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SUBJECT: AGENDA ITEM 3, June 23, 2025, Sacramento County Planning Commission
Natomas — Upper Westside, PLNP2018-00284 — GP Amendment, Specific Plan, etc.

Dear Chair Conklin and Planning Commissioners,

As you review materials relevant to the proposed Upper Westside project, we ask that you read the
summary of numerous concerns raised by a number of agencies and ECOS.

The Final Environmental Impact Report does not address many of the issues raised by the
Environmental Council of Sacramento or by a number of other agencies in their comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. It is important that you are familiar with the many and varied issues
that have not been addressed. While the proponent wants you to overlook the extremely problematic
nature of this project, many others do not. Because of the project’s location, the developer and
project supporters hope that you will overlook the extremely problematic nature of this project. The
list of Significant and Unavoidable and Cannot be Mitigated indicates that this project is not ready to
be voted on.

Serious concerns have been expressed by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, LAFCo, SWRCB and
others.

We have created links to some of the documents:

1. A number of agencies detailed missing information, incorrect assumptions and more. A
document summarizing the agencies and their concerns is in Attachment 1 to this letter.

2. The City of Sacramento detailed its many concerns about the project ranging from access to
water to impacts to the NBHCP and the City/County Joint Vision. Read the City’s letter.



mailto:BoardClerk@saccounty.gov
https://www.ecosacramento.net/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/bsk-pdf-manager/2024/11/2024-10-Oct-28-CITY-LETTER-Upper-Westside-DEIR-Comment-Ltr-Signed.pdf

3. The Natomas Basin Conservancy would be effectively destroyed by the project. Read the NBC
letter.

4. ECOS has expressed a wide range of concerns about impacts to existing agreements such as the
Urban Services Boundary, the NBHCP, the NBC, roads, traffic and more. Read the ECOS letter.

5. One of the most frequently expressed reasons for approving Upper Westside is the perceived

need for more housing. ECOS has analyzed SACOG and County data and found that the
County’s General Plan already includes enough land designated for housing units to meet
County needs until after the year 2100. The 2025 Blueprint from SACOG, our regional planning
agency, does not include this project and it shows that this project area is not needed to meet
housing demand now or in 50 years. See Attachment 2 for a map and explanation.

Sincerely,

L b Py

Heather Fargo
President of the Board of Directors


https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/04/urbanization-in-natomas-nbc-letter-april-10-2025/
https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/04/urbanization-in-natomas-nbc-letter-april-10-2025/
https://www.ecosacramento.net/2024/10/ecos-letter-to-sac-county-re-upper-westside-deir/

ATTACHMENT 1

Summarized Concerns about Upper Westside Project - from Agencies.

The points below are summarized from Comment letters submitted to the County in response to the
draft Environmental Impact Report for the project. All Comments, including these letters, are on the
Sacramento County website. To see them, google: Upper Westside Specific Plan and go to “Written
DEIR Public Comments”

Sutter County

Cannot support
Concerned with NBHCP and MAHCP
County is not a signatory to any open space agreement

City of Sacramento

Prior NOP comments not addressed

Ignores City/County MPU - Natomas Joint Vision agreement

NBHCP - in direct conflict and affects viability (including within 1-mile buffer for Swainson’s
Hawk)

NBHCP Participation - as non-participant Co has no permitted lands

Water - no city agreement

Sewer - potential impacts on existing system not addressed

Transportation - major impacts on city

Public services - Police, Fire, Parks - not adequately addressed

Economic impacts on city

Growth Inducing

Natomas Basin Conservancy
The question must be answered: “Will this project in any way
compromise the ability of the NBHCP to be implemented as
approved by the State of CA and the US Government?
Conflicts with one mile Swainson’s Hawk buffer along river
Project is outside the permitted areas for development

Natomas Unified School District

Insufficient funding and no approved funding for schools
Cannot assure schools will be built concurrently with housing

LAFCo

As Lead Agency they have not been sufficiently included


https://planning.saccounty.gov/PlansandProjectsIn-Progress/Documents/Upper%20Westside%20Specific%20Plan/Comments/1.%20Combined%20DEIR%20Comments.pdf
https://planning.saccounty.gov/PlansandProjectsIn-Progress/Documents/Upper%20Westside%20Specific%20Plan/Comments/1.%20Combined%20DEIR%20Comments.pdf

Annexation alternative requested is not included
SAFCA

Many roads in area and SAFCA easement must be acquired
EIR fails to consider impacts of all pending projects

SWRCB

Permits and plans are required

Insufficient analysis on surface and groundwater

Impacts to groundwater basins

City should serve directly, not via a contact (if developed)

Issues on separation of irrigation, sewer, drainage on drinking water
Anti-degradation rules prevent segregation

Storm water system does not serve area

SAQMD
DEIR used wrong plans and standards and must correct
Farm Bureau
Detrimental to wildlife and agriculture
Inconsistent with County Sustainability Plan
Will adversely impact recharge if paved
Proposed buffer land is too narrow and too small
Buffer around schools is insufficient and inconsistent with farming

CA Fish and Wildlife

Concerned with loss of lands for conservation



ATTACHMENT 2

Upper Westside is not needed for housing. Here’s why:

Developing Communities
in Sac County

€l Dorado Hills

JURISDICTION NAME ::i‘;"g:: Exi}:ting :;’ ;;'Sig c:::ﬁ:tte
by 2020 in 2050
1 Sacramento City Northlake (Greenbriar) 2,732 0 2,735 100%
2 Elk Grove Southeast Planning Area (SPA) 4,090 10 4,000 98%
3 Rancho Cordova The Ranch (DC) 1,554 0 1,500 97%
4 Sacramento City Delta Shores (SP) 5,220 0 4,560 87%
6  Sac to City Panhandle (Comm. P) 1,620 0 1,295 80%
5 Elk Grove Livable Emp. Area (SPA) 3513 0 2,760 79%
7 Folsom Folsom Plan Area (South) 11,461 220 8,500 73%
8 Galt Livable Ranch (Eastview) 1,730 10 1,090 63%
9 Sac County Unincorp Mather South (Comm. MP) 3,522 0 1,805 51%
10 Elk Grove Sterling Meadows (DC) 1,415 330 790 45%
11 Rancho Cordova Suncreek (SP) 5,015 0 2,000 40%
12 Sac County Unincorp  North Vineyard Station (SP) 6,063 1620 2895 38%

13 Sac County Unincorp  Florin Vineyard (Comm. P) 9919 690 3,400 32%
14  Rancho Cordova Sunridge (SP) 9,886 4,470 4,200 29%
15 Rancho Cordova Rio Del Oro (SP) 14,515 20 3,000 21%
16 Sac County Unincorp Vineyard Springs (SP) 5942 2600 1,700 20%
17 Sac County Unincorp Cordova Hills (DC/SPA) 8,000 0 1,500 19%
18 Sac County Unincorp Glenborough (Easton SPA) 3,239 0 300 9%
19 Galt Remaining SOI 4,710 460 80 2%

Total in Dev. Comm. 38,000 Acres l104,146] 10430 | 48110 | 42%

! Total Overall (Infill + Greenfield) 171,035

The Upper Westside development proposes to build 9,000 housing units and 3,000,000 square feet of
commercial space (twice the size of Roseville Galleria) on existing farmland in Natomas — a Greenfield
area.

Using information from SACOG’s 2025 Blueprint, the map above shows nineteen development
projects, also in Sacramento County and, also on Greenfield sites. These so called Developing
Communities have a total capacity of over 100,000 housing units, of which, only 48,110 will be built
during the Blueprint plan period through 2050.

This means that nearly half of the total capacity on Greenfield sites will remain unbuilt in 2050. Far
more Greenfield projects are already entitled than the market will bear for the next three
decades. This is why Upper Westside is not needed for housing.



