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October 7, 2011

Ron Alvarado
Partner

Conwy LLLC

5241 Arnold Avenue
MeClellan, CA 95652

Dear Mr. Alvarade:

We appreciated the opportunity to meet with you again last week to discuss the Cordova
Hills project. As we discussed, SACOG has received several letters regarding Cordova
Hills—we have identified four letiers since 2007, In each case, the letters either followed
up on, or resulted in, a meeting between SACOG and members of the Cordeova Flills
project team. SACOG staff, and | persontally, also have had numerous other meetings
and telephone calls with the Cordova Hille project team over the last few years. As T
think you have acknowledged, SACOG has been willing to meet and discuss the projéct
on all occasions. As a consequence, vntil last week we did not believe that there were
any outstanding requests for information, meetings, or written responses, In fact, as
discussed below, based on our conversation in August 2016, T believed that you
understood and acc;ptbd SACOG’s decision not to include Cordova Hills in the three
Metropolitan Tr‘msporhtmn Plar/Sustainable Comimuniities Strategy (MTP/SCS)

alternatives that were going to be vetted i the plIbliC workshop process last fall. In light
of the foregoing, T am sending this letfer only in response to your specific request last
week that we put in writing the issucs we have discussed in owr many meetings. The
letter provides a brief summary of the main questions and concerns we have raised about
the suitability of including Cordava Tl iu this MTP/SCS update cicle.

[ will first say that.in our many conversations about Cordova Hills we have noted several
elements of the evolving land vse plan and tansportation system thal we thought were
consistent with SACOG s priorities, and we have made sugsestions for refinements to the
plan. The plan in its current form contains many elements that aré cotisisterit with
principles we encourage our members and muubm of the development cornmuni Ly to
follow. We were particularly pleased to leamn recently that you intend your project to be
consistent with the smart growth criteria in the County draft updated General Plan.
Notwithstanding the positive clemments in the current plan, for over 4 year we have
indicated that we did not believe Cordava Hills, at this juncture, would meet the criteria
for inclusion in the current update to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which will for
the first tims thelude a Sustainability Coméunities Strategy that implements SB 375, o
new state law,

In Jume 2010, SACOG published 2 memorandum titled “Method for Developing MTP
Update Grawth Projections” to Belp our members and stakeliolders understand the federat
and state rules, and SACOG priorities whei developing the land use component of the
MTP/SCS. Rather than repeat the examples of market and regulatory/policy issues that

we addréss through this procv&s I'am reattaching the memorandum for your information
and reference.
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Many in the development comniunity who read this memorandum indicated that they better
understood how we do our best to take into account all of the relevant market and
regulatory/policy considerations that together drive the estimate ot the likely future growth
pattern for the planning period (2035 in this case). 1 \/iany developers specifically acknowledged
the limitations SACOG had including their project in this plan update, but wanted to work with
us to develop a clear process for adding more lands to the plan in future updates. As mentioned
abave, you told me on Angust 10, 2010, after reading this memorandum that you could not argue
with SACOG’s decision not to inchude Cordova Hills in the three alternatives that were going to
be vetted in the pubtic workshop process that fall, but instead would work with us and hope lo be
inctuded in the next update four years hence. Last week you stated that you would net have told
me that had you understood the relevarice of that decision to the SCS. Although we have iried to
be clear about the integral connicetion between this MTP update and the SCS (a point that is
made throughout the memoranduns), [ yunderstand that SB 375 is a new law and that we are all
climbing a learning eurve as we implement it for the first time. For that feagon, We have tried to
make it very clear in our print materials and in the verbal presentations used in dozens of public
focus groups and workshops, as well as at regular briefings with our Board and Committees over
the last fwo years, how integrally connected the MTP an;d SCS would be.

The 2035 MTP/SCS is based on a grawth forecast that projects a need to build approximately
300,000 new housing units inthe six-county region by 2035. This forecast is lower than the one
underpinning the currcat MTP by 145,000 housing units. This means that SACOG must find
that many units to subtruct from the projected growth pattern in the currently adopted MTP,
This 1s a unicque situation in this particular plan cycle, and it creates a very high bar for new
projects Lo be added in this update that are not in the curvenit MTP. The approximately 300,000
new housing units preliminarily identified to be included in the updated plan are located within
developing communities, established communities, and cenfers and corridors. These
communities have a planned capacity for approximately 500,000 uriits, which is n&arly 70% of
capacity béyond the projected 300,000 units of construction by 2035,

We consider a wide range of variables in trying to answer, to the best of our ability, the
straightforward question: At this timme, does it appear that Cordova Hills is more likely to be
constructed during the 2035 pidzmmo haorizon than the 300,000 plus units of heousing projected to
be built in our current draft-but alse should it he pmﬂ rred over the more than 150,000 housing
units of additional capacity in other greenfield projects in various stages of planning around the
region that also are not included in our draft plan documents? Many of these 150,000 other
housing units tot presently in the draft plan are in developments that have bean indluded in
locatly adOpted plans for some time, and some have either no, or relatively minor, outstanding
federal permit issues.

Beyond the regional market demand and supply issue, the key questions and concerns specific to
Cordova Hills that we have raised mianiy times with you arc briclly repeated below.

* Federalf Permits. Boththe U/.S. Army Lorps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Serviee have jurisdiction on these lands throigh the Clean Water Act and Endangered
Species Acl. When asked to characterize the likelihood of sscuring the necessary federal
permits under these two laws, Cordova Hills responded “it’s going to be a war.” While



Mr. Alvarado
October?, 2011
Page 3

that was obviausly not to be taken literally, it unforlunately accurately foreshadowed the
level of concern those two agencies have about this project. Tt also partially explains
why, when the Blueprint map was adopted by the SACOG Board in December 2004,
Sacramento County requested that a significant portion of the Cordova Hills site
remaining as open or natural space. Moreover, while the County is working hard on the
South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP), that document is not completed.
One of the primary remaining outstanding issues relateés to whether, and how, its resource
conservation needs can be met for the Cordoava Hills property given the current
development plan. SACOG i$ a strong supporter of the SSHCP and we very much hope
that it reaches a suceessful egnclusion soon. Flowever, recent conversations with the
federal agencies confirmm that there are substantial wresolved issues on the Cordova Hills
site, especially that portion showing a planmed 960,000 square foot commercial center
fronting Grant Line Road and lacated in the heart of what the federal agencies consider to
be a valuablé vernal pool comiplex. The timing of the constritction of Cordova Hills will
remain in considerable doubt until these federal fssues are resolved.

Commercial Center and Econeinic Viability. While many aspects of the current {and
use plan have evolved and are now focused on building 4 self-contained and self-
sustaining community (L.¢., on-site bousing substantially tarpeted at university students,
staff, and faculty, and a series of paths to premote walking, biking, and the use of
neighborhood eleciric vehicles for travel within the site), the !arge commercial eenfer
stands out as the exeeption. Project representatives repeatedly have said that it is sized
and located not only to serve the needs of on-site residents, buf a larger regional market,
and have acknowledged that this will create longer distance car trips to the site. We have
repeatedly raised questions about the market feasibil ity of @ 900,000 square foot regional
shopping center at that Jocation, citing our studies showing that the region has an over 70-
year supply of retail Zoning now, mchldmc many other projects in the same general area
that are also planning large quantities of retail. Cordova Hille consistently has told us
that Cordova Hills is not économically viable without a large, regional shopping center.

It hias farther indicated that becanse a farge, regional shopping center on that site fnust
have direct access to Grant Line Road it cannol be relocated to eliminate or reduce the
impacts on the natural résources that the federal ageheies are concemed about,
Consequently, the retail center design and location creates a kind of double-bind for the
project’s feasibility. Ot data lead us to be skeptical that the needed market demand to
serve it will materialize. And it seems far from certain al this time that the project will be
able to secure the needed federal permits soon, as long as the location and seale of the
shopping center remain unchanged. We have suggested that a shoppirig center
downsized to focus just on the needs of the project’s residents would have both a smaller
footprint and would not need to be loéated on Grant Line Road, in the middle of the
natural resources. Cordova Hills has consistently maintained that those changes would
render the project econonticdlly unvidble. At the moment, it is not clear how the hard
trade-offs related to the retail center are going to be successfully resolved to the mutudl
satistaction of all the rélevant parties.
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o University. The planned university is a key component of this project, of course. It
would be a wonderful assct to the County and region were it to be built. Itis one of the
few large-scale, new employers that cart realistically create a relatively self-contained
commumity, if planned and designed well. Qur conceins about the university have
notliing to do with its benefits, but rather, again, the current prospects for its construction
given the growth forecast during the planning horizon. Finding, financing, and
constructiiig a private 6,000 student institution of higher fearning rates very high ot the
degree of difficulty scale, especially in this economic envirorument. It has never been
dong in this region. Unfortunately, the plzmncd institution, the University of Sacramento,
recently withdrew their involvement in the project. ‘We are aware that you are actively
soliciting a replacement insfitution, but ¢hat you have not been able to secure 4 new
commitment yet. Many of the short and multi-modal trips from the project will turn into
longer distance car trips if the unive 15ity is not constructed early in the project, or at all,
Cordova Hills indicated in a tecent discussion that if Sacramento County apptoves an
entitiement for the project it very likely will attach a condition requiring the construction
of the umiversity before other substantial construction can occur. However, the
uncertainty over whether a commmitment from a 6,000 student, private university witl be
secured any fime soon is another reason for us to conclude that, for this MTP/SCS update
cycle, Cordova Hills does not mieet the requirements we must follow to project a land use
pattern that represents the most Lkely to bc constructed for the region,

Given all of the above, SACOG staff has concluded, and continues to believe, that adding
Cordova Hills to the MTP/SCS at this time is not justified, and thai it would ereate risks for the
timely adoption of the MTP/SCS and certification of the related GIR. [ know you also
understand that, since Cordova Hills was not included in the alternatives analysis, adding the
project now would add several months, af 2 minimum, to our adoption process, with new public
input, téchnical analysis, ot¢, required. Itis tmportant fo emphasize, however, that most of the
considerations listed here relate to practical obstacles that affect the suitability of including
Cordova Hills in this plan update eycle. We certainly wish Cordova Hills the best in jis worthy
cndeavor to sccure g private university, and that it will be able to resolve the financial,
transportation, and natural resources issues associated with the shopping center element of the
land plan. Sacramento County appears heuded towards adopting a new Growth Management
Elcment to their General Plan, which will provide tighter linkage between projects approvetd
according to their smart growth criteria and future MTPs/SCSs. As you know, we have
supported the approach the Board of Supervisors tentatively approved last month-—in particular,
the important variables felated o passenger vehicle greenhouse gas ernissions and vehicls miles
traveled that are so innovatively and effectively addressed through the smart erowth criteria in
the County draft plan. I[owevm nolwithstanding that support, fcderal and stale law requires that
the MTP/SCS be consistent with SACOG’s régional forecast and its most reasonable estimate of
what 1s likely to be built. We look forward to continuing our constructive discussions and
reconsidering this pfoposal as it evolves and as our ['uture plan updates include capamty for more
years of growth, and presumabty higher estimates for needed housing capacity intherégion.

With regard to that final point, T want to réemphasize with you a portion of bur discussion from
last week. First, while [ think we understand the general mature your concerns about including
Cordova Hills in the MTP/SCS, you know that we do not agiée with your conclusions abouit the
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conseqtiences of that determination. SB 375 was intended to ereate CEQA incentives for
projects consistent with the MTP/SCS. We understand that Cordova Hills does not intend to
avail itself of those benefits, Under those circumstances, SB 375 expressly states fhat the SCS
cloes not regulata the use of land, does not supersede the exercise of local land use authority, and
does not require & local government’s fand use policies and regulations, including its general
plan, to be consistent with the MTP/SCS. Second, and pcrh..tps most Impmtantly
notwithstanding our strong commitiment to facts and science, SACOG recognizes the limitations
on our forecasting and modeling——we cannot predict market and regulatory forees with absolute
certainty over a 20-year plus period. For this reasou, the regular four-year updates of the plan
are important. For the same reason, we understand that consisténcy with the MTP/SCS is not the
only question regarding any project. Over the last decade, the region has embraced a Blueprint
for growth in the region to 2050. We recognize that there are many projects consistent with that
vision that, for a multitude and variety of reasons, will not be included in this MTP/SCS. Again,
thank you for your time and we fook forward to assisting you in the future.

Sincerely, .
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Mika McKeever
Chiel Executive Officer

cer Greg Thatch



