ATTACHMENT D

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON ISSUES RAISED DURING PREVIOUS
GENERAL PLAN WORKSHOPS

Please Note: Lettered items below correspond to the order information is presented in the April
11, 2007 Board of Supervisors Staff Report

D. Does the Draft Plan differentiate between urban and rural open space?

Staff recommends that the following changes be made to pages 1 and 2 of the Open Space
Element (under Types of Open Space) in order to adequately address the various types of natural
and recreational amenities found throughout the County (changes are shown in
underline/strikeeut format):

Types of Open Space

Rural Open Space

Open space areas are largely un-fragmented areas of undeveloped land that are set aside
primarily to preserve and/or enhance the County’s wildlife habitat, agricultural productivity and
recreational opportunities. Recreational use of these areas is generally limited so as to conserve
sensitive habitat and protect agricultural activities. Similar to other metropolitan regions with
open space resources, recreational access is typically limited to non-motorized trail use that is
not disruptive to agricultural activities or harmful to sensitive species. Sacramento County has
identified six categories that define valuable open space uses that are important to preserve and
protect. All can be effective community separators and most overlap.

e Habitat: Natural or actively farmed lands that provide foraging, nesting, and wintering
habitat for mammalian, avian, invertebrate, reptile, amphibian and aquatic wildlife
species.

e Natural Resources: Land of important ecological functions, natural resources, or cultural
resources. This includes, but is not limited to forests, farmland, ranchland, fallow fields,
rivers and streams, floodplains, wetlands, vernal pools, riparian corridors and native plant
communities.

e Recreation: Natural areas that provide for passive recreation such as wildlife viewing and
pedestrian and bicycle travel, as well as wildlife habitat. It may encompass historic sites,
scenic vistas, and trails.

e Health/Safety (Flooding/Seismic): Areas that require special management or regulation
because of earthquake fault zones, unstable soil areas, high fire risks, floodplains, aircraft
safety, high noise levels, and other hazards; and areas for the protection of watershed
integrity, water quality and air quality.
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e Agriculture/Rangelands: Active farms or ranchlands used for cultivating the land,
producing crops, or raising livestock.

e River and Stream Parkways: Areas that are typically linear and follow the natural path of
a river or stream. They are primarily used as corridors for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Recreational uses focus on education and appreciation for natural resources. Parkways
may also provide open space linkages, wildlife corridors and/or act as community
separators.

As used in this plan rural open space does not include developed agrlcultural parcels five acres
or less in size A and
landscaped or natural areas providing requwed separatlon between bu+ld+ng&e¥ lncompatlble
land uses. These examples do not represent all non-open space uses.

Urban Open Space

Urban open space areas are typically undeveloped land within urbanized areas that are set aside
to preserve/enhance scenic viewsheds, wildlife habitat, recreational opportunities, and quality of
life. Sacramento County has identified four categories that define valuable urban open space
uses that are important to preserve and protect.

e Recreation: Areas that provide for active public recreational uses, including community
parks, County/Regional parks, and activity areas within the American River Parkway.
These are areas that provide recreational and meditative opportunities and are not
required under the Quimby Act or other legislation. Some of these areas are depicted on
the County’s Land Use Diagram.

e Trails and Parkways: Areas with limited recreational uses that act primarily as corridors
for pedestrians and bicyclists. They provide linkages from residential areas to schools,
parks, commercial developments, as well as neighboring communities.

e Stream and Canal Corridors: Undeveloped areas along streams and canals that provide a
buffer between the water and nearby development and can be used as pedestrian trails
and/or wildlife corridors.

e Natural Resources: Areas that provide important ecological functions such as wetlands,
floodplains, vernal pools, and urban forests. This includes areas designated as Natural
Preserves on the County’s Land Use Diagram.

The following land uses are not considered urban open space by the County. This list is not a
comprehensive inventory but provides some basis for better understanding what is not
considered open space by the County.

e Developed agricultural parcels five acres or less in size.
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Required elements within a development such as private park and yard areas.

Landscaped or natural areas providing required separation between buildings or
incompatible land uses.

Land dedications required for public infrastructure such as strips of land adjacent to
roadways, drainage canals or utilities, that do not provide for recreational and/or habitat
uSes.

E. Proposed changes to the Draft Plan regarding Trails and Infrastructure in Response to

Sacramento Valley Conservancy Letter

Staff recommends that the following policies be added/modified in the Draft Plan in response to
the Sacramento Valley Conservancy’s March 7, 2007 Letter regarding: (1) the placement of
public infrastructure needs (such as sewers and roads) near open space preserves; and (2) grade-
separated crossings at intersections between major roadways and class 1 separated, non-
motorized trail systems and open space preserves:

Open Space Element

Trails and Greenbelts Section (Pages 19 and 20)

Policies:

OS-11.

Establish trail connections and linkages within the County and across jurisdictional
boundaries that are compatible with existing land uses. These trail connections shall
have the capability of being class | trails (off-street, separated facilities) with grade
separations wherever feasible.

Implementation Measures:

A. Cooperate with neighboring jurisdictions and private landowners to:

Identify potential trail connections and funding mechanisms; and

Create a comprehensive trail and linkages plan.

Develop a connected network of class | trails (off-street, separated facilities) with grade
separations wherever feasible, depending on factors such as speed limits, number of
roadway lanes and trail user safety (for example, a grade separated crossing may be
appropriate at locations with more than two (2) lanes and a speed limit greater than 25
miles per hour).

Incorporate trail information into the County’s Bikeway Master Plan.
(MSA-PLANNING, MSA-REGIONAL PARKS, MSA-DOT)
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Conservation Element
Habitat Preserve and Management Section (Pages 54 and 55)

New Policy:

CO-XX. Avoid, to the extent possible, the placement of new major infrastructure through
preserves unless located along disturbed areas, such as existing roadways.

F. Proposed changes to the Open Space Vision Diagram

During the March 14™ General Plan Workshop, comments were received from the public
regarding the Draft Open Space Vision Map shown in the Open Space Element. Ms. Alta Tura
mentioned that there were a couple of areas not included on the Open Space Vision Diagram
(Vision Diagram); the first being the area just west and north of Rancho Murietta along Latrobe
Road that include grassland areas, Crevice Creek and a tributary of Deer Creek and the second
area being the north end of the Agricultural-Residential area along Dillard Road that consist of
large parcels that are currently grasslands and Swainson’s Hawk area. Ms. Tura commented that
since the Vision Diagram serves as a guide to where resources in Sacramento County are located,
she did not want anything to be inadvertently missed.

In light of comments received at the March 14" workshop, staff has discussed the basis of the
Open Space Vision Diagram and the intent of the information shown; which was to serve as an
illustration of the natural resources and agricultural lands located in the County. Due to this
intent, staff is recommending that the following changes be made to the Draft Open Space
Element:

e Rename the Open Space Vision Diagram included in the Public Review Draft General
Plan to the “Open Space Composite Map” and serve as a “snapshot” of the natural
resources and agricultural lands throughout Sacramento County (Please refer to Exhibit 1
of this Attachment). The map is intended to serve as information only and does not
outline policy direction or imply any land use designations. With this intent, the areas
mentioned by Ms. Tura on March 14™ are now shown on the Open Space Composite
Map. Staff is also recommending that the component maps (Figures 1A through 1F) be
removed from the Element;

e Include a new Open Space Vision Diagram in the Open Space Element that adequately
reflects the County’s overall conservation vision (please refer to Exhibit 2 of this
Attachment). This vision is based on a set of open space principles that staff is proposing
be outlined in the Open Space Element (please see below). As mentioned in previous
workshops, the intent of the Vision Diagram is to identify areas where future
conservation or mitigation may occur in cooperation with willing landowners. The
Diagram does not imply a designation of permanent open space or a loss of property
rights.
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e Revise and add new text on page 3 of the Open Space Element to reflect the changes
outlined above, including adding the new Open Space Principles for the Open Space
Vision Diagram. Recommended text changes are as follows (changes are shown in
underline/strikeeut format):

OPEN SPACE ELEMENT - PAGE 3

The Open Space Composite Map, Open Space/Rural Principles, the Open Space Vision
Diagram and Land Use Diagrams

In this Element, the Open Space Composite Map and Vision Diagram and-asseciated-component
maps illustrate the many important natural resources and habitats located throughout the County
as well as the County’s overall conservation vision. The maps are described below and are
included on the following pages:

Open Space Composite Map

The Open Space Composite Map is an informational map that provides a “snapshot” of the
natural resources and agricultural lands throughout Sacramento County. This map does not
outline policy direction or imply any land use designations. Data used to create this map
includes the following:

e Important agricultural land as determined by the California Department of Conservation’s
2000 Sacramento County Important Farmlands Map;

e Valuable habitat for several state and federally listed endangered and threatened plant and
animal species;

e Stream avoidance areas and 100-Year floodplain areas; and

e Park and recreation areas

The boundaries of the Agricultural-Residential areas shown on this Composite Map correspond
to the boundaries on the County’s Land Use Diagram. However, this does not preclude potential
future expansion of these communities as set forth in Policies LU-80 and LU-85 through LU-87
of the Land Use Element.

Open Space/Rural Principles and the Open Space Vision Diagram

Sacramento County Open Space/Rural Principles

Sacramento County has significant high quality natural/rural areas devoted to agriculture, natural
resource protection, and recreational uses. As development continues to occur, it is important to
protect these areas as they provide valuable habitat for both humans and wildlife as well as help
retain the rural character of the County that makes it a desirable place to live. To meet this
objective, Sacramento County has identified five open space/rural principles that serve as the
basis for the Open Space Vision Diagram.
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mitigation the project proponent was required to create wetlands on a parcel just north of the site
along Laguna Creek and was also required to convey the development rights to Lot P to the
County as a wetlands avoidance area.

At a Board hearing in 1991 the project proponent disputed the assertion that Lot P was required
mitigation and proposed a compromise. Rather than requiring the project proponent grant the
development rights of Lot P to the County, Lot P would be conditioned to require further
approval by the Board in the event an application for Lot P was submitted. The conditions of
approval were incorporated into a zoning agreement and stated that Lot P would be restricted to
open space and that subdivision shall be prohibited.

In 1994 the project proponent began moving forward with the construction of Silver Springs. By
this time the original Nationwide Permit issued by the Corps in 1990 had expired and the project
proponent was required to obtain a new permit. The permit was essentially the same as the one
issued in 1990 however, this time the Corps required the recording of deed restrictions on Lot P
to create a wetlands preserve in perpetuity. Again the project proponent objected to the new
conditions, but recorded the deed restrictions with the expressed right to pursue future permits
for development of Lot P. The deed restrictions refer to Lot P as an avoidance area until
applicable state or federal permits are granted.

In 1999 the project proponent, Service and Corps entered into discussions to resolve this
longstanding dispute over the development potential of Lot P. Eventually a compromise was
brokered that required the project proponent to establish an in perpetuity conservation easement
on a 184-acre parcel south of Florin Road and east of Excelsior Road to offset impacts of filling
wetlands on Lot P. With this agreement, the Corps initiated Section 7 consultation with the
Service to modify the previous Biological Opinion for Silver Springs. The project proponent has
purchased and protected the 184-acre site and applications have been submitted to the Corps for
fill permits.

The County has possession of two documents that seem to support AKT’s assertion that Lot P
was never intended to be protected in perpetuity and that Lot P could potentially be developed in
the future. The first is a letter dated August 27, 1999 sent to AKT Development by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service. In the letter, Field Supervisor Wayne White, states “Concerning the
original intent of Lot P in relation to the Silver Springs Development, the administrative record
regarding whether Lot P was to be a preserve in perpetuity or not and who would maintain
control over the site is nebulous at best””. Mr. White goes on to write “In that context we will
agree to disagree over intent and proceed forward as if Lot P were to be developed and will not
seek replacement of Lot P as a preserve but will evaluate the impacts to the site on its own merits
when it comes before us through the Section 7 process™.

The second document is the “Administrative Appeal Decision For Army Corps of Engineers
Permit Denial Regarding Silver Springs East (Lot P)” prepared by Col. Leonardo V. Flor of the
Army Corps of Engineers. This document was prepared to respond to AKT’s request to appeal a
Corps decision that an application for the development of Lot P did not comply with the Clean
Water Act Section 404 (b) (1) guidelines. While the intent of the appeal document is to respond
to AKT’s assertion that the Corps CWA Section 404 (b) (1) Guidelines determination of the least
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environmentally damaging practicable alternative was arbitrary and capricious, the Corps
analysis reveled that conditions of the 1994 Nationwide permit allowed for the development of
Lot P if certain conditions were met. Language in the letter specifically states “The deed
restrictions allows the Appellant to apply for any permits, permissions or approvals under the
CWA and any other federal, state, and local laws, to develop Lot P.”

Conclusion

Staff’s recommendation is to remove the RCA overlay designation from Lot P. Staff recently
discovered clear and compelling evidence that suggests that Lot P was not protected in perpetuity
and that deed restrictions allowed for the possibility that Lot P would be developed. To reinforce
Planning’s recommendation is a document prepared by the County Department of Environmental
Review and Assessment (DERA) in November of 2004. In this document DERA essentially
comes to the same conclusion that there is no evidence that Lot P was intended to be protected in
perpetuity.

It is important to understand that the recommendation to remove the RCA land use designation
from Lot P does not imply that Lot P should be developed. The scope of this amylase was only
to determine if the RCA overlay was an appropriate designation for Lot P. It only implies that
the proposed RCA designation as it is defined is not appropriate for this parcel. The merits of
developing or maintaining Lot P as open space will need to be based on further analysis and
review.

It should also be noted that the RCA itself does not preclude development from occurring. The

RCA is simply a tool that informs Planning Staff and other analysts that there may be some form
of protection status on a parcel and that further investigation is needed.
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