ENVIRONMENTAL
¢+ COUNCIL*
OF SACRAMENTO

ECOS

April 13, 2026

Rich Desmond, Sacramento County Supervisor, District 3
Copy to: Vanessa McCarthy-Olmstead, Chief of Staff

Subject: Follow-up on our meeting on April 6, 2026
Dear Supervisor Desmond,

Thank you for meeting us last week on the proposed Upper Westside (UWS) project. We’d like to follow up
on the points listed below.
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Best regards,

Heather Fargo

President of the Board

Environmental Council of Sacramento
Mobile 916-600-6615
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1) Metro Air Park (MAP) depends upon its Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)

MAP is a revenue producing development for the County. Development in the MAP depends upon
compliance with the MAP HCP. The terms of MAP HCP mirror those of the Natomas Basin HCP, and the
MAP HCP is implemented through the Natomas Basin Conservancy.

The proposed Upper Westside (UWS) Specific Plan would interfere with the implementation of the MAP
HCP in part by converting agricultural land in the Swainson’s Hawk zone to urban use, thus eliminating a
primary element of the conservation strategy of the HCP. For this reason, the City and the Natomas Basin
Conservancy have notified Sacramento County that the proposed UWS would be very detrimental to the
implementation of the HCPs.

If Upper Westside is approved, the wildlife agencies could revoke permits for the MAP HCP, putting a halt
to the build-out of our primary airport-adjacent industrial resource, Metro AirPark.

2) UWS air quality impacts should not be the subject of overriding consideration.

The air quality impacts of the project are significant, unavoidable, and cannot be mitigated. To approve
UWS, the Supervisors would have to affirm a statement that its benefits outweigh all of its significant,
unavoidable, and unmitigable impacts, as follows:

1. The project would obstruct implementation of state and federal air quality plans for the region;

2. The project’s emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NOX), and particulate emissions (PM 10 and
PM 2.5) all exceed health-based standards and can’t be fully mitigated;

3. UWS would expose existing sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants at levels exceeding
standards;

4. UWS would expose future on-site sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants exceeding standards.

3) UWS water supply is unresolved

While we did not talk in detail about a water supply for UWS at our meeting on April 6, we have reviewed
the additional analysis on water supply and found it unconvincing. State law requires that water supply
be secured before development is approved.

4) UWS will pull focus and dollars from re-development, both commercial and residential

Just as development in North Natomas pulled businesses out of South Natomas and Downtown, and just
as Roseville’s Galleria harmed Sacramento generally, the three million square feet of commercial

proposed for UWS will harm existing commercial corridors and hubs that need support, not competition.
Businesses along existing transit lines should be the focus of new development.
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5) The County has approved too many developments on agricultural land

Approving more greenfield developments will not increase availability or affordability of housing. Why?
The production of greenfield housing is slow. The density of housing units in these developments is low.
The units are typically not affordable.

e Slow production: SACOG and SacCounty project that only 32 percent of the potential build-out of
six developments will be constructed by 2050, as shown in Figure 1 below. Only 11,600 housing
units are projected to be completed in the next twenty-five years.

e Low density: At full build out for these six developments, the average number of housing units per
acre is only three, whereas 15 HU/Acre is the minimum for transit-supportive development.

e Not affordable: As an example, the sales price for new homes in North Vineyard Station area is
“From $616K”, as shown in Figure 2.

In SACOG |JURISDICTION Development| Greenfield Developments aka Developing Year | Acres | Potential | Potential Percent

20205 BP? approved by |Communities Approved Build Out| Build |Existing |Built by| Complete

SacCounty Out/Acre in 2050
yes  Sac County Unincorp  devapproved *Glenborough (Easton SPA) 2009 1414 3239 2 0 300 9%
yes  Sac County Unincop  devapproved *North Vineyard Station (SP) 2010 1,59 6,063 4 1620 2895  48%
yes  Sac County Unincorp  devapproved *Vineyard Springs (SP) 2010 2,584 5942 2 2600 1,700  29%
yes  Sac County Unincop  devapproved *Cordova Hills (DC/SPA) 2013 243 8,000 3 0 150  19%
yes  Sac County Unincorp  devapproved *Florin Vineyard (Comm. P) 2016 3859 9919 3 690 3400  34%
yes  Sac County Unincorp  devapproved *Mather South (Comm. MP) 2020 817 352 4 0 1805 51%
Sac County Unincorp 12,769 36,685 "3 4910 11,600  32%

Figure 1 -- Greenfield developments approved by Sacramento County and in SACOG’s 2025 Blueprint

Vineyard Parke : Bordeaux Il by Lennar
Sacramento, CA 95829

View the Vineyard Parke : Bordeaux Il website [

Now selling &’ From $616k

Figure 2 - New homes for sale in North Vineyard Station, https://www.zillow.com/community/vineyard-parke-bordeaux-
ii/30109557_plid/, accessed 4/9/2026
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Full extent of County-approved greenfield developments:

Above, we discussed only those in the SACOG 2025 Blueprint. If we consider all of the greenfield
developments approved/entitled by SacCounty, there are now eleven, with a total potential build out of
69,666 housing units.

Under the 2011 General Plan, from 2013 to 2025, the County approved twice the number of housing units
as it did under the 1993 General Plan, that is, 47K vs 22K units. Refer to Figure 4.

In SACOG |JURISDICTION Development| Greenfield Developments aka Developing | Year |Acres | Potential | Potential Percent
20205 BP? approved by |Communities Approved Build Out| Build |Existing |Built by| Complete
SacCounty in 2050
no  SacCounty Unincorp  devapproved *East Antelope (SP) 1995 674 1,650 2
no  SacCounty Unincorp  devapproved *Elverta (SP) 2007 1617 5629 3 50
yes  Sac County Unincop  devapproved *Glenborough (Easton SPA) 2009 1414 3239 2 0300 %%
yes  Sac County Unincorp  devapproved *North Vineyard Station (SP) 2010 159 6,063 4 1620 28%  48%
yes  Sac County Unincorp  devapproved *Vineyard Springs (SP) 2010 2584 5942 2 2600 1700  29%
General Plan Update 2011
yes  Sac County Unincop  devapproved *Cordova Hills (DC/SPA) 013 2436 8,000 3 0 150 19%
no  SacCounty Unincorp  devapproved *Jackson Township (SP) 013 1,3% 6,143 5 Rl - -
yes  Sac County Unincorp  devapproved *Florin Vineyard (Comm. P) 2016 3859 9,919 3 690 3400  34%
yes  Sac County Unincop  devapproved *Mather South (Comm. MP) 00 817 352 4 0 1805 51%
no  SacCounty Unincorp ~ devapproved *New Bridge (SP) 2020 1101 3075 3 10
no  SacCounty Unincorp  devapproved *West Jackson Highway (MP) 0% 59719 16484 3 1 -
yin Sac County Unincorp 23,496 69,666 "3 5110 11,600

Figure 4 — Sac County approvals of greenfield developments before and after the General Plan Update of 2011

Itis reasonable to conclude that the entitlement of UWS will just add to the excess shown above. It will
not change the availability or affordability of housing; however, it will result in destruction of precious
agricultural land. A more prudent approach is to focus development along transit lines in existing historic
corridors, and to provide developer incentives for affordable housing.
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