1o the west, and Elkhom Boulevard to the north — the entire
northern and southern portions. None of these documents have been amended 1o show the
revisions approved by the City Council on August 14, 2007,

?26’ Pemyn Raﬂd
'S:mu 2007
Looniis, A 9565()
Bhine {91 5) 600-9. 55.5

FoLX (R18) 650- 9554 i ) )
Mebsite .7 Asset Preservation . Commercial Real Estate . Environmental
'-Iumﬂmvb; Imrnes mm Generul Business . Real Estate Financing . Litigation

15
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Sacramento City Council
QOclober 16, 2007
Page 2

Defects to the Final Environmental Impact Report

In addition, we set out in summary form our continuing concerns. In our letter to the Planning
Commission dated May 24, 2007 (copy atlached), we expressed concern regarding substantial
inadequacies of the EIR, and that many items challenged in the Draft have not been responded
to in the Final EIR. (Certain mitigations are proposed in the Staff Report, but have never been
incorporated in a revised EIR.) We also expressed concern with inconsistency between the EIR
and the City of Sacramento General Plan and North Natomas Community Plan regarding the
need for 100-year {lood protection prior to any new residential development.

In our letier to the City Council dated June 11, 2007 {copy attached), we again expressed
concerns regarding environmental, financial, and policy considerations associated with the
proposed reorganization and the supporting documentation, which never coordinated removal of
ihe pan from the mitigation and financial study.

Upon decision of the City Planning Commission on June 28, 2007 to certify
annexation/reorganization, we submitied an application to appeal the decision. (See Notice of
Appeal of Planning Commission Decision dated July 6, 2007, copy attached). The appeal again
addresses the issues raised in our May 24 and Junc 11, 2007 letiers.

None of these previously raised concerns have been addressed by the City, including the fact
that the northern portion of the Panhandle reorganization is currently undeveloped agricultural
land, which is at risk for flooding.

New Developments Regarding Flooding

Now, we understand that the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) September
27, 2007 letter to the City of Sacramento denied the City’s request to continue allowing
unrestricted growth in North Natomas while the levees are improved. FEMA will not allow new
development on farmland in Sacramento until the levees are recertified to provide 100-ycar
flood protection. Additionally, on October 10, 2007, the Secretary of State chaptered AB 70,
which provides that the City may be required to contribute its fair and reasonable share of the
property damage caused by a flood 10 the extent that the City has increased the state’s exposure
to liability for property damage by unreasonably approving new development in a previously
undeveloped area that is protected by a state flood contro! project. We are aware of no revisions
to the EIR fo respond (o this new information; or how the applicant will mitigate these impacts
without a complete redesign of the project.

16
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Sacramento City Council
October 16, 2007
Page 3

Projcct Description

In an effort by the City that appears to be an attempt o climinate opposition to the
annexation/recorganization, rather than to resolve these important issues, the City has agreed (o
seck to annex only the northern portion of the Panhandle, leaving the southemn portion in the
County. An EIR does not violate CEQA when the lead agency approves a smaller project than
{hat described in the EIR, or when an agency approves part of the project that was initially
analyzed in the EIR. See Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency (1985) 173 Cal. App.3d 1029, 1049.
However, important changes to the project must be reflected in the project description and
environmental analysis. These changes can affect the overall adequacy of the document. The
project description in an EIR must state the precise location and boundaries of the proposed
project. 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15124(a). The City cannot arbitrarily change the project
description without correcting and recirculating the EIR document,

A project description must state the objectives sought by the proposed project. The rationale for
cxclusion from the possible project alternatives should be consistent with the statement of
objectives in the project description. The EIR Project Objcectives Scction 3 7 states:

Basced on Resolution No 2000-734, adopted by the Sacramento City Council
on Dec 12, 2000, the City of Sacramento has identified the following specific
project objectives for the overall panhandle Area annexation:

e Promote a logical and reasonable extension of the City boundaries
since this area is already surrounded on three sides by existing City
limils;

e Provide for a more efficient provision of municipal services for
existing and future development in the Panhandle arex;

e Promote greater compliance with uniform City planning and
development standards under the NNCP; and,

o Adopt an annexation that would be fiscally beneficial to the City since
the revenue generated by the non-residential land uses would likely
off-set the costs of providing municipal services to this arca.

Obviously, if the project description is changed to include only annexation of the northermn
pottion, that portion is not surrounded on three sides by cxisting City limits, there is no existing
development, and revenue generated by the non-residential land uses will not likely off-set the
costs of providing municipal services to the area. As part of the project description, the
objectives also must be corrected to reflect revised conditions and the EIR recirculated.

17
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Sacramento City Council
October 16, 2007
Page 4

Corrections and Recirculation of the EIR

If any significant new information is added to the EIR after notice of public review has been
given, but before final certification of the EIR, the lead agency must issue a new notice and
recirculate the EIR for comments and consultation. Pub. Res. Code §21092.1; 14 Cal. Code
Regs. §15088.5; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6
Cal.4th 1112 (Laurel Heights ID). Changing the project description (location and objectives)
is “significant” enough to require recirculation of the document. There are other issues
associated with the change in the project description, as discussed below.

Sphere of Influence

“Sphere of Influence” [SOI] means a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service
area of a local agency, as determined by the commission. Govt. Code §56076. The 501
adopted for the annexation is for the entire Panhandle area and, of course, all of the
annexation documents include the southern portion as part of the annexation. The EIR
states: “Under State law, LAFCo is charged with: Ensuring orderly growth by the
annexation of land within an adopted SOI.” [Emphasis added ] Therefore, the annexation
should include the entire SO, or the SOI and all subordinate documents should be amended.
Additionally, it would be LAFCQ’s determination as to whether the City’s SOI boundaries
should be changed, regardless of any agreemenl between the City and the County [Govt.
Code §56425(b)], thus requiring further proceedings.

Municipal Service Review

LAFCO is also required to prepare a Municipal Service Review for every SOL. The
document prepared for the Panhandle Annexation [dated February 2007] includes the entire
area -- northern and southern portions - and has not been amended. Since things have not
been worked out between the City and County, this document is neither accurate nor
complete.

City/County Tax Exchanpe Apreement

The EIR and Municipal Service Review refer to the Tax Exchange Agreement as if it is
determined. Although an agreement has been drafled, it is not complete and has not been
executed. The draft Tax Exchange Agreement (copy attached) between the County of
Sacramento and the City of Sacramento, Relating to the Panhandle Annexation, in addition
{o leaving blank the property taxes to be allocated to the Rio Linda-Elverta Recreation and
Park District under Section 6, states under Section 7:
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Sacramento City Council
October 16, 2007
Page 5

Services. Within that area generally depicted on Exhibit “A”, which
will remain in the unincorporated territory, the CITY agrees,
subsequent to annexation to:

(a) provide, at the request of the Sacramento County Sheriff,
law enforcement scrvices as may be required above the
level of mutual aid;

(b) operate and maintain, to the standards of the Sacramento
County Water Agency, all drainage facilities; and

(c) permit, at COUNTY or Water Agency costs, and at the
option of COUNTY or Water Agency, access to CITy
water facilities and waler supplies to the extent necessary
to provide domestic, commercial or industrial water
service within such territory. Costs to COUNTY or Water
Agency shall not exceed the costs to CITY of providing
access or the costs of providing water to other persons or
entities.

Section 7 appears to be an attempt to satisfy our client, but we understand it is completely
unacceptable to the City. Since this agreement has not been worked out and approved, the
conclusions in the EIR and Municipal Services Review documents are in question, and
cannol be accurate or complete. Therefore, the City cannot logically proceed with approval
of the EIR, Annexation/Reorganization, ete. without an executed tax exchange agreement.

Conclusion

In light of the unresolved issues associated with the Panhandle annexation/reorganization,
we request that the Cily table the matter until all issues are resolved in a logical manner.
Then the City can actually make a determination for a complete and internally consistent
project.

rely,

Brigit S. Barmes

See next page for list of attachments
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Sacramenio City Coungil
October 16, 2007
Page 6

Attachments:
May 24, 2007 leuter to Planning Commission
June 11, 2007 letter to City Council
July 6, 2007 Notice of Appeal of Planning Commission Decision
Draft Tax Exchange Agreement Between the County of Sacramento and the City of
Sacramento, Relating to the Panhandle annexation

cet Clients fvia fax, w/out attachiments]
Scot Mende [via email, w/out attachments]

Gately\CityCouncil L.O2
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ATTACHMENT 5 - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION NO 2007 - XXXX
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

December 4, 2007

CERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
ADOPTING THE MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE
NORTHGATE 880/PANHANDLE PROJECT (M05-031 / P05-077)

BACKGROUND

A. On June 28, 2007, the City Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on,
and forwarded to the City Council a recommendation to approve with conditions the
Northgate 880/Panhandle Project {(herein Project).

B. On July 31, 2007, August 14, 2007, September 4, 2007, and September 18,
2007, the City Council conducted public hearings for which notice was given by
publication, posting, and mail pursuant to Sacramento City Code Section 16.24.097(B),
17.204.020(C), 17.208.020(C) and 18.16.080(B), and received and considered
evidence concerning the Northgate 880/Panhandle Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.  The City Coungil finds that the Environmental Impact Report for the
Northgate 880/Panhandle Project (Panhandle Annexation and Planned Unit
Development (PUD) Project (SCH#2005092043)) (herein EIR) which consists of the
Draft EIR and the Final EIR (Response to Comments) collectively the "EIR” has been
completed in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local Environmental
Procedures.

Section 2. The City Council certifies that the EIR was prepared, published, circulated
and reviewed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA
Guidelines (Guidelines) and the Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures, and
constitutes an adequate, accurate, objective and complete Final Environmental impact
Report in full compliance with the requirements of CEQA, Guidelines and the
Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures.

Section 3.  The City Council certifies that the EIR has been presented to it, that the
City Council has reviewed the EIR, and has considered the information contained in the
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EIR prior to acting on the proposed Project, and that the EIR reflects the City Council's
independent judgment and analysis.

Section 4.  Pursuant to Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15083, and in support of its
approval of the Project, the City Council adopts the attached Findings of Fact and
Statements of Overriding Considerations in support of approval of the Project as set
forth in the attached Exhibit A of this Resolution.

Section 5.  Pursuant to CEQA section 21081.6 and Guidelines section 15091, and in
support of its approval of the Project, the City Council adopts the Mitigation Monitoring
Program to require all reasonably feasible mitigation measures to be implemented by
means of Project conditions, agreements, or other measures, as set forth in the
Mitigation Monitoring Program as set forth in Exhibit B of this Resolution.

Section 8.  The City Council directs that, upon approval of the Project, the City's
Environmental Planning Services shall file a notice of determination with the County
Clerk of Sacramento County and, if the Project requires a discretionary approval from
any state agency, with the State Office of Planning and Research, pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA section 21152.

Section 7. Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the documents and other
matters that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council has based
its decision are located in and may be obtained from the Office of the City Clerk at 915 |
Street, Sacramento, California. The City Clerk is the custodian of matters before the
City Council.

Table of Contents:

Exhibit A — CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
Northgate 880/Panhandle Project

Exhibit B — Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Northgate 880/Panhandle Project.
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Exhibit A

CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Northgate 880/Panhandle Project

Description of the Project

The Project site consists of 1,429-acre area located in unincorporated
Sacramento County known as “the Panhandle.” The Project site consists of two
components: the Northern Portion, a 594.7-acre area located between Del Paso Road
and Elkhorn Boulevard and the Southern Portion, a 835-acre area located south of Del
Paso Road between Dei Paso Road and Interstate 80.

The project consists of the following:

1. Development of Panhandle PUD. The Northern Portion consists of the
594.7-acre area north of Del Paso Road, between Del Paso Road and Elkhorn
Boulevard. Upon annexation, the Northern Portion is proposed to be developed as the
Panhandie Planned Unit Development (PUD) with a variety of low-, medium-, and high-
density residential uses (a total of 3,075 residential units), commercial and mixed-use
uses, an elementary school, a middle/high school, and open space and park uses.
Streets, water and sewer lines, dry utilities, and drainage facilities would be installed as
part of the proposed development of the Northern Portion.

The Project includes entitliements and other approvals to implement the
Panhandle PUD including General Plan Amendments, Community Plan Amendments,
Prezoning/Rezoning, Establishment of the Panhandie Planned Unit Development (PUD)
including a Schematic Plan and PUD Guidelines, Finance Plan, Inclusionary Housing
Plans, Tentative Master Parcel Maps, Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps and
Subdivision Modifications.

2. General Plan Amendment and Community Plan Amendment for the
Southern Portion. The Project includes amendments to the General Plan map and
North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) for the 835-acre Southern Portion. The
General Plan Amendments and NNCP Amendments are intended to establish plan
consistency among General Plan and Community Plan designations/nomenclature with
current land use (built) conditions. Current City of Sacramento General Plan and NNCP
designations for the Southern Portion do not correspond to the land use in the existing
(built) condition in the Southern Portion. The General Plan and NNCP amendments do
not create additional land use capacity. No development entitlements are proposed for
the Southern Portion.

3. Pre-zone Portions of the Southern Portion. Approximately  acres of
the Southern Portion proposed for annexation to the City of Sacramento will be pre-
zoned as part of the Project. The areas that will be pre-zoned consist of the City of
Sacramento’s acre North Area Corporation Yard (NACY), an approximately

-acre area east of the Panhandle PUD bound by Sotnip Road on the north and
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Del Paso Road on the south and acres of Del Paso Road along the southern
boundary of the Panhandle PUD. These areas will be prezoned from the County
zoning designation to City zoning designations.

4. Annexation of acres to the City of Sacramento. The Project
includes annexation of lands currently within unincorporated County to the City of
Sacramento. The area proposed for annexation includes acres including the
594.7-acre Northern Portion, and ____ acres within the Southern Portion consisting of
the City of Sacramento'’s -acre North Area Corporation Yard (NACY), an
approximately -acre area east of the Panhandle PUD bound by Sotnip Road on
the north and Del Paso Road on the south and _____ acres of Del Paso Road along the
southern boundary of the Panhandle PUD. The lands proposed for annexation are
located within the City's Sphere of Influence.

The Panhandle Annexation and Planned Unit Development (PUD) EIR evaluated
annexation of the Northern and Southern Portions to the City (1,429 acres). In
approving the Project, the Council is proposing to annex a smaller area than was
evaluated in the EIR. The Project that the Council is approving includes annexation of

an acre area consisting of the Northern Portion (594.7 acres), the North
Area Corporation Yard (NACY) {____acres), the area between Sotnip Road and Del
Paso Road ( acres) and Del Paso Boulevard along the southern portion of the

Panhandle PUD (___ acres).

Project Obiectives

The project objectives of the Panhandle annexation have been identified as
follows:

1. Promote a logical and reasonable extension of the City boundaries since this
area is already surrounded on two sides by existing City limits;

2. Provide for a more efficient provision of municipa!l services for existing and future
development in the Panhandle area;

3. Promote greater compliance with uniform City planning and development
standards under the NNCP; and,

4. Adopt an annexation that would be fiscally beneficial to the City since the
revenue generated by the non-residential land uses would likely off-set the costs of
providing municipal services to this area.

The City has identified the following project objectives for the Southern Portion:

5. Prezone the annexation area in accordance with current uses in the developed
area south of Del Paso Road and Sotnip Road; and,

6. Minimize impacts to the continued viability of existing industrial, warehousing,
and other employment-generating and supporting uses.
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The project objectives of the Panhandle PUD have been identified as follows:

7. Aid the City in meeting its responsibility to accommodate a percentage of
anticipated population growth, as projected by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG), by providing approximately 200,000 square feet of commercial
space and approximately 3,075 residential units in a mix of residential unit types and
densities;

8. Optimize the land use potential of an infill location in the City by providing a mix
of residential, commercial, park, open space uses and school uses;

9. Build a community that implements the goals and objectives of the NNCP and
the ‘'smart growth’ principles advocated by SACOG;

10.  Create a community with a park system which incorporates neighborhood and
community park facilities with local and regional-connecting open space amenities that
are accessible to residents and the public;

11.  Provide a safe and efficient circulation system that interconnects uses, promotes
pedestrian circulation, and minimizes impacts to rural uses east of the Panhandle
project area;

12.  Create a community that makes efficient use of land (i.e. compact development
density, efficient use of open space and parks) by directing development toward the
existing urban area as a means to reduce sprawl in the region;

13.  Ensure that the project includes a balanced mix of uses and facilities that are
fiscally feasible for the project applicant and implement funding mechanisms that do not
create a financial impact on the City; and

14.  Implement recently adopted and envisioned planning and design tools including

the principles of the Pedestrian Master Plan, Greenprint and SACOG Blueprint
principles, and the City’'s Smart Growth Implementation Strategy.
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Findings Reqguired Under CEQA

1. Procedural Findings
The City Council of the City of Sacramento finds as follows:

In accordance with Section 15060(d) of the Guidelines, the City of Sacramenio’'s
Environmental Planning Services determined, that the Panhandle Annexation and
Planned Unit Development (PUD) Project (SCH# 2005092043} (herein after the Project)
may have significant effects on the environment and prepared an environmental impact
report (“"EIR") on the Project. The EIR was prepared, noticed, published, circulated,
reviewed, and completed in full compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines (14
California Code of Regulations §15000 ef seq.), and the City of Sacramento
environmental guidelines, as follows:

a. A Notice of Preparation ("NOP") of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office
of Planning and Research and each responsible and trustee agency and was circulated
for public comments from September 8, 2005 through October 11, 2005.

b. A second Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of
Planning and Research and each responsible and trustee agency and was circulated for
public comments from October 21, 2005 through November 22, 2005. The purpose of
the second NOP was to ensure that notice of the project was provided to property
owners and interested persons and agencies.

C. A Notice of Completion ("NOC"} and copies of the Draft EIR were
distributed to the Office of Planning and Research on November 3, 2006 to those public
agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, or which exercise
authority over resources that may be affected by the Project, and to other interested
parties and agencies as required by law. The comments of such persons and agencies
were sought.

d. An official 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR was established
by the Office of Planning and Research. The public comment period began on
November 3, 2006 and ended on December 18, 2008.

e. A Notice of Availability (“NOA") of the Draft EIR was mailed to all
interested groups, organizations, and individuals who had previously requested notice in
writing. The NOA stated that the City of Sacramento had completed the Draft EIR and
that copies were available at the City of Sacramento, Development Services
Department, New City Hall, 815 | Street, Third Flood, Sacramento, California 95814,
The letter also indicated that the official 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR
would end on December 18, 2006.

f. A public notice was placed in the Daily Recorder on November 3, 2006,
which stated that the Draft EIR was available for public review and comment.

26



Northgate 880 / Panhandle (M05-031 / P05-077) December 4, 2007

g. A public notice stating that the Draft EIR was available for public review
and comment was posted in the office of the Sacramento County Clerk on November 3,
2006.

h. Following closure of the public comment period, all comments received on
the Draft EIR during the comment period, the City's written responses to the significant
environmental points raised in those comments, and additional information added by the
City were added to the Draft EIR to produce the Final EIR.

2. Record of Proceedings

The following information is incorporated by reference and made part of the record
supporting these findings:

a. The Draft and Final EIR, including its technical appendices and all
documents relied upon or incorporated by reference therein.

b. The City of Sacramento General Plan, City of Sacramento, January, 1988
and all updates.

C. Environmental Impact Report City of Sacramento General Plan Update,
City of Sacramento, March, 1987 and all updates.

d. Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
Adoption of the Sacramento General Plan Update, City of Sacramento, 1988 and all
updates.

€. Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento

f. Blueprint Preferred Scenario for 2050, Sacramento Area Council of
Governments, December, 2004

Q. Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, Sacramento
Department of City Planning, Urban Design Plan 3.0, Architectural Design Policies

h. City of Sacramento, 2005-2010, Capital Improvement Program, Utilities
Program Overview

I. North Natomas Community Plan, City of Sacramento, 1986 and 1994 and
all updates

i Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
Adoption of the North Natomas Community Plan, City of Sacramento, May 1994 and all
updates

K. New High School Middie School Draft and Final Environmental impact
Reports, Grant Joint Union High School District, including Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Considerations, 2005

l. The Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project.
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m. All records of decision, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters,
synopses of meetings, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, or
prepared by any City commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff relating to the
Project.

Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the documents and other materials that
constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council has based its decision
are located in, and may be obtained from, the Office of the City Clerk at 915 | Street,
Sacramento, California. The City Clerk is the custodian of records for all matters before
the City Council.

3. Findings

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives,
where feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant environment impacts that
would otherwise occur. Mitigation measures or alternatives are not required, however,
where such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for the project lies with
some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, sub. (a), (b).)

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or
substantially lessened, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may
nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding
considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the project’s
“benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental effects.”
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, sub. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code, §21081,
sub. (b).)

In seeking to effectuate the substantive policy of CEQA to substantially lessen or
avoid significant environmental effects to the extent feasible, an agency, in adopting
findings, need not necessarily address the feasibility of both mitigation measures and
environmentally superior alternatives when contemplating approval of a proposed
project with significant impacts. Where a significant impact can be mitigated to an
“acceptable” level solely by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures, the agency, in
drafting its findings, has no obligation to consider the feasibility of any environmentally
superior alternative that could also substantially lessen or avoid that same impact —
even if the alternative would render the impact less severe than would the proposed
project as mitigated. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83
Cal.App.3d 515, 521; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of
the University of California (“Laurel Heights 1"} (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403.)

In these Findings, the City first addresses the extent to which each significant
environmental effect can be substantially lessened or avoided through the adoption of
feasible mitigation measures. Only after determining that, even with the adoption of all
feasible mitigation measures, an effect is significant and unavoidable does the City
address the extent to which alternatives described in the EIR are (i) environmentally
superior with respect to that effect and (i) “feasible” within the meaning of CEQA.
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In cases in which a project’s significant effects cannot be mitigated or avoided,
an agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if it first
adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why
the agency found that the "benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment.” (Public Resources Code, Section 21081, sub. (b); see also, CEQA
Guidelines, Sections 15093, 15043, sub.(b).) In the Statement of Overriding
Considerations found at the end of these Findings, the City identifies the specific
economic, social, and other considerations that, in its judgment, outweigh the significant
environmental effects that the Project will cause.

The California Supreme Court has stated that “[t]he wisdom of approving ... any
development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is
necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who
are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires
that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta /1 (1990) 52 Cal.3d
553 at 576.)

in support of its approval of the Project, the City Council makes the following
findings for each of the significant environmental effects and alternatives of the Project
identified in the EIR pursuant to Section 21080 of CEQA and section 15091 of the
CEQA Guidelines. As described above, the Project area consists of two portions: a
Northern Portion and a Southern Portion. The Northern Portion is proposed to be
developed within the North Natomas Community Plan as a Pianned Unit Development
and was evaluated at a project level of environmental analysis. The City is not currently
processing any specific development request or proposing any specific infrastructure
facility upgrades related to the Southern Portion. The Southern Portion was evaluated
at a program level of environmental analysis. More specific findings are therefore
necessary for the Northern Portion. As set forth in Sections A and B below,
environmental impact findings related to the Northern Portion are made separately from
findings related to the Southern Portion.

A Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts Mitigated to a Less
Than Significant Level

The following significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the
Project, including cumulative impacts, are being mitigated to a less than significant level
and are set out below. Pursuant to section 21081(a)(1) of CEQA and section
15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, as to each such impact, the City Council, based
on the evidence in the record before it, finds that changes or alterations incorporated
into the Project by means of conditions or otherwise, mitigate, avoid or substantially
lessen to a level of insignificance these significant or potentially significant
environmental impacts of the Project. The basis for the finding for each identified
impacts is set forth below.

1. Findings Related to the Northern Portion

The following significant and potentially significant environmental impacts of the
Northern Portion of the Project, including cumulative impacts, are being mitigated to a
less than significant level and are set out below. Pursuant to section 21081(a)(1) of
CEQA and section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, as to each such impact, the
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City Council, based on the evidence in the record before it, finds that changes or
alterations incorporated into the Project by means of conditions or otherwise, mitigate,
avoid or substantially lessen to a level of insignificance these significant or potentially
significant environmental impacts of the Project. The basis for the finding for each
identified impacts is set forth below.

Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources

Impact 4.2.2. The project would place urban land uses adjacent to agricultural
lands, which may impair adjacent agricultural activities and result in land use
compatibility conflicts. This would resuit in a significant impact. (Less Than
Significant After Mitigation)

Facts in Support of Finding

The existing North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) calls for an agricultural
buffer along the north and west boundaries of the Project. The NNCP calls for a
500-foot separation that includes a 250 foot agricultural buffer along Elkhorn
Boulevard, the 136-foot wide public right-of-way of Elkhorn Boulevard and 150-
feet of area north of Elkhorn Boulevard (operations and other uses).

The PUDs (Northpointe Park, Heritage Park, JMA, and Schumacher) to the west
of the Panhandle PUD have provided the required 250 foot buffer — consistent
with the North Natomas Community Plan. To the west, the buffer has been used
for utilities including detention basins, water storage tanks, construction staging,
and electric powerlines The existing buffer has not been landscaped and does
not include pedestrian trails. Future plans for Elkhorn Boulevard widening
include the provision of bike/pedestrian trails.

The Project includes the elimination of the agricultural buffer along the northern
boundary and creation of a land use separation that consists of Elkhorn
Boulevard right of way and a 35-foot landscape corridor along the south side of
Elkhorn Boulevard. The landscape corridor would be landscaped and include a
pedestrian/bicycle trail. The trail would link to future trails east and west of the
Project site along the south side of Elkhorn Boulevard.

The need to buffer urban lands from agricultural uses north of Elkhorn Boulevard
is diminishing as Elkhormn Boulevard accommodates greater levels of traffic and
since the land north of the project site is no longer being used for agricultural
pursuits. The future average daily trips on Elkhorn Boulevard (year 2025) north
of the Project site is projected to be 41,120 trips per day. The City is currently
working with the County on the North Natomas Joint Vision, an overall plan for
the future development of the lands north of Elkhorn Boulevard. With future
development north of the Project site, the 250 foot buffer of agricultural lands
would no longer be necessary. The property immediately north of the Panhandle
project across Elkhorn Boulevard was previously used for agricultural uses and
was an agricultural preserve in the Williamson Act.  The site is no longer part of
the Williamson Act and was used as a borrow site and currently being used for
machinery storage and stockpiling.
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For these reasons, the Council finds that an agricultural buffer along Elkhorn
Boulevard is not necessary for the Project. Therefore, the Council rejects
Mitigation Measures 4.2.2a and 4.2.2b from the EIR as follows:

implementation of mitigation measure 4.2.2¢ would reduce this impact to Less
Than Significant:

Mitigation Measure 4.2.2c {From MMP). A disclosure statement including the
following text shall be recorded against the properties located within the
Panhandle PUD: "Residents of property which are adjacent to land which is
zoned for agricultural use or which is designated for agricuitural use may be
subject to inconveniences or discomfort from the pursuit of agricultural
operations including but not limited to cuitivation, plowing, spraying, fertilizing,
pruning, and harvesting which occasionally generates dust, smoke, noise and
odor; from the noise, odors, and other features attributed to the keeping of farm
animals; and from the conduct of farming activities during typical working hours,
as well as late in the evening, early in the morning, or 24-hours a day during
certain times and seasons of the year. Residents on adjacent property should be
prepared to accept such inconvenience and recognize that these uses will occur.
If, however, an agricultural operation is being conducted in a manner which does
not appear to be consistent with accepted agricultural practices, any person may
file a complaint with the office of the Agricultural Commissioner, located at 4137
Branch Center Road, Sacramento, California.”

Finding: This impact is Less Than Significant after mitigation.

Section 4.4 Traffic and Circulation
Impact 4.4.1. The Panhandle PUD would contribute to traffic impacts to the
transportation system in the vicinity of the project area. This would be a
significant impact. (Less Than Significant After Mitigation)

Facts in Support of Finding

Buildout under the Panhandle PUD would contribute to the need for the
extension and widening of several local roadways, intersection improvements,
and signalization of intersections in and around the project area.
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Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to
Less Than Significant:

Mitigation Measure 4.4.1 (From MMP). The project applicant shall be required
to develop the Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan for review and
approval by the City of Sacramento. The Panhandle PUD Public Facilities
Finance Plan shall identify the financing mechanism(s) for all feasible
transportation improvements defined as adopted mitigation measures including,
but not limited to, new roadway widenings, traffic signals, and public transit. The
project applicant shall coordinate the preparation of the finance plan with the
City, County of Sacramento, and the Metro Air Park Public Facilities Financing
Plan and Greenbriar Finance Plan. All mitigation measures with "fair share”
contributions would be implemented through the proposed financing
mechanism(s) indicated in the finance plan or by some other mechanism as
determined by the City of Sacramento in consultation with the County of
Sacramento. The Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan shali be
approved by the City at the time the project is considered for approval and shall
become a condition of approval,

Finding: This impact is Less Than Significant after mitigation.

« Impact4.4.2. The Panhandle PUD at build-out would resuit in significant
impacts to area intersections under baseline conditions. This would be a
significant impact. (Less Than Significant After Mitigation)

Facts in Support of Findings

Development under the Panhandle PUD generated traffic would either trigger or
contribute to traffic operations that violate City and County LOS standards.
These intersections include the following: (i) SR 99 Northbound Ramps/Eikhorn
Boulevard; (ii) Natomas Bouilevard/Elkhorn Boulevard; (iii) National Drive/Elkhorn
Boulevard; (iv) I-5 Southbound Ramps/Del Paso Road; (v) i-5 Northbound
Ramps/Del Paso Road; (vi) Natomas Boulevard/Del Paso Road; (vii) National
Drive/Del Paso Road; and (vii) Kenmar Road/Del Paso Road. The Southem
Portion is nearly built out and the Project does not propose any development
request for this portion of the Panhandle Area.

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to
Less Than Significant:

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2a (From MMP). The project applicant shall pay its fair
share, currently calculated {o be 7.67% (based on the Panhandle PUD Public
Facilities Financing Plan), to install a traffic signal at the SR 99 Northbound
Ramps/Elkhorn Boulevard Intersection. This improvement shall be included in
either the City of Sacramento Capital improvement Program, North Natomas
Financing Plan, or other reasonable enforceable plan or program that provides
for the funding and construction of the improvement to mitigate the impact. The
applicant shall fund the revisions necessary to inciude this improvement in the
plans.
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Mitigation Measure 4.4.2b (From MMP)}. The project applicant shall modify the
traffic signal timings at the Natomas Boulevard/Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to
provide additional green time for the eastbound and westbound through
movements.

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2c (From MMP). The project applicant shall provide an
additional left-turn lane on westhound Elkhorn Boulevard to serve vehicles
traveling from Elkhomn Boulevard to southbound National Drive, (associated with
the National Drive/Elkhorn Boulevard intersection).

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2d (From MMP). The project applicant shall pay its fair
share, calculated to be 4.16% (based on the Panhandle PUD Public Facilities
Financing Plan), to install a traffic signal at the I-5 Southbound Ramps/Del Paso
Road intersection. This improvement shall be included in either the City of
Sacramento Capital Improvement Program, North Natomas Financing Plan, or
other reasonable enforceable plan or program that provides for the funding and
construction of the improvement to mitigate the impact. The applicant shall fund
the revisions necessary {o include this improvement in the plans.

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2e (From MMP). The project applicant shall pay its fair
share, calculated to be 6.40% (based on the Panhandle PUD Public Facilities
Financing Plan), to install a traffic signal at the -5 Northbound Ramps/Del Paso
Road intersection. This improvement shall be included in either the City of
Sacramento Capital Improvement Program, North Natomas Financing Plan, or
other reasonable enforceable plan or program that provides for the funding and
construction of the improvement to mitigate the impact. The applicant shall fund
the revisions necessary {o include this improvement in the plans.

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2f (From MMP). The project applicant shall pay its fair
share, calculated to be 10.30% (based on the Panhandle PUD Public Facilities
Financing Plan), to provide an additional left-turn lane on eastbound and
westbound Del Paso Road (i.e., dual left-turn lanes on both approaches) at the
Natomas Boulevard/Truxel Road intersection. This improvement shall be
included in either the City of Sacramento Capital Improvement Program, North
Natomas Financing Plan, or other reasonable enforceable plan or program that
provides for the funding and construction of the improvement to mitigate the
impact. The applicant shall fund the revisions necessary to include this
improvement in the plans.

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2g (From MMP). The project applicant shall provide the
following improvements at the National Drive/Del Paso Road intersection: (i)
Provide two additional eastbound left-turn lanes on Del Paso Road (triple left-turn
lanes), (ii) Provide an additional eastbound through lane on Del Paso Road; and
(i) Provide an additional through lane on northbound National Drive.

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2h (From MMP). The project applicant shall pay its fair
share, calculated to be 27.30% (based on the Panhandle PUD Public Facilities
Financ