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LAW OFFICES OF DONALD B. MOONEY
DONALD B. MOONEY (CA Bar # 153721)
129 C Street, Suite 2

Davis, California 95616

Telephone: (530) 758-2377

Facsimile: (530) 758-7169

Attorneys for Petitioner
Environmental Council of Sacramento

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL OF
SACRAMENTO; and SIERRA CLUB
Case No.
Petitioner
v. VERIFIED PETITION FOR
WRIT OF MANDATE

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO; SACRAMENTO
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, and,
DOES 1 through 20;

Respondents

CORDOVA HILLS, LLC; CONWY, LLC,
CIELO, LLC: GRANT LINE, LLC; CORDOVA
HILLS OWNERSHIP GROUP and DOES 21
through 100
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Real Parties in Interest

Petitioner ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL OF SACAMENTO and SIERRA CLUB
allege: '

1. By this action, Petitioners challenge Respondents County of Sacramento and
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors’ January 29, 2013 certification of the Final

Environmental Impact Report for the Cordova Hills Project, the required findings under the

California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code, section 21000 ef seq.,

and the approval of the Cordova Hills Project (“Project”).
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2. Petitioners seek a determination from this Court that Respondents’ approval of the
Project is invalid and void and that the EIR prepared for the Project fails to satisfy the
requirements of CEQA, and the CEQA Guidelines, Title 14, California Code of Regulations,
section 15000 ef seq.

PARTIES

3. Petitioner Environmental Council of Sacramento (“ECOS”) is a California
nonprofit public benefit corporation working to protect and improve the environmental quality of
the Greater Sacramento Metropolitan Region and its adjoining ecosystems. Its members include
other environmental organizations, neighborhood groups, and individuals. ECOS has expressed
particular concern for the environment in which its members live, including Sacramento County.

4, The environment and residents of Sacramento County will be directly affected by
the impacts of the Project. ECOS members live, work, travel, and enjoy recreational activities in
Sacramento County. These members have a particular interest in the protection of the
environment of Sacramento County, and are increasingly concerned about worsening
environmental and land use conditions that detrimentally affect their well-being and that of other
residents and visitors of Sacramento County. ECOS and its members have a direct and
substantial beneficial interest in ensuring that Respondents comply with laws relating to
environmental protection. ECOS and its members are adversely affected by Respondents’
failure to comply with CEQA in approving the Project.

5. Petitioner Sierra Club is a California nonprofit membership organization
incorporated under the laws of the State of California in 1892. Currently, the Sierra Club has
approximately 600,000 members, approximately one-quarter of whom live in California.
Approximately 16,000 members belong to the Sierra Club’s Mother Lode Chapter that includes
Sacramento County. The Sierra Club functions to educate and enlist people to protect and
restore the natural and human environment, to practice and promote responsible use of the
earth’s ecosystems and resources, to explore, enjoy, and protect wild places, and to use all lawful

means to achieve these objectives.
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6. The Sierra Club has expressed particular concern for the environment in which its
members live, including Sacramento County. Chapter members live, work, travel and enjoy
recreational activities in Sacramento County. These members have a particular interest in the
protection of the Sacramento County environment and are increasingly concerned about
worsening land use, air quality, and other environmental conditions that detrimentally affect their
well-being and that of other residents and visitors to Sacramento County. Sierra Club and its
members have a direct and substantial beneficial interest in ensuring that Respondents comply
with laws relating to environmental protection. Sierra Club and its members are adversely
affected by Respondents’ failure to comply with CEQA in approving the Project.

7. Respondent Sacramento County is a political subdivision of the State of California
and a body corporate and politic exercising local government power. Sacramento County is the
CEQA “lead agency” for the Project. As lead agency for the Project, Sacramento County is
responsible for preparation of an environmental document that describes the Project and its
impacts, and evaluates mitigation measures and/or alternatives to lessen or avoid any significant
environmental impacts.

8. Respondent Sacramento County Board of Supervisors is a legislative body duly
authorized under the California Constitution and the laws of the State of California to act on
behalf of the County of Sacramento. Respondent Sacramento County Board of Supervisors are
responsible for regulating and controlling land use within the County including, but not limited
to, implementing and complying with the provisions of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

9. Petitioners are unaware of the true names and capacities of Respondents identified
as Does 1-20. Petitioners are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that Respondents
Does 1-20, inclusive, are individuals, entities or agencies with material interests affected by the
Project with respect to the Project or by the County’s actions with respect to the Project. When
the true identities and capacities of these Respondents have been determined, Petitioners will,
with leave of Court if necessary, amend this Petition to insert such identities and capacities.

10.  Real Party in Interest Cordova Hills, LLC is a California limited liability
corporation. Cordova Hills, LLC’s address is 5241 Arnold Avenue, McClellan, California,
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95652. Cordova Hill, LLC is one of the parties identified as carrying out the Project and is one
of the property owners of the Project site.

11.  Real Party in Interest Cielo, LLC is a California limited liability corporation. Cielo,
LLC’s address is 5241 Arnold Avenue, McClellan, California, 95652. Cielo, LLC is one of the
parties identified as carrying out the Project and is one of the property owners of the Project site.

12.  Real Party in Interest Grant Line, LLC is a California limited liability corporation.
Cordova Hills, LLC’s address is 5241 Arnold Avenue, McClellan, California, 95652. Grant
Line, LLC is one of the parties identified as carrying out the Project and is one of the property
owners of the Project site.

13.  Real Party in Interest Conwy, LLC is a California limited liability corporation.
Conwy, LLC’s address is 5241 Arnold Avenue, McClellan, California, 95652. Based upon
information and belief, Petitioners allege that Conwy, LLC has an ownership interest in the
Project and/or Project site.

14.  Real Parties in Interest Cordova Hills Ownership Group is the entity listed as the
applicant for the Cordova Hills Project. Cordova Hills Ownership Group is not listed with the
California Secretary of State as a corporation or limited liability company. Based upon
information and belief, Petitioners allege that Cordova Hills Ownership Group is an association
of ownership interests of the Project site.

15.  Petitioners are unaware of the true names and capacities of Real Parties in Interest
identified as Does 21-100. Petitioners are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that
Respondents Does 21-100, inclusive, are individuals, entities or agencies with material interests
affected by the Project or by the County’s actions with respect to the Project. When the true
identities and capacities of these Real Parties in Interest have been determined, Petitioners will,
with leave of Court if necessary, amend this Petition to insert such identities and capacities.

BACKGROUND FACTS
A. THE PROJECT SITE AND LOCATION
16.  The Project is located in the southeastern portion of Sacramento County on

approximately 2,669 acres. The area was previously designated by the Sacramento County
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General Plan as General Agriculture (80 acres) and was zoned for AG-80 agricultural uses. The
Project is located outside the Urban Policy Area (“UPA”). The Assessor Parcel numbers
associated with the Project are 073-0040-020 through -026, 073-0040-029, 073-0050-023, and
073-0050-052.

17. Grant Line Road, a two-lane thoroughfare, extends along the western Project
boundary. The eastern side of the Project abuts Carson Creek and the northern boundary line of
the property is Glory Lane, a two-lane gravel road that intersects Grant Line Road just south of
Douglas Road. The Kiefer Landfill and the 2,000-foot buffer zone protecting the landfill from
urban encroachment are southwest of the Project.

18.  The Project site is currently used for cattle grazing, and does not contain any
structures or other developments. The elevation of the site ranges from approximately 130 feet
to 280 feet. The topography on the western third of the Project is relatively flat, consisting of a
plateau next to Grant Line Road. The eastern edge of the plateau slopes down easterly into a
north-south intermittent drainage located in the center of the Project site. The topography climbs
back upward in elevation east of the drainage, at which point the site begins to undulate into
gently rolling hills.

19.  Habitats present on the site include grassland, wetland and vernal pool areas, and
intermittent drainages and swales. There are no trees on the site. Much of the wetland habitat is
concentrated on the western side of the Project. Swales and intermittent drainages are found
throughout the Project area. The main intermittent drainage running north-south bisects the site.
Many of the swales and other drainages flow into this central waterway; this central waterway
ultimately connects to Deer Creek. Carson Creek runs past the eastern site boundary, and the
floodplain from the creek extends onto the Project site. Carson Creek eventually connects to
Deer Creek, south of the Project site; Deer Creek is a tributary to the Cosumnes River.

B. THE PROJECT
20.  The Project includes a mix of residential uses from high density residential along

the western edge of the Project to low density residential along the eastern boundary approaching

the Urban Services Boundary (“USB™). The Project includes a large commercial area adjacent to
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Grant Line Road.

21.  The Project includes a site designated for a university/college campus, located
southeast of the commercial area. Neither the Real Parties nor the Respondents have identified
an entity or academic institution as a tenant or developer of the university.

22.  The Project includes up to 8,000 residential units for a population approximately
21,500 residents. Additionally, the proposed university includes a campus population of 4,140
for a total Project residential total of 25,619.

23.  Low Density Residential 16t sizes will range from 5,000 to 20,000 square feet, and
Medium Density Residential lot sizes will range from 2,000 to 4,999 square feet. High density
residential zoning will be dedicated to attached condominiums and multi-family dwellings. The
Project also includes on-site construction of affordable residential, totaling 1,044 units.

24.  The Project includes 1.3 million square feet of commercial uses. The majority of
the retail and office will be located in the Town Center. The Town Center is proposed to contain
a large array of retail types, including restaurants, movie theatres, bookstores, home supply
stores, electronic stores, and other types of similar retail.

25.  The Project is organized into six districts: Town Center, University Village,
Ridgeline, East Valley, Creekside, and Estates. Within the districts there will be neighborhood-
serving retail/office/mixed-use village centers.

26.  The Project include parks, open space, recreation, and non-vehicular circulation
amenities, including: a sports park, community parks, neighborhood parks, pocket parks, linear
parks, detention basin parks, community facilities, open space, utility easements, drainage
corridors, wetland avoidance areas, and a trail network.

27.  The Project requires the following approvals from the County of Sacramento:

a. A General Plan Amendment to move the Urban Policy Area (“UPA”)
boundary east to include approximately 2,366.3 acres of the Cordova Hills site (UPA would be
moved from location at Grant Line Road to encompass all portions of the Project site within the
USB).

b. A General Plan Amendment to amend the Land Use Diagram from General
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Agriculture to Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, Commercial and Office,
Recreation, Natural Preserve, and Public/Quasi Public for approximately 2,366.3 acres.

c. A General Plan Amendment to include a new policy in the Land Use
Element to address the provision of limited pubic water service to serve uses potentially allowed
by the Cordova Hills Special Planning Area for 251 acres located in proximity to the Kiefer
Landfill, and an Amendment to LU-1 to reference this exception.

d. An amendment to the General Plan Transportation Plan to show new
thoroughfares, arterials and collectors as shown in the Transportation General Plan Amendment
Diagram dated October 17, 2011.

€. An amendment to the Bikeway Master Plan to add on- and off-street
bikeways as shown in the Bikeways Master Plan Amendment Diagram dated October 17, 2011.

f. A Zoning Ordinance Amendment to adopt the Cordova Hills Special
Planning Area (SPA) to incorporate a Master Plan including Design Guidelines and
Development Standards. The SPA consists of a total of 2,668.7 acres in three distinct areas:

i. Cordova Hills urban areas — 2,119.7 acres;

i. University/College Campus Center — 246.6 acres;

iii. Buffer lands and floodplain outside the Urban Policy Area — 302.4
acres.

g. A Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map to create 155 large parcels for
creating legal parcels corresponding to villages within Cordova Hills SPA and within the

approximately 2,668.7-acre SPA.

h. An Affordable Housing Plan consisting of on-site construction of affordable
units and/or land dedication.
i. A Development Agreement by and between the County of Sacramento and

the landowners.
j- Adoption of a Public Facilities Financing Plan for Cordova Hills that
includes a Capital Improvement Program and Financing Plan.

k. A Street Resolution to allow certain County streets within the Cordova Hills

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 7
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Land Use Master Plan to be based on less than a 40-foot right-of-way, pursuant to the State
Streets and Highways Code Section 906.

1. An amendment to the Zone 40 boundary to include the 251 +/- acres of the
Cordova Hills project that lies outside of the Urban Services Boundary.

m. An amendment to the Zone 41 boundary to include 251 +/- acres of the
Cordova Hills project that lies outside of the Urban Services Boundary.

n. Adoption of the Cordova Hills Water Supply Master Plan Amendment:
Amends the existing Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan to include provision of water service to
Cordova Hills.
C. THE COUNTY’S ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS

28.  OnNovember 13, 2007, the project proponents sought permission from the County
to file an application for a General Plan Amendment and development entitlements to develop
3,216 acres of land located in the eastern portion of Sacramento County.

29. By letter dated November 26, 2007, the County’s Planning Department concluded
that the proposed project did not meet the requirements of 1993 General Plan Policy LU-75 and
rejected the project proponents’ petition to submit the Cordova Hills application.

30.  The project proponent appéaled the Planning Department’s determination to reject
the application. The project proponent then submitted a revised proposal requesting permission
to file an application for a reduced project area (i.e., from 3,216 acres to 2,668.7 acres) and a new,
location to accommodate a major private university within the Cordova Hills Project site.

31.  OnMay 14, 2008, the Board of Supervisors reviewed the revised proposal, adopted
a set of findings, granted the appeal, and accepted the General Plan Amendment application and
other project related entitlements required for the Cordova Hills Project.

32.  Onluly 1, 2008, the project proponents submitted an application to Sacramento
County that proposed to locate the campus for the private university within the southwestern
portion of the project area. The university campus proposal was a key and unique component of
the Cordova Hills project as County staff worked with the university representatives for several

years in identifying a suitable site for the campus.
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33.  The County revised the proposed land use plan to include a university village area
and wetland preserves that increased in size from the original application by approximately 200
acres to be aligned with the proposed South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan.

34.  On December 9, 2009, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to accept an amended
project application that included a revised project boundary to add an additional 251 acres of
land proposed for sports park and various agricultural related ancillary uses in the buffer land
area near Kiefer Landfill.

35.  In January 2010, the project proponents submitted the revised application.

36.  On June 22, 2010, the County published a Notice of Preparation for the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for Cordova Hills.

37.  On or about January 9, 2012, the County released the Draft EIR for public review
and comment. The written comment period began on January 9, 2012 and was originally set to
close on February 22, 2012. The County extended the comment period to March 5, 2012.

38.  On the September 24, 2012, the Sacramento County Planning Commission held a
hearing on the Draft EIR and accepted oral comments on the Draft EIR.

39.  On November 8, 2012, the County released the Final EIR.

D. THE COUNTY’S APPROVAL OF THE FINAL EIR AND THE CORDOVA HILLS PROJECT

40.  On December 11, 2012, the Board of Supervisor conducted a public hearing on the
Final EIR and the proposed Project. The Board of Supervisors continued the matter to January
29, 2013, in order to receive additional information from the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (“SACOG”) regarding how the lack of a university with the Project may affect
future Metropolitan Transportation Plans/Sustainability Communities Strategies (“MTP/SCS”).

41.  OnJanuary 29, 2013, the Board of Supervisors certified the Final EIR and adopted
the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Board of Supervisors also
approved Resolution No. 2013-0051which amended the General Plan to include the following

a. A General Plan Amendment that moves the Urban Policy Area (“UPA”)
boundary, which abuts the property at Grant Line Road, to include approximately 2,366.3

acres of the Cordova Hills site.
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b. A General Plan Amendment to amend the Land Use Diagram from General
Agriculture to Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, Commercial and Office,
Recreation, Natural Preserve, and Public/Quasi Public for approximately 2,366.3 acres.

c. A General Plan Amendment to include a new policy in the Land Use
Element to address the provision of public water service to serve uses potentially allowed by
the Cordova Hills Special Planning Area for 251 acres located in proximity to the Kiefer
Landfill, and an Amendment to LU-1 to reference this exception.

d. An Amendment of the General Plan Transportation Plan to show new
thoroughfares, arterials and collectors as shown in the Transportation Plan Amendment Diagram
dated October 24, 2011.

€. An Amendment of the Bikeway Master Plan to add on- and off-street bikeways
as shown in the Bikeways Master Plan Amendment Diagram dated October 17, 2011.

42.  The Board of Supervisors tentatively approved the remainder of the project and
continued the matter to March 12, 2013 for final action. The Board of Supervisor’s tentative
approvals included the following:

a. Zoning Ordinance Amendment to adopt the Cordova Hills Special Planning
Area

b. Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map

c. Affordable Housing Plan

d. Development Agreement

e. Public Facilities Financing Plan

f.  Urban Services and Governance Plan

g. Street Resolution

h. Water Supply Assessment

43.  OnJanuary 30, 2013, Respondents filed a Notice of Determination with the
Sacramento County Clerk’s office.

44,  On January 31, 2013, Respondents filed an Amended Notice of Determination with

the Sacramento County Clerk’s office.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE
45.  This Court has jurisdiction over the matters alleged in this Petition pursuant to Code
of Civil Procedure section 1085, and Public Resources Code section 21168.5 In the alternative,
this Court has jurisdiction pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5 and Public
Resources Code section 21168.
46.  Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 394(a), venue is proper in this Court

because the Project is located within the County of Sacramento.

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES
AND INADEQUACY OF REMEDY

47.  Petitioners have performed any and all conditions precedent to filing the instant
action and have exhausted any and all available administrative remedies to the extent required by
law.

48.  Petitioners have complied with the requirements of Public Resources Code, section
21167.5 by mailing written notice of this action to the Respondents. A copy of this written
notice and proof of service are attached as Exhibit A to this Petition for Writ of Mandat;e.

49.  Petitioners have complied with Public Resources Code section 21167.6 by
concurrently filing a request concerning preparation of the record of administrative proceedings
relating to this action.

50.  Petitioners have no plain, speedy or adequate remedy in the course of ordinary law
unless this Court grants the requested writ of mandate to require respondents to set aside their
approval of the Project and certification of the EIR. In the absence of such remedies, the
Respondents approval will remain in effect in violation of State law.

51.  This action has been brought within 30 days of the County of Sacramento filing of
the Notice of Determination as required by Public Resources Code section 21167(c).

STANDING

52.  Petitioners have standing to assert the claims raised in this Petition because

Petitioners’ and their respective members’ aesthetic and environmental interests are directly and

adversely affected by the Respondents’ approval of the Project.

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 11
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CAUSES OF ACTION

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(Violation of the California Environmental Quality Act)

53.  Petitioners reallege and incorporate by reference Paragraphs 1 through 52,
inclusive, of this Petition, as if fully set forth below.

54.  Respondents committed a prejudicial abuse of discretion and failed to proceed in
a manner required by law by relying on an EIR that fails to meet the requirements of CEQA for
disclosure, analysis, and/or mitigation of significant project impacts.

55.  Respondents’ Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations violate
the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines. The Findings fail to identify the changes or
alterations that are required to avoid or substantially lessen the project’s significant
environmental effects (Guidelines § 15091(a)(1); the Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations are not supported by substantial evidence (Guidelines, § 15091(b)).

56.  The EIR fails to comply with the requirements of CEQA in that it fails to provide
an accurate project description. The project description identifies the construction and
development of a university that may never be built. As a result, the project description is
unreliable, uncertain and unstable. As the project description is unreliable, uncertain and
unstable, CEQA requires that the County conduct additional analysis of the Project without the
construction and development of a university.

57.  The EIR fails to comply with the requirements of CEQA in that it fails to
adequately disclose, analyze and/or mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts and
cumulative impacts as required by law, and its conclusions regarding the Project’s
environmental impacts are not supported by substantial evidence.

a. The EIR utilizes the university as direct and/or indirect mitigation for some
of the Project’s significant environmental impacts to land use, transportation, air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions. As the evidence indicates that the construction and development of a
university is uncertain the EIR fails to pfoperly analyze and discuss the Project’s potentially

significant environmental impacts, provides for uncertain mitigation of impacts and defers
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implementation of mitigation measures with respect to land use, transportation, air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions.

b. Without the university component to the Project, the existing air quality
analysis misstates and underestimates the Project’s emissions because it assumes reductions
associated with or resulting from the university component and these reductions may never
occur.

c. Without the university component to the Project, the existing greenhouse
gas analysis misstates and underestimates the project’s emissions because it assumes reductions
associated with or resulting from university component and these reductions may never occur.
Thus, the EIR fails to address the impacts to the GHG plan.

d. The EIR determined that air quality impacts to be significant and
unavoidable with the university. A loss of 15 % out of 35 % the expected reduction in air
quality impacts as a result of the failure to construct the university constitutes a substantial
increase in the severity of the environmental impact, requiring additional analysis unless the
County mitigates for the increased impact.

| e. Because it does not evaluate the impacts of the Project without the
university component, the transportation analysis is inadequate and fails to disclose the
Project’s potentially significant impacts to transportation and circulation. The EIR relies upon
unrealistically high non-automobile mode share and improper trip internalization reduction.

f. The EIR fails to adequately address, analyze, and mitigate the Project’s
in;:onsistency with the Ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP).

g The EIR fails to adequately address, analyze, and mitigate the Project’s
inconsistency with the SACOG’s MTP/SCS. SACOG’s inclusion of the Project in future
MTP/SCS would require changes to the land use pattern and/or transportation system from
SACOG’s current MTP/SCS in order to reduce emissions elsewhere in the region to make up
for the higher emissions from the Project. The EIR fails to address, analyze and mitigate these

changes to the land use patters and/or transportation systems.
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h. The EIR fails to adequately address, analyze and mitigate the Project’s
impacts to Biological Resources. For example, the EIR improperly defers mitigation for
impacts to vernal pools, wetlands and listed species to future federal permits.

58.  TheEIR fails to comply with the requirements of CEQA in that it fails to
adequately disclose, analyze and/or mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts as required by
law, and its conclusions regarding the Project’s environmental impacts are not supported by
substantial evidence.

59.  Based upon each of the foregoing reasons, the EIR is legally defective under
CEQA. Respondents prejudicially abused their discretion in violation of CEQA in approving
the Project. As such, the Court should issue a writ of mandate directing Respondents to set
aside the certification of the EIR and approval of the Project.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Petitioners pray for judgment as follows:

1. That this Court issue a peremptory writ of mandate ordering Respondents to:

(@)  vacate and set aside the certification of the EIR on the grounds that it
violates the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code section 21000 et
seq.

(b)  vacate and set aside the approval of Resolution No. 2013-0051;

(c)  prepare, circulate and consider a new legally adequate EIR for the Project;

(d)  vacate and set aside all approvals for the Project;

(e)  suspend approval of any and all contracts for construction of the Project
until the Respondents are in compliance with CEQA;

H suspend all activity that could result in any change or alteration to the
physical environment until Respondents have taken such actions as may be necessary to bring
their determination, findings or decision regarding the Project into compliance with CEQA;

2. For Petitioners’ costs associated with this action;

3. For an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure

section 1021.5; and
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4. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.

Dated: March 1, 2013 Respectfully submitted,

LAW OFFICES OF DONALD B. MOONEY
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VERIFICATION i
[ am the attorney for Petitioners Environmental Council of Sacramento and Sierra Club.
Petitioners are located outside the County of Yolo, State of California, where I have my office.
For that reason, I make this verification for and on Petitioners® behalf pursuant to California
Code of Civil Procedure section 446. [ have read the Petition for Writ of Mandate and know its |
contents. The matters stated in it are true and correct based on my knowledge, except as to the

matters that are stated therein on information and belief and as to those matters, I believe them

o o N1 DN

to be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct. Executed this Ist day

of March, 2013, at Davis, California.

M//

Donald B. Mooney

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
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February 27, 2013

VIA FACSIMLE (916.874.5885)
AND FEDERAL EXPRESS

Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
County of Sacramento

700 H Street, Room 7650

Sacramento, CA 95814

Bradley J. Hudson
County Executive Officer
County of Sacramento
700 H Street, Room 7650
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE CEQA PETITION
Dear Members of the Board and Mr. Hudson:

Please take notice, under Public Resources Code section 21167.5, that Petitioners
Environmental Council of Sacramento and the Sierra Club intend to file a Petition for
Writ of Mandate in Sacramento County Superior Court under the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™), Public Resources Code, section 21000
et seq. against the County of Sacramento and the Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors challenging the January 29, 2013, certification of the Final Environmental
Impact Report for the Cordova Hills Project and approval of the Cordova Hills Project.

The Petition for Writ of Mandate will request that the court direct the County of
Sacramento and the Board of Supervisors to vacate and rescind the certification of the
Final Environmental Impact Report for the Cordova Hills Project and to vacate and
rescind all approvals for the Cordova Hills Project. Additionally, the Petition will seek
Petitioner’s costs and attorney’s fees associated with this action.

Sincerely,

Donald B. Mooney
Attorney for Enviro
Sacramento and the Sier
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am employed in the County of Yolo; my business address is 129 C Street, Suite 2, Davis,
California; I am over the age of 18 years and not a party to the foregoing action. On February
27,2013, 1 served a true and correct copy of as follows:

NOTICE OF INTENT LETTER DATED FEBRUARY 27,2013
___(by mail) on all parties in said action listed below, in accordance with Code of Civil
Procedure §1013a(3), by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope in a United
States mailbox in Davis, California.

X _(by facsimile) to the person at the phone number address set forth below:

X _(by overnight delivery service) via Federal Express to the person at the address set forth
below:

Sacramento County Board of Supervisors Bradley J. Hudson

County of Sacramento ' County Executive Officer

700 H Street, Room 7650 County of Sacramento

Sacramento, CA 95814 700 H Street, Room 7650

(916.874.5885) Sacramento, CA 95814
(916.874.5885)

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on
February 27, 2013, at Davis, California.

T,

Donald B. Mooney .~ _—




