NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE 2016 MTP/SCS UPDATE

June 18, 2014
To:
From:

All Interested Agencies and Persons
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1415 L Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, Ca 95814 (916) 321-9000

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a
programmatic environmental impact report for the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2036 (MTP/SCS) Update (Proposed Project). This
Notice of Preparation (NOP) is intended to alert regulatory and trustee agencies, interested
agencies, organizations, and individuals of the preparation of the 2016 MTP/SCS Update
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The EIR will be prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
SACOG is interested in your views about the scope and content of the information and analyses
to be included in the EIR for the Proposed Project. If you represent an agency that may use the
program EIR for tiering purposes, SACOG is particularly interested in learning what information
may be helpful for such tiering in connection with your project-specific environmental review.
This NOP includes:
 A list of potential environmental effects
 A map of the Sacramento metropolitan area, which is the study area for the Proposed Project
and the EIR. The metropolitan area includes the counties of Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and
Yuba, and the portions of El Dorado and Placer Counties outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin.
SACOG seeks your views on the following questions:
 Are there potential environmental issues that SACOG has not identified in the list of potential
environmental effects or the attached outline? If so, please identify these potential issues.
 Are there any alternatives you believe SACOG should evaluate?
 What types of mitigation measures do you think would help avoid or minimize potential
environmental effects?

SUBMITTING COMMENTS
Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible
date, but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. Please submit your written responses
no later than July 25, 2014, through any of the following methods:
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By Mail
Sacramento Area Council of
Governments
1415 L Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

By Fax

By E-mail

(916) 321-9551

eircomments@sacog.org

A public scoping meeting for the EIR will be held on July 23, 2014, from 1:00 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. at
the SACOG offices, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95818.
Comments regarding the scope of the EIR received during the 30-day NOP review period will be
incorporated, as appropriate, in the environmental document.
BACKGROUND
SACOG is the designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the counties of
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba, and for Placer and El Dorado Counties except for the Lake
Tahoe Basin. Map 1 depicts the Sacramento Metropolitan Planning Area. An MTP, also
referred to in other regions as a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or Long-Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP), is the mechanism used in California by Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) to conduct long-range (at least 20-year) planning in their regions.
SACOG must adopt an MTP and update it every four years, or more frequently, if the region is
to receive federal or state transportation dollars for public transit, streets/roads, and bicycle and
pedestrian improvements.
An SCS is a required element of the MTP under California’s Sustainable Communities and
Climate Protection Act, also known as Sen. Bill 375 (Stats. 2008, ch. 728) (SB 375). While
other efforts to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions focus on alternative fuels and vehicle
efficiency, SB 375 is intended to more effectively reduce emissions by integrating land use and
transportation planning to reduce overall passenger vehicle miles traveled. Through the
development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that accompanies the MTP, policies
and strategies will be identified to reduce per capita passenger vehicle-generated GHG
emissions. The SCS will identify the general location of land uses, residential densities, and
building intensities within the region; identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the
population of the region; identify areas within the region sufficient to house an 8-year projection
of the regional housing need; identify a transportation network to serve the regional
transportation needs; gather and consider the best practically available scientific information
regarding resources areas and farmland in the region; consider the state housing goals; set forth
a forecasted development pattern for the region; and allow the regional transportation plan to
comply with the federal Clean Air Act. (Gov. Code, § 65080, subd. (b)(F)(2)(B).) If the SCS
for the MTP update does not achieve the GHG emission targets set by the California Air
Resources Board (CARB), an Alternative Planning Strategy must be developed to demonstrate
how the targets could be achieved.
The 2016 MTP/SCS sets policies to guide transportation decisions and proposes a program of
capital, operational, and management improvements needed through the year 2036. In addition,
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if the SCS achieves its GHG emission target and the CARB accepts SACOG’s determination
that the SCS, if implemented, would achieve its GHG emissions target, certain land
development projects may be eligible for CEQA streamlining if they are consistent with the
general use, density, intensity and applicable policies of the adopted SCS.
The EIR for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update will include GHG emissions baseline measurements and
projections, as well as potential mitigation measures to reduce those emissions. The EIR also will
include analysis of the environmental effects of the MTP/SCS.
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
The following types of potentially significant and adverse environmental impacts could result
from the implementation of the 2016 MTP/SCS:
1. Aesthetics
2. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
3. Air Quality
4. Biological Resources
5. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
6. Energy and Global Climate Change
7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
8. Geology, Seismicity, Soils and Mineral Resources
9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
10. Hydrology and Water Quality
11. Land Use and Planning
12. Noise
13. Population and Housing
14. Public Services and Recreation
15. Transportation
16. Utilities and Service Systems
The MTP EIR will also address cumulative impacts, growth inducing impacts, and other
issues required by CEQA.
ALTERNATIVES TO BE ANALYZED IN THE EIR
SACOG will evaluate several project alternatives in the EIR. These scenarios will be studied and
further refined during public scoping meetings and workshops. Each scenario will be compared for
its potential to achieve the goals of the 2016 MTP/SCS, while reducing the significant regional
environmental impacts. In addition to the project, the following alternatives will also be evaluated:
No Project Alternative – The No Project Alternative is required by CEQA. For this EIR, the No
Project Alternative is defined as a continuation of the current land use patterns and accompanying
transportation network of the current MTP/SCS (adopted April 2012), without accounting for new
land use and transportation plans that have been developed since plan adoption.
Scenario 1 - Land use patterns are less dense than under the adopted MTP/SCS with more growth
on the edge of current urban areas and less infill. The accompanying transportation network is
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correspondingly more focused on road and highway expansion and less on expansion of transit and
non-motorized modes (bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure).
Scenario 3 - Land use patterns are more compact focused on supporting high transit ridership and
productivity. Transportation network has high investment in transit service and supportive road,
pedestrian and bicycling infrastructure.
Although these scenarios have been preliminarily identified, SACOG is seeking input on
these, and other, alternatives during the NOP process, which could result in modifications
to the alternatives analyzed in the EIR, or modifications to the scenarios identified above.

DATE: June 18, 2014

SIGNATURE:
TITLE:
TELEPHONE:

Kacey Lizon
MTP/SCS Manager
(916) 321-9000

Reference: California Code of Regulations, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082(a), 15103, 15375.
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NOP Scoping Meeting Comments
July 23, 2014
1 – 2:30 p.m.
SACOG Board Room
1415 L Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Kacey Lizon, Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) Project
Manager, provided an overview of the MTP/SCS Update process noting state and federal requirements
that guide the process. Lizon summarized the focus of the MTP/SCS update noting that the SACOG
Board of Directors is particularly interested in implementation of the current plan. Staff is currently
researching the impacts of moving specific projects forward or backward in delivery time to determine
whether there is a way to fund maintenance projects before building new projects (labeled a “Fix it
First” strategy) and see what effect this will have on the performance of the plan. Lizon reported that
staff is also working to bring more performance measures into the plan by examining health benefits,
refining and improving environmental justice areas, and researching what more could be done to
analyze toxic air contaminants more broadly. She then asked the group if they had any questions or
comments on the Notice of Preparation of the draft Environmental Impact Report for the MTP/SCS.
Terry Preston, WalkSacramento – On things to be measured, are health impacts of the different
transportation modes going to be considered? And in scenario analysis, will there be an analysis of
active transportation versus roads?
Kacey – Strategic Growth Council (SGC) is developing health impacts tool to look at different land
uses and transportation.
There will be an opportunity to give input on the MTP/SCS coming this fall. SACOG public
workshops for the MTP/SCS are going to be in October. We are required to hold 8 public
workshops in the region, one in each county, and 3 in Sacramento County. We will also be doing
scientific phone poll at the same time using random digit dialing.
Crystal Jacobson, Placer County – Didn’t you do [scientific polling] last time?
Kacey – No, we did it in 2008. We hope to do some comparison analysis if possible. We are still
determining the questions that will be asked in this survey.
Teri Duarte, Walk Sacramento – There has been talk about having evaluation measures, particularly
health outcomes, but there is a lack of data, such as average body weights…has there been any
advances in available data?
Kacey – With the State (SGC) effort we might see something. It will be pretty generalized, not
sure how detailed it will be. May not be SACOG specific. There’s research that shows that active
transportation has all these benefits but how you can measure that with a given set of plan info
is another story for region, community, and neighborhood. We may come to the conclusion that
we are doing everything we can but want to expand.
Teri – I know Molly Wright was looking at health outcome measures.

Kacey – I’m going to connect with her.
Charles Anderson, SMAQMD – Will there be any kind of detailed discussion on how the MTP will
connect with STIPs?
Kacey – Yes we have to do that in the plan because we have to sync the STIPs.
Terry Preston – one concern, arguments we get from local jurisdictions is that we are turning a road into
a huge boulevard and just adding sidewalks. I hope that road capacity projects aren’t mistaken as fix it
first. Just adding sidewalks does not make a road pedestrian friendly.
Kacey – To make sure I understand, you are saying that you don’t want to see the fix it first
strategy used to justify road expansion so that we don’t make it more difficult for ped/bikes?
Maintenance and rehab should not equate to widening?
Terry Preston – Yes. What policy questions do we need to address to get funding…. if you are a
jurisdiction and want to get funding you have to create more roads, not just improve the roads you
have. What do we need to do to change guidelines at state and federal level? I’d love to see something
that says if you want money you need to improve the road, traffic calming, etc. not just widen and add
sidewalks.
Kacey – You would like to see more coordination on policy?
Terry Preston – Yes.
Tom Pace – Could there be a metric for ped/bike friendliness of a road, not just completeness? Putting a
bike lane on Howe Avenue doesn’t make it bike friendly. Could we measure and/or evaluate project
applications on whether they are bike/ped friendly?
Kacey – There is a research project looking at that, may or may not translate into metric for the
plan. It could be part of the complete streets tool kit and maybe part of the funding criteria.
There is research about transportation and land use that encourage more walking and biking.
Street pattern is one example, research about what is more pedestrian oriented. The 4 D’s:
Density, Design, Diversity and Destination. These are more focused on street itself, not just street
pattern. Plan outcome measurement may be how many lane miles are bike/ped friendly streets
and how many are not.
Teri Duarte, WalkSacramento – Road speed is the most important to the perception of safety. An
outcome measure might be the average speed limit or speeds traveled and if we could bring that down
5 mph that would be an improvement. You could also measure the number of residents who are within
20 minute walk of all services.
Kacey – The Environmental Justice analysis is a primitive version of that. It’s a fledgling 20 min,
access to transit, and driving.
Terry Preston – Is it a land use issue? We did a walk audit of R Street with students saw there was a lack
of services. There are local land use decisions that affect the region. What concentration of basic
services are in areas that people could go to? Carter studies and Environmental Justice studies use a

metric like, X number of people could bike to these land uses. That’s the kind of thing that makes places
attractive. 75 percent of new homes are going to be 55 or older, given that, how do you come up with
land uses that accommodate that?
Kacey – Yes that is a good question and comment, thank you.
Tom Pace, City of Sacramento – Regarding transportation analysis, does SACOG have thoughts on using
LOS and VMT for transportation performance?
Kacey – I can tell you we have VMT in the current EIR, we don’t include LOS, when SB 743 was
passed we thought it might not be worth our investment of time to use LOS.
Tom Pace, City of Sacramento – We are looking at that transition and we aren’t sure how to apply it for
our needs. We get requests from Caltrans to mitigate from traffic impacts from freeway as we are trying
to mitigate for infill, which is a difficulty when costly studies and mitigation are required. Could SACOG
help us address that problem? There is the I-5 corridor effort, but it doesn’t extend to other freeways
and not perfect. Our Climate Action Plan seeks increase in transit beyond what is in MTP so if that was in
MTP that would help us. Increase transit by 5 percent in 2020 and 10 percent by 2035.
Kacey – That is a good question. We can look at that.
Terry Preston – Is the Active Transportation Program in state or federal round included in the financial
projections?
Kacey – Yes, All state and fed sources are included. We are taking an overview of the current
plan assumptions with funding to the Board of Directors.
Terry Preston – At the New Partners for Smart Growth conference there were MPOs in another state
that coordinated policy work coming out of its MTP with local foundations; it got local foundations to
support policy initiatives to forward MTPs in order to get some of the work done. They were good
examples of outreach, and going to state legislature; it wasn’t the MTP directly funding it. They were
leveraging money. State legislature reduced transportation voter thresholds so that funding measures
could pass more easily. We need to get a more coordinated front to get more funding and more health
outcomes by working with local foundations.
Kacey – do you have the example regions?
Terry Preston – I’ll look and send them to you.
Meeting adjourned at 2:05 p.m.
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Notice of Preparation: 2016 MTP/SCS Update - City of Sacramento Comments
Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>, Tom Pace <TPace@cityofsacrame...

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the issues that should be evaluated in the EIR to be prepared for
the 2016 MTP/SCS Update.
1.

Cultural and historic resources: The EIR should evaluate the potential impacts, and potential
mitigations, of infill development on cultural and historic resources.

2.

The City has adopted a Climate Action Plan that calls for an increase in transit by 5% in 2020 and
10% in 2030 over the existing MTP/SCS and would like to see this increase incorporated into the
2016 MTP/SCS.

3.

Provide a strategy for further encouraging infill development within the Central City by relieving of
regional transportation analysis and obligations.

4.

The NOP identifies alternative scenarios to be analyzed, including Scenario 1 and Scenario 3, but
appears to be missing a Scenario 2.

If you have any questions please let us know.

Scott Johnson
City of Sacramento
Community Development Dept.
Environmental Planning Services
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
(916) 8085842
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July 25, 2014

VIA EMAIL
eircomments@sacog.org

Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1415 L Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Notice of Preparation for the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy for 2036 Update
Dear Ms. Lizon:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 2016 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) for 2036 Update.
Potential Environmental Issues
Transportation and land use impact health through roadway safety, physical activity, and air quality.
Determining the health impacts from the mix of vehicle and non-motorized transportation and the
density and mix of land uses requires performance measures beyond those identified in the adopted
MTP/SCS.
Transportation Safety
The pedestrian quality of the road environment and the proximity of destinations influence the
decision to walk rather than to drive. The MTP/SCS seeks to improve both of these conditions in the
region and SACOG monitors collisions and collision rates to track roadway safety. The adopted
MTP/SCS includes “Percent reduction in accident rates” as a performance measure for transportation
safety. Analyzing only collision rates or total collisions can be misleading, though.
As the transportation system and the land use pattern evolve to accommodate more pedestrian
activity, the number of pedestrians exposed to potential collisions will rise and there may be a
corresponding increase in the number of collisions. However, roadways that are safer for pedestrians
will have lower traffic speeds and both the severity of collisions and number of fatalities will be
reduced. The DEIR should analyze the severity of collisions and associated costs of medical care so
the public and SACOG can better understand the impacts to pedestrian safety of the project and
alternatives.
Physical Activity
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention recommends a minimum of 30 minutes of moderateintensity physical activity five days per week. Regular physical activity is associated with improved
physical and mental health, lower risk of chronic disease and obesity, and longer life. Simply
measuring the walking and bicycling mode shares will not indicate the amount of physical activity
corresponding to these active transportation modes. Measuring the average time per capita spent
walking or bicycling for transportation will help to estimate the potential health benefits or negative
impacts from the MTP/SCS.

909 12th Street, Suite #203 • Sacramento, CA 95814 • 916-446-9255
www.walksacramento.org
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Are more commute trips being replaced with non-driving trips? The stress produced by singleoccupant vehicle commute trips can have a negative impact on physical and emotional health.
Shorter single-occupant vehicle travel time and longer active transportation commute trips should
each improve the health of commuters. The DEIR should analyze the number of commute trips and
travel time for the project and each of the alternatives.
Land use patterns can also impact health by influencing physical activity. Land uses that are compact
with a mix of uses make it possible for people to walk to destinations on a daily basis. The number of
residential units within a ten minute walk or bike trip to destinations such as schools, parks, transit,
grocery stores, restaurants, employment and healthcare are good indicators of walking potential and
should be analyzed in the DEIR.
Study Scenarios
The NOP states that SACOG will evaluate three preliminarily identified alternatives in the EIR. The No
Project alternative continues current land use patterns and the adopted 2012 MTP/SCS transportation
network. Scenarios 1 and 2 take land use and transportation system planning in opposite directions
from the No Project alternative. Scenario 1 has a less dense land use pattern and a transportation
focus on expanding roads and highways. Scenario 3 has a more compact land use pattern “focused
on supporting high transit ridership and productivity”, and a transportation network with a “high
investment in transit service and supportive road, pedestrian and bicycling infrastructure.”
Pedestrian and bicycling infrastructure is highly supportive of transit use. An excellent transit system
needs a correspondingly high quality pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to support it. The funding
for bike and pedestrian street and trail improvements identified in the MTP/SCS Approach to Scenario
Development report to the SACOG Board of Directors on March 13, 2014 is the same for both
Scenario 3 and Adopted MTP/SCS (No Project). Scenario 3 or an additional scenario should include
greater funding for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure compared to the proposed 2016 MTP/SCS
project and the No Project alternative. This scenario could also include an accelerated funding
timeline for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure improvements that would provide corresponding
health, safety and air quality benefits to better meet the goals of the 2016 MTP/SCS.
Other discrepancies in the MTP/SCS Approach to Scenario Development in which the more
compact/more transit scenario seems to fall short of the no project scenario includes the share of
transit, bike and walk trips and the share of homes in environmental justice areas near high-frequency
transit. We hope that Scenario 3 as it is defined for the EIR is truly an alternative that is substantially
different from the Proposed Project and the No Project Alternative.
WALKSacramento encourages people to walk and bicycle in their communities. The benefits include
improved physical fitness, less motor vehicle traffic congestion, better air quality, and a stronger sense
of cohesion and safety in local neighborhoods. WALKSacramento is working to support increased
physical activity such as walking and bicycling in local neighborhoods as well as helping to create
community environments that support walking and bicycling.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments and recommendations. If you have questions or
need additional information, please contact me at (916) 446-9255 or cholm@walksacramento.org.

Sincerely,
Chris Holm
Project Analyst

909 12th Street, Suite #203 • Sacramento, CA 95814 • 916-446-9255
www.walksacramento.org

Department of Transportation
Michael J. Penrose, Director

Divisions
Administration
Maintenance & Operations
Engineering & Planning

County of Sacramento

July 15, 2014

Kacey Lizon
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1415 L Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 340-6265
klizon@sacog.org

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 2016 MTP/SCS UPDATE.
Ms. Lizon:
We have received the notice of preparation (NOP) for an environmental impact report for the
2016 MTP/SCS update project. We appreciate the opportunity to review this document. County
staff has been working with SACOG staff on this project and will continue to do so. We have no
comments at this time.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 875-2844.

Sincerely,

_______________________
Kamal Atwal, P.E.
Associate Transportation Engineer
Department of Transportation
KA

Cc:

th

Dean Blank, DOT
Matt Darrow, DOT
Juliette Robinson, PERD

827 7 Street, Suite 304 • Sacramento, California 95814 • phone (916) 874-6291 • fax (916) 874-7831 • www.saccounty.net

STATE OF CALIFORNIA – NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION
2101 Stone Blvd., Suite 210
West Sacramento, CA 95691
Phone (916) 375-4800 / FAX (916) 376-3962
Home Page: www.delta.ca.gov

Contra Costa County Board of
Supervisors

Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors

San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors

July 24, 2014
Kacey Lizon
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
1415 L Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Solano County Board of
Supervisors

Subject: 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities
Strategy Update (SCH# 2014062060)

Yolo County Board of
Supervisors

Dear Ms. Lizon:

Cities of Contra Costa and
Solano Counties

Cities of Sacramento and
Yolo Counties

Cities of San Joaquin County

Central Delta Reclamation
Districts

North Delta Reclamation Districts

South Delta Reclamation Districts

CA State Transportation Agency

CA Department of Food and
Agriculture

CA Natural Resources Agency

CA State Lands Commission

Delta Protection Commission (Commission) staff have reviewed the Notice
of Preparation for the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/ Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update (Project). A portion of SACOG’s area lies
within the Delta’s Primary Zone and is subject to consistency requirements
with the Commission’s Land Use and Resource Management Plan (LURMP),
which contains policies to protect the Delta environment, including its
agricultural, ecological and recreational resources.
Given that portions of Sacramento and Yolo Counties are within the Legal
Delta, SACOG should also consider alternative transportation choices for
urban residents in the Secondary Zone visiting the Delta’s Primary Zone for
recreation and tourism, in addition to supporting sustainable transportation
options for Delta Legacy Community residents in Clarksburg, Hood,
Courtland, Ryde, Walnut Grove, Locke and Isleton. The Project should
consider the policies outlined in the LURMP for any potential effects to the
environment of the Delta’s Primary Zone (see Attachment for a list of
LURMP policies that apply to your Project).
In addition, the Great California Trail Act (Chapter 839, statute of 2006)
directed the Commission to develop and adopt a plan and implementation
program for a continuous regional recreational corridor that will extend
throughout the five Delta Counties and link to the San Francisco Bay Trail
and Sacramento River Trail. The Project EIR should mention the Great
California Delta Trail in the State Regulatory Settings section since the
Project encompasses a portion of Sacramento and Yolo Counties. Potential
language can include the following:

Kacey Lizon, SACOG
Page 2
The Great California Delta Trail System (Chapter 839, statute of 2006): Existing law establishes the Delta
Protection Commission to preserve, protect, maintain, and enhance the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
region's environmental resources and quality, including preserving and protecting agriculture, wildlife
habitats, open spaces, outdoor recreational activities, public access, and use of public lands. This bill would
additionally require the Delta Protection Commission to establish a continuous recreation corridor,
including bicycle and hiking trails, around the five county region of the Delta, as defined.

Currently, the Commission is working on the Blueprint Report for the Great California Delta Trail
in Sacramento, San Joaquin, and Yolo Counties. Coordination with the Commission’s Delta Trail
planning process should be made to ensure that pedestrian and bicycle lanes/routes/trails in
your Project are linked or incorporated into this regional trail network, thus increasing
connectivity for commuters and recreationists.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. Please contact Raymond Costantino, Associate
Environmental Planner at (916) 375-4534, if you have any questions about the comments
provided.
Sincerely,

Erik Vink
Executive Director
Cc:

Don Nottoli, Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
Oscar Villegas, Yolo County Board of Supervisors

Enclosure

ATTACHMENT A: RELEVANT LAND USE RESOUCE MANGEMENT PLAN
POLICIES
Recreation, P-1, Ensure appropriate planning, development and funding for expansion, ongoing
maintenance and supervision of existing public recreation and access areas.
Recreation, P-3, Assess the need for new regional public and private recreation and access
facilities to meet increasing public need, and ensure that any new facilities are prioritized,
developed, maintained and supervised consistent with local, state, and federal laws and
regulations. Ensure that adequate public services are provided for all existing, new, and improved
recreation and access facilities.
Recreation, P-4, Encourage new regional recreational opportunities, such as Delta-wide trails,
which take into consideration environmental, agricultural, infrastructure, and law enforcement
needs, and private property boundaries. Also, encourage opportunities for water, hiking, and biking
trails.
Recreation, P-8, Ensure, for the sake of the environment and water quality, the provision of
appropriate restroom, pump-out and other sanitation and waste management facilities at new and
existing recreation sites, including marinas; encourage the provision of amenities including but not
limited to picnic tables and boat-in destinations.
Recreation, P-11, Recognizing existing laws, encourage establishment of Delta-wide law
enforcement protocols on local public nuisance and safety issues, such as trespassing, littering, and
theft.
Recreation, P-13, Support the development of a strategic plan, in consultation with all law
enforcement agencies having jurisdiction in the Delta, to improve law enforcement and the use of
available resources to ensure an adequate level of public safety. The strategic plan shall identify
resources to implement the plan.
Agriculture, P-9, Support agricultural tourism and value-added agricultural production as a means
of maintaining the agricultural economy of the Delta.
Natural Habitat, P-6, Support the implementation of appropriate buffers, management plans
and/or good neighbor policies (e.g. safe harbor agreements) that among other things, limit liability
for incidental take associated with adjacent agricultural and recreational activities within lands
converted to wildlife habitat to ensure the ongoing agricultural and recreational operations adjacent
to the converted lands are not negatively affected.
Natural Habitat, P-7, Incorporate, to the maximum extent feasible, suitable and appropriate
wildlife protection, restoration and enhancement on publicly-owned land as part of a Delta-wide
plan for habitat management.
Natural Habitat, P-8, Promote ecological, recreational and agricultural tourism in order to
preserve the cultural values and economic vitality that reflect the history, natural heritage and
human resources of the Delta including the establishment of National Heritage Area designations.

