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Agenda Item: eComments for 1. Approval of Planning and Design Commission Minutes File ID: 2025-00275

Overall Sentiment

Sandeep Kaur
Location:
Submitted At:  9:00pm 06-23-25

I don&#x27;t agree with multi-unit development because it will increase traffic, which could negatively impact the
safety of pedestrians, particularly children near the school. Furthermore, the proximity of a school raises
additional safety considerations. Addressing speeding issues will be crucial if this development moves forward.
Already people drive recklessly on streets. We need something which can help the community.

Mark Rodriguez
Location:
Submitted At: 11:16am 06-21-25

Please do not go to Sun Spa, located at 6804 Fruitridge Rd #A
Sacramento, CA, 95820, They will claim that they are too busy for you.



Agenda Item: eComments for 2. Airport South Industrial Annexation (P21-017) [Published 05/02/2025] File ID: 2025-01031

Overall Sentiment

Patricia Johnson
Location:
Submitted At:  4:48pm 06-26-25

To whom it concerns,
I am writing again as a person living in Sacramento who desires to live in a place with clean air for myself and my
neighbors.  This development will increase traffic, destroy our open space and cause people to suffer life
threatening exacerbations of acute breathing problems.  Yesterday the traffic was horrendous going north on
Highway 5 in the morning and going south in the evening.  Please vote against this development.

Mike Zimmerman
Location:
Submitted At:  4:47pm 06-26-25

I am in full support of the Airport South Industrial development project.  Being in the commercial real estate
business, I help companies find locations with strong labor pools with superior logistics.   Airport South offers all
of the above with proximity to the Sacramento International Airport, Intestate 5 and one of the most competitive
labor pools in Northern California.  This project will help attract great companies with higher paying jobs allowing
us to continue grow our region responsibly.  

Mike Zimmerman

Jay Rudin
Location:
Submitted At:  4:46pm 06-26-25

I urge you to reject the Airport South Industrial Project.

This project would pave over farmland and natural habitat, increase diesel truck traffic and greenhouse gas
emissions, and pose a serious health risk to children at the nearby elementary school.

It would also cross the Urban Services Boundary — a line this county established over 20 years ago to protect



farmland and limit sprawl. That boundary was supposed to mean something.

Reviewing your official rules of procedure. The first two duties listed are:
1.	Stewardship of the public interest must be your primary concern, and
2.	You must work for the common good of the PEOPLE of Sacramento — with “PEOPLE” capitalized.

So I ask: Who is this project really for?

It clearly benefits the developer, and likely Amazon. But what about the residents who will breathe the air, lose the
farmland, and live with the consequences?

We’re told this project will create jobs. But recent articles — including one from The Wall Street Journal — show
that Amazon and similar companies are cutting workers and relying more on automation. The jobs that remain
often have high turnover due to poor working conditions.

So again: Where is the public good in 4 million square feet of warehouse space?

I see only harm — to the environment, to nearby families, and to the credibility of the Urban Services Boundary.

I respectfully ask you to protect the public interest — and vote no.

Thank you.

Jay Rudin

Nathan Miller
Location:
Submitted At:  4:44pm 06-26-25

I am in full support of the Airport South Industrial project. This site will create thousands of sustainable jobs,
generate millions in annual tax revenue, and help Sacramento support its continued growth. Industrial
development is the backbone of any healthy market as it promotes stable, critical employment, supports all trade
of goods and services, and attracts long-term business investment. Without it, we sacrifice our future economic
depth and risk seeing much of that business investment focus on other geographic locations. This project is a
smart step toward a stronger, more self-sufficient Sacramento.

Michael Hoo
Location:
Submitted At:  4:39pm 06-26-25

Dear Commissioners - I urge you to consider the long term benefit a project of this scale could do for the City.
Increase the city's tax base and generate additional revenues that could potentially be used to fund multiple
municipal services. This project has will typically create thousands of direct and indirect jobs. These include jobs
in logistics, warehousing, manufacturing, administration, and supporting services. Additionally, it will generate
significant construction job over its development phases.  I strongly recommend the support of this project. 

Michael Hoo, Colliers

Irah Shaikh
Location:
Submitted At:  4:26pm 06-26-25

Dear Commissioners, 

I urge you to reject the Airport South Industrial Project and its Annexation into the City. Approving this project
would mean amending the General Plan, expanding city infrastructure, and violating the intent of the NBHCP —
all to allow warehouse development we simply do not need.
I’ve identified plenty of sites — totaling over 1113 acres — of vacant or underutilized industrial-zoned land already
within 5 miles of the airport which are available for use. Additionally, 65% of that land is within just 2 miles of the
Sacramento Airport. These parcels are closer to existing services, don’t put pressure on wildlife preserves, and



don’t place diesel truck corridors near the 2 neighboring elementary schools and neighborhoods all of which are
within an average 1-minute walking distance of the planning site.
And to the argument that even if there is existing warehousing nearby, Airport South still meets the need of
commercial sites and hotels, I would like to remind us all that Metro Airpark still has 472 acres available for
buildout for the same reasons. To bring that into perspective, if even half of that was to be allocated to hotels with
200-300 rooms, we could have 23 hotels in the area.
This project is not meeting a gap. It’s replacing smarter options with more harmful ones. State planning guidance
under SB 375 and the Memorandum of Use between the City and the County for Natomas require you to avoid
inducing sprawl when feasible alternatives exist. Well — here they do. This project doesn’t pass the
environmental or planning test when better options are on the table. That is not a valid basis for General Plan
amendments, annexation, and rezoning.
Today, you set a precedent for how Sacramento handles future development. A “yes” vote tonight tells the public
that speculative warehouse sprawl is more important than the health of our neighborhoods, our children, our
farmland, and our wildlife. It says that a developer can submit an Environmental Impact Report that ignores
critical legal and environmental obligations — and still get their way.
Please stand with the public, not against it. Vote no. Thank you.
Thank you.

Ericah Howard
Location:
Submitted At:  3:51pm 06-26-25

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I urge you to oppose the Airport South Industrial proposal. Destroying carbon pools that mitigate greenhouse
gasses is counterintuitive to long term climate goals. You just approved the urban forest planning, don’t go
destroying valuable environments in other areas of Sacramento simultaneously. There are TWENTY TWO
sensitive species that call the natomas basin home, which you’ll be disrupting and endangering with this project.
The proposed area is a 100 year flood plain, making development less safe. The plan states a SIGNIFICANT
impact on special status plants and animals. 
The proposal also explicitly states that the air quality impact during construction alone would be SIGNIFICANT.
And all this directly next to Paso Verde Elementary? Not to mention the air quality implications once the project is
complete. 
I don’t believe any mitigation efforts would make this proposal a valid or acceptable plan for our communities and
environment. 
Thank you

Ryan DeAngelis
Location:
Submitted At:  2:58pm 06-26-25

I fully support the Airport South development project. 

As our population grows so does the demand for goods and services. This project will help fulfill that demand
serving as the backbone for retail, e-commerce, and services operations in the greater Sacramento region. In
addition to serving our community, projects such as Airport South provide good honest jobs. Airport South is a
well-designed project and located in an area where we should encourage industrial development, next to an
airport. Travel to any major metro market in the country and you will see an airport surrounded by industrial
development. The applicant has worked hard listening to various groups and their comments/concerns and have
made reasonable attempts to mitigate those concerns. I encourage the Planning Commission to support this
project for the many significant economic and community benefits it will deliver.

Ryan DeAngelis, CBRE 

Bob Dacy
Location:
Submitted At:  1:56pm 06-26-25

I am in support of this project close to the Sacramento Airport as it eases truck traffic that otherwise would be
making longer hauls on other freeways and streets far from the Airport unnecessary. Being blessed with a



location close to the airport development is a huge bonus to the City of Sacramento. Industrial development
adjacent to a major airport seems more appropriate then housing that is currently erupting around this area.
Please move forward in approving this annexation and development of this property.

Todd Irving
Location:
Submitted At:  1:30pm 06-26-25

I am in full support of the future growth and annex of this land. Particularly in area of Commercial and Industrial
multi use purposes. With the Sacramento Airport situated nearby, it provides future relief from traffic congestion
by providing the opportunity for air shipping and potential rail connections. The growth of nearby neighborhoods
has created lots of concerned citizens most opposing this site. They were not opposing the same growth when it
provided jobs and affordable homes to them and many others. Long term impact from construction and traffic
congestion are not nearly what they are when homes and low-income housing are being incorporated. The future
industrial growth will provide more jobs form those already residing in the area.

BRYCE MACDONALD
Location:
Submitted At:  1:00pm 06-26-25

I am in full support of the Airport South Industrial development project.  It is vital to our region to continue to add
industrial real estate sites in order to provide jobs and serve the communities.  This is an intelligently planned and
well mitigated project that has little environmental impact.  Halting industrial real estate growth in a location that is
PERFECT for this type of development actually increases costs to the region and its population by pushing
companies further away from the population center, thereby increasing pollution and end costs to consumers.  

Thank you,

Bryce MacDonald
(916)705-8366
bmacdonald916@gmail.com

Mark Demetre
Location:
Submitted At: 12:48pm 06-26-25

I’ve been involved in commercial real estate and development in the greater Sacramento area for over 40 years.
This project would be a bonus to the city of Sacramento which lacks any decent industrial development and
space available to bring in future population grow services that are necessary for a great community

Mark Demetri, Colliers International

Saphire Xiong
Location:
Submitted At: 12:40pm 06-26-25

e-Comment received by the City Clerk's Office.

Doug Orr
Location:
Submitted At: 11:17am 06-26-25

Planning and Design Commission members,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Airport South Industrial Annexation project
(P21-017). Natomas Unified is a close neighbor to the project, with Paso Verde K-8 school directly to the south of
the project. Paso Verde School serves close to 1,000 students. Natomas Unified has submitted letters with
requested revisions on December 5, 2024, March 14, 2025, and May 20, 2025. In the May 20, 2025, letter, we
point out our concerns with the proposed use of noise generators and the firing of “blanks” to mitigate the
concerns of Canadian geese on the property. With the school’s closest building only 250 feet away and students
on the playground yard even closer, the firing of “blanks” is concerning, not to mention the noise generation will



interfere with the learning conditions of 1,000 students. In addition, the firing of “blanks” could cause confusion
during emergency situations on campus. The plan for mitigation also calls for the use of chemical repellents.
Natomas Unified is requesting that any chemical repellants used not be airborne, given the proximity to the
school site and playgrounds. Our letter to the Commission, dated May 20, 2025, further details these concerns.
Thank you for your time.

Respectfully,
Doug Orr
Associate Superintendent, Natomas Unified School District
1901 Arena Blvd.
Sacramento, CA 95834

Chris Smith
Location:
Submitted At: 10:50am 06-26-25

Dear Commissioners,

On behalf of the Associated General Contractors of California, please see attached our letter of support for the
Airport South Industrial Annexation Project. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Lisa Kang
Location:
Submitted At: 11:43pm 06-25-25

I urge the Planning Commission to oppose the Airport South Industrial Project. If we destroy agricultural land and
open space to build warehouses for the Airport South Industrial Project, we'll be wiping out a vitally needed
carbon sink. We can't afford to contribute to climate change and spend billions on damage by fire or flood
especially during a time when the federal government is working to increase greenhouse gas emissions.

I'd like to draw your attention to a recent KCRA article citing a report from First Street, a climate risk prediction
firm that provides data for sites like Zillow and Redfin. The article suggests that the Sacramento area " ... could
lose more than a quarter of its population by 2055 due to increased climate risks ... The report points to
catastrophic flooding, rising temperatures and worsening air quality as the primary climate risks in the
Sacramento metro area." 

Full article:
https://www.kcra.com/article/sacramento-mass-abandonment-climate-change-risks/64948126

Mitigating climate change needs to be a top priority in community planning. Please consider recommendations
opposing the Airport South Industrial Project.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer my comments on this matter.

Joyce  Wolfe
Location:
Submitted At:  8:52pm 06-25-25

I’m writing as a longtime resident of Westlake to reaffirm my opposition to the proposed Airport South Industrial
Project and to respectfully urge the Planning Commission to reject this plan in its current form.

Our neighborhood is made up of families who chose to live here because of its peace, safety, and proximity to
open space. The proposed project would place high-intensity industrial use—likely involving heavy truck traffic,
noise, and pollution—alarmingly close to residential homes, putting our quality of life and health at serious risk.

Let me be clear: we are not anti-development. We welcome responsible growth that considers both economic
opportunity and community well-being. But this proposal prioritizes warehouse infrastructure over the health and
safety of people. That’s an unacceptable tradeoff.

If the project is approved, despite strong community opposition, the city must commit to a legally enforceable



buffer zone between Westlake and the industrial site. This is not merely about visual screening — it’s a public
health issue. Diesel emissions, noise pollution, and increased traffic from 24/7 logistics operations pose serious
risks to nearby residents, particularly children and seniors.

We urge the city to adopt a minimum 1,500-foot setback from the nearest residential property line. This distance
is supported by emerging best practices around warehouse siting in suburban areas and reflects the need for real
protection, not symbolic mitigation.

Westlake is a neighborhood built on livability, walkability, and family life. This project threatens everything that
makes our community special. Please listen to the people who live here — those who breathe this air, walk these
streets, and invest in this place every day.

We respectfully ask you to stand with the community and say no to the Airport South Industrial Project as
proposed.

Corinne Gartner
Location:
Submitted At:  1:51pm 06-25-25

As a resident of the Westlake neighborhood in North Natomas, a concerned citizen, and a mother, I urge you to
vote NO on this proposed project. It would be a disaster for the environment, and for the health and quality of life
of the families and children who live and go to school in the immediate vicinity. If you make the ill-advised decision
to move the project forward, please require a much larger setback, at minimum at least 1500 feet from existing
neighboring uses. Anything less would be unconscionable and would demonstrate that the City does not care
about the proven adverse health impacts this project would have on the residents and children who live and
attend school nearby.

Jan Schori
Location:
Submitted At:  1:04pm 06-25-25

Please demonstrate that you have heard the overwhelming concerns of the project's residential neighbors and
elementary school parents by voting to require at a minimum a project setback of at least 1500 feet from existing
neighboring uses.  The benefits of such a mitigation measure are laid out in the EIR's reduced footprint analysis,
including a lessening of  expected air pollution, visual blight reduction, open space preservation and noise
reduction.  Jan Schori and Case Butterman, 191 Lanfranco Circle, Sacramento

Alexandra Reagan, ECOS Dir. Ops.
Location:
Submitted At: 11:04am 06-25-25

Dear Chair Yeung and Planning Commissioners,

We look forward to the opportunity to speak to you on June 26, as a continuation of the meeting from May 22,
2025 where the proposed Airport South Industrial Annexation was considered.  

As you prepare for this meeting, we are again sharing with you materials relevant to the proposed Airport South
Industrial project.  We ask that you consider them and ask that you oppose the project.

Please see the attached letter and two maps.

Bill  Motmans
Location:
Submitted At: 10:30am 06-25-25

So much of our rich history as an agricultural community (Farm to Fork, etc.) is lost when development inimical to
that purpose is encouraged.  As the Sacramento "region" grows, we lose open spaces as well as agriculture.
What was gained by opening up Delta Shores to development?  Another Dick's Sporting Goods store?  Another
under supported cinema complex?  What was lost was valuable farm land we will never get back.  There are
ample other sites in Sacramento which illustrate the same principle.  Regardless of the "justification", loss of farm



land and open space should be discouraged.

Anthony Scalora
Location:
Submitted At:  9:25am 06-25-25

Attached is my letter of support for the Airport South Industrial Project which includes the land we own.

Caleigh Olgeirson
Location:
Submitted At:  3:42pm 06-24-25

Dear Commissioners, 

On behalf of the Metro Chamber please see attached our letter of support for the Airport South Industrial
Annexation Project. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Mark Rodriguez
Location:
Submitted At: 11:17am 06-21-25

Please do not go to Sun Spa, located at 6804 Fruitridge Rd #A
Sacramento, CA, 95820, They will claim that they are too busy for you.

Jacob Bredberg
Location:
Submitted At:  4:39pm 06-19-25

eComment received by the Office of the City Clerk

Agenda Item: eComments for 3. Birchway at Natomas Apartments Rezone (P24-033) [Published 06/06/2025] File ID: 2025-01142

Overall Sentiment

Mark Rodriguez
Location:



Submitted At: 11:17am 06-21-25

Please do not go to Sun Spa, located at 6804 Fruitridge Rd #A
Sacramento, CA, 95820, They will claim that they are too busy for you.

Agenda Item: eComments for 4. Independence in Natomas (P22-047) [Published 06/06/2025] File ID: 2025-00918

Overall Sentiment

Jaswinder Saini
Location:
Submitted At:  9:12pm 06-26-25

The natomas community is highly saturated with apartment complex, smaller home, which are densly packed. If
we compare other suburbs or area for housing square footage, natomas will be on top. The roads are less wider
as compared to other newly developed area and traffic on north park drive and around this identified location is
very bad.Just to get from this location to freeway in the morning take more than15 minutes now. More.housing will
just add to the traffic congestion. 
I strongly recommend my council member Karina to oppose this.

Preetinder Singh
Location:
Submitted At:  7:59pm 06-26-25

I am writing to express concern regarding the government’s plan to build new housing for senior citizens in our
neighborhood. While I understand the need for such projects, this development could unintentionally increase
local traffic, strain public services, and lead to a rise in loitering or property-related crimes. It may also reduce the
overall appeal and property values of nearby homes.

I urge the planning committee to reconsider the location or implement stronger community safeguards before
moving forward.

Shokt  Mhd
Location:
Submitted At:  3:42pm 06-26-25



I oppose this project because crime rates will be high, our houses values go down no body like to rent or buy a
house in such over populated area. There is also car parking problem too much traffic problems because this
area already very congested due to schools and small houses and narrow roads and streets. I request to the
planners to rethink their proposal. Thanks

Lia M
Location:
Submitted At:  3:23pm 06-26-25

I strongly oppose the proposed construction of additional houses and apartment buildings in our neighborhood.
This project poses serious concerns for our existing residential community. The area is already densely
populated, and the addition of high-density housing will only worsen traffic congestion, parking shortages, and
noise levels. There is a school nearby that already contributes to daily overcrowding during drop-off and pick-up
hours, adding more residents will intensify these issues and potentially impact student safety. Furthermore, the
increased demand on local infrastructure, including roads, utilities, and public services, could reduce the quality
of life for current residents and change the quiet, family-friendly character of our neighborhood. I respectfully urge
planners to reconsider the location and scope of this development in light of these community-wide concerns.

Zach Sabac
Location:
Submitted At:  3:17pm 06-26-25

Rezoning for multi unit dwelling would not benefit the community and the location with that structure does not
seem to fit the spacing well. There’s a walking path and park along with condos and single home nearby. A
structure like a multi unit building will stick out from what is already built. A suggestion is to leave the space alone,
build additional single home, or build a community sports court. Something that can be utilized for the already
established community. Additional multi unit dwelling would cause bottlenecks in the neighborhood even further
where the school is down the road. I oppose the revision.

Anonymous Young
Location:
Submitted At:  3:12pm 06-26-25

There should be no further housing developments in this area until after the number of lanes on E Commerce are
increased and the 4 way stop sign by the park on e commerce is changed to a traffic light. It currently takes up to
20 minutes to go from artisan square on e commerce to the del paso light during the morning school rush. Adding
more housing to this area is going to significantly make this issue worst.

Jhermaine  DeMayo
Location:
Submitted At:  8:41am 06-26-25

This residential area is already impacted by the increase traffic from the nearby school and this multi dwelling
complex would make it so much worse. Congestion issues and safety issues will definitely arise if this rezoning is
approved. 

This area is a residential community and a complex of this size would change the whole environment of the
neighborhood and reason of why we chose this area to purchase a house to live in. We do not want to live next to
an apartment complex and do not want the character of our neighborhood to change.

Denise Whitaker
Location:
Submitted At: 10:56pm 06-25-25

I oppose this rezoning for this development. 

Traffic at the nearby intersection is already an issue, especially when school is in session, and the additional
vehicles from a multi-unit dwelling will worsen congestion, increase safety risks, and disrupt traffic flow for
residents.

The rezoning will also fundamentally change the neighborhood’s character, which is defined by its welcoming,



community-oriented atmosphere. A high-density development will disrupt this balance and diminish the
neighborhood’s appeal.

Lastly, our schools are already significantly overcrowded. Adding more residents will further overwhelm our
neighborhood schools and staff, negatively affecting our children's education.

I urge decision-makers to reconsider this rezoning and pursue alternatives that better align with the community’s
needs and character.

Mari Luna
Location:
Submitted At:  8:33pm 06-25-25

I oppose this plan. We need more infrastructure and schools are getting overcrowded as is. North Park Rd
already has heavy traffic in the mornings from two schools.

Terri Meyer
Location:
Submitted At:  7:51pm 06-25-25

Please do not build a multi family units. We need single family homes with double garages and additional parking
spaces. We need schools, hospitals, a post office and a police station.  Let's build what is really needed.

Sego Cook
Location:
Submitted At:  7:44pm 06-25-25

Building an appartement complex on this lot is far from a good idea. Traffic is already very bad on this section of
north park drive especially when school is in. Session. There are no ways to expand roads to accommodate more
traffic that will be brought by such an infrastructure. North Natomas is already having many many developments,
along i5, by the Walmart, by Costco etc.  This is not the spot for such a complex, people enjoy open land, the
community feel so please no rezoning, think about residents interest, not real estate companies/developers for
once.

Sam Pa
Location:
Submitted At:  7:14pm 06-25-25

I am opposed to this. Please don't build more there. Traffic will be bad

Jack Vaj
Location:
Submitted At:  6:47pm 06-25-25

I am opposed to this. Please don't build more there. Traffic will be bad and will cause accidents and maybe even
death. The safety for this community comes first. Lots of pedestrian walk that way. Please don't do this. Please
don't.

Meghan Starr
Location:
Submitted At:  6:42pm 06-25-25

I strongly oppose this rezoning. Traffic is already horrible in this area and this will just cause it to only get worse.
This will decrease property values and increase the density and change character of our neighborhood for the
worse. There is already an increase in petty crimes with zero increase in police patrols. Allowing building height
requirements to increase would drastically change not only the neighborhood but the city park right behind it and
the community garden.

Please oppose this rezoning request so we can keep the integrity of our neighborhood and local park.

Ramandeep Singh
Location:



Submitted At:  3:09pm 06-25-25

I dont agree with this . I strongly appose because it will increase traffic and crime in this area. There is already lot
of bad things going on in this area. Furthermore, the proximity of a school raises additional safety considerations.
Addressing speeding issues will be crucial if this development moves forward.

CAROLYN CANETE
Location:
Submitted At:  1:10pm 06-24-25

Regarding the proposed rezoning of the 10.8-acre land from the Single-Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1A-PUD) zone
and Creekside Planned Unit Development (PUD) to Multi-Unit Dwelling (R-2A-PUD) zone, the tentative parcel
map request for 170 residential units of 85 buildings with a deviation for non-standard street section, and
deviations to rear-yard setback and accessory height requirements:

We, Carolyn Canete and Raymond Canete, who live one very short block away from the proposed rezoning and
requested deviations, are adamantly against the rezoning and requested deviations for the following reasons:

1.	Introducing a multi-unit development will negatively impact property values in our area, particularly those who,
like us, live in close proximity to the project.
2.	Increased density will strain infrastructure such as roads (North Park is already a highly traveled road,
especially before and after school hours), schools (leading to overcrowding), and water and sewage systems
since they were built with the expectation of single or duplex dwellings.
3.	Noise pollution will increase due to increased traffic and the density of multi-unity dwellings. We already suffer
from the planes flying overhead to and from the Sacramento International Airport.
4.	Our neighborhood character will be altered, including the loss of the sense of community single-family homes
provide.
5.	Greenspace will be reduced both by the construction of the multi-unit dwellings and by the rear-yard deviation,
which will increase urban heat and affect air quality, negatively impacting our community,  the Wild Rose
Community Garden just north of the proposed project, and walkers/bikers on the  trail on the east side of the
project.
6.	Any deviation from accessory height requirements will impact the character and vibe of our community.

In summary, the negative impacts of the construction and use of 170 residential units in 85 buildings far outweigh
any perceived advantage. We implore you to keep the zoning as it currently is, and not to consider allowing any
deviations.

Gurtej Singh
Location:
Submitted At:  9:50am 06-24-25

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed multi unit dwelling in our neighborhood. I believe
that this project would have a detrimental impact on our community. This will increase traffic congestion, noise
pollution. which could negatively impact the safety of pedestrians, particularly children near the school.
Furthermore, the proximity of a school raises additional safety considerations. Addressing speeding issues will be
crucial if this development moves forward.

Sandeep Kaur
Location:
Submitted At:  8:58pm 06-23-25

I don't agree with multi-unit development because it will increase traffic, which could negatively impact the safety
of pedestrians, particularly children near the school. Furthermore, the proximity of a school raises additional
safety considerations. Addressing speeding issues will be crucial if this development moves forward. Already
people drive recklessly on streets. We need something which can help the community.

Vernice Jackson
Location:
Submitted At:  5:05pm 06-22-25



We do not need any multi unit dwelling in this neighborhood, Ive been a resident of Creekside once it developed
we were originally told that the vacant lot proposed for a skate park in the area which was built further down
Kankakee Drive. NE Corner of North Park and Kankakee Drive is a disaster already let me give you example
when school is in session H Allen Elementary I have a video camera that does 10,000 clips a month not set on
animals but traffic as well as people walking. When school is not in session it is 8000 clips a month which both go
over the clip amount.
NE Corner of North Park Drive and Kankakee needs a stop light not a stop sign!! There are so many homeless
up and down North Park Drive in cars dropping trash on corners it's ridiculous Ive have called 311 so many times.
We need a fire department and more officers driving up and down the community. The value of house will deplit
that's why we choose here but over the years it's getting worse.  I like the parks available which is very nice,  but I
don't have my grandmother cross this street she loves walking.  People fly up and down both streets like it a
freeway all times of day.  In the morning when I leave or my husband leaves it's so hard to get out the driveway
because traffic is backed up!!! Go back to drawing board of this corner been vacant over 20 years, this proposal is
nightmare.

Christina Ts
Location:
Submitted At: 11:38pm 06-21-25

The request for a rezone of a Multi-Unit Dwelling zone is not favorable. I currently live in the surrounding
neighborhoods and recently purchased a home a few years ago. I enjoy the parks and the community that is built
in the area. This proposal is new to me and feel that the revision would cause more issues for the neighborhood
community. The revision will cause higher traffic flow. The single street on North Park Drive that leads to H. Allen
Elementary School already has high bottleneck traffic during the school year. The design of a Multi-Unit Dwelling
is not favorable as it will potentially impact our property values in the neighborhood negatively. The idea of having
a Multi- Unit Dwelling does not fit our community needs and will stand out in the community of single homes. I
oppose this revision and suggest additional suburban homes with an appropriate rear-yards or an active
community center for locals. Please reconsider the revision.

Mark Rodriguez
Location:
Submitted At: 11:18am 06-21-25

Please do not go to Sun Spa, located at 6804 Fruitridge Rd #A
Sacramento, CA, 95820, They will claim that they are too busy for you.

Saphire Xiong
Location:
Submitted At:  8:24am 06-20-25

e-Comment received by the City Clerk's office.



Agenda Item: eComments for 5. An Ordinance Amending Section 15.08.070 of and Adding Chapter 17.868 to the Sacramento
City Code, Relating to Ministerial Approval of Development Projects of 10 or Fewer Dwelling Units on Urban Lots (M25-008)
[Published 06/6/2025] File ID: 2025-01145

Overall Sentiment

Mark Rodriguez
Location:
Submitted At: 11:18am 06-21-25

Please do not go to Sun Spa, located at 6804 Fruitridge Rd #A
Sacramento, CA, 95820, They will claim that they are too busy for you.



Agenda Item: eComments for Public Comments-Matters Not on the Agenda

Overall Sentiment

Harprit Nijjar
Location:
Submitted At:  9:13pm 06-23-25

Considering the proximity of the school, the introduction of a multi-unit complex warrants careful consideration.
The potential increase in traffic and density could pose challenges for the safety and well-being of the students
and community. Furthermore, it's important to address concerns about the impact on existing infrastructure and
resources. Ultimately, a thoughtful approach is needed to balance development with the established character of
the area.

We want service like fire station or other community for older people in our area, not multi-unit buildings.

Sandeep Kaur
Location:
Submitted At:  9:02pm 06-23-25

I don't agree with multi-unit development because it will increase traffic, which could negatively impact the safety
of pedestrians, particularly children near the school. Furthermore, the proximity of a school raises additional
safety considerations. Addressing speeding issues will be crucial if this development moves forward. Already
people drive recklessly on streets. We need something which can help the community.

Mark Rodriguez
Location:
Submitted At: 11:19am 06-21-25

Please do not go to Sun Spa, located at 6804 Fruitridge Rd #A
Sacramento, CA, 95820, They will claim that they are too busy for you.

Rosa Lane
Location:
Submitted At: 11:08am 06-20-25

April 2025 the residents of 930 Blaine Avenue were sent notice DR25-042, R-3 Zone ( application states R-1 on



Agency Counter), of a 15-Unit Plan to build duplexes on an undeveloped street.  The Blaine Avenue Residents
were unaware of this plan; Therefore, a notice sent in April of 2025 informing of the DR25-042 project was a big
surprise.  With research, it was discovered that the City Council approved of a Missing Middle Housing ordinance
in which 930 Blaine Avenue now is targeted.
What and how do we find out  if it goes before any board to discuss this building for approval? 
The Plan for DR25-042 is under False Premise of MMH
The City’s MMH Document is for “middle” housing, behind a current single-family home.  Thus, blending into
existing residential neighborhoods.  This plan DR25-042 is not blending and not what it is.  The plan is also being
advertised on a San Franciso website by an Andrew Nelson, Editor (SFYIMBY, Yes in My Neighborhood), and not
Sacramento.  The middle housing plan is for Sacramentans only. This plan is being publicized outside of
Sacramento and not to Sacramentans.
No on DR25-042 at 930 Blaine Avenue at District 2: This 15-unit plan will have public sewage, streetlights,
sidewalks, while the current Blaine Avenue location does not have public sewage, which we are currently paying
for, of which our rate is soon to increase to $47/month.    The plan is not conducive to Blaine Avenue’s rural,
dead-end street, with no drainage, no off-street parking, and a narrow and single lane road. Emergency vehicle
access is limited. On the City of Sacramento Agency Counter, the original application was half completed, the
form for Trees DR25-042 is for another street location, not Blaine Avenue.
It is cruel to build this 15-unit plan with sidewalks, public sewage, public lighting and leave the current
neighborhood without these services, who are currently paying for such services.  We are a residential street of
working/retired/family people and do not know the protocol and/or procedures to protest DR25-042 project.  Every
time we upload an eComment or email a concern to the Urban Design Staff Person, the plan gets increased.  The
original plan for the Agency Counter stated 7 units and is now increased to 15 units.  We feel we are
communicating with an organization that is not interested in the concerns of the Blaine Avenue Sacramento
Residents; or maybe we are communicating with the wrong departments.  We would not know.
The residents on this quiet street would like directions regarding who and when to contact the appropriate
authorities in relation to this matter. Looking at Planning & Design Commission Council meetings, this project is
small in comparison to the projects presented to the committee; therefore, what is appropriate to oppose this
plan?  Who do we talk to?  We have presented this to the City Council and uploaded eComments.  Calling and
emailing the Urban Design Planning Division directly results in the plans being doubled in size. 
Respectfully submitted,  Neighborhood Resident of 930 Blaine Avenue Oppose DR25-042
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Saphire Xiong

From: City's Boards and Commissions Program
To: Agenda
Subject: RE: AGENDA ITEM 2, June 26, 2025, Airport South Industrial Annexation (P21-017) 

[Published 05/02/2025] File ID: 2025-01031

From: Alexandra Reagan <office@ecosacramento.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2025 10:18 AM 
Subject: AGENDA ITEM 2, June 26, 2025, Airport South Industrial Annexation (P21-017) [Published 05/02/2025] File ID: 
2025-01031 
 
Dear Chair Yeung and Planning Commissioners, 
 
On behalf of the Environmental Council of Sacramento, I am submitting by way of this email our 
comments on AGENDA ITEM 2, June 26, 2025, Airport South Industrial Annexation (P21-017) [Published 
05/02/2025] File ID: 2025-01031. Attached please find our letter, as well as two maps referenced in the 
letter. 
 
Regards, 
 
Alexandra Reagan (she/her) 
Director of Operations 
Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS) 
P.O. Box 1526, Sacramento, CA, 95812 
Cell: (916) 765-4977 
Email: office@ecosacramento.net 
www.ecosacramento.net 
 



 

www.ecosacramento.net 

Post Office Box 1526 | Sacramento, CA 95812-1526  

 
 
June 24, 2025 
 
Sacramento City Planning and Design Commission 
Enoch Yeung (Chair) 
Robert Chase (Vice Chair) 
Robert Blunt 
Nicolina Hernandez 
Dov Kadin 
Julio Lamas 
Larry Lee 
Kendra Macias Reed 
David Nybo 
Deborah Ortiz 
Erin Reschke 
Ginger Thompson 
 
Sent by email to: clerk@cityofsacramento.org , rblunt.sac@gmail.com, 
rkutect@gmail.com,  pdc.nicolina@gmail.com , DovKadinPDC@gmail.com,  lamas.pdc@gmail.com , 
pdc.larrylee@gmail.com, kreed.pdc@gmail.com,  nybosacpdc@gmail.com , 
Commissiondeb@gmail.com,   erinreschke.pdc@gmail.com , ginjerthompson.pdc@gmail.com, 
pdc.eyeung@gmail.com  
 
SUBJECT:  AGENDA ITEM 2, June 26, 2025, Airport South Industrial Annexation (P21-017) [Published 
05/02/2025] File ID: 2025-01031 
 
Dear Chair Yeung and Planning Commissioners, 
 
We look forward to the opportunity to speak to you on June 26, as a continuation of the meeting from 
May 22, 2025 where the proposed Airport South Industrial Annexation was considered.   
 
As you prepare for this meeting, we are again sharing with you materials relevant to the proposed 
Airport South Industrial project.  We ask that you consider them and ask that you oppose the project. 
 
We have created links to several documents and attached two maps 
 

1. The Natomas Basin Conservancy would be effectively destroyed by the proposed projects.  

Read the NBC letter.   

mailto:clerk@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:rblunt.sac@gmail.com
mailto:rkutect@gmail.com
mailto:pdc.nicolina@gmail.com
mailto:DovKadinPDC@gmail.com
mailto:lamas.pdc@gmail.com
mailto:pdc.larrylee@gmail.com
mailto:kreed.pdc@gmail.com
mailto:nybosacpdc@gmail.com
mailto:commissiondeb@gmail.com
mailto:erinreschke.pdc@gmail.com
mailto:ginjerthompson.pdc@gmail.com
mailto:pdc.eyeung@gmail.com
https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/04/urbanization-in-natomas-nbc-letter-april-10-2025/
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2. 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 to 

the Commission of May 21, 2025. 

3. N Magazine, a Natomas on-line magazine, recently published an article about development in 

Natomas. Read the article. 

4. I recently created a video expressing my thoughts and concerns about the Airport South 

Project.  See it here. 

Attachments: 

• Map 1: Developments and USB – Shows the major projects proposed outside the USB as well as 

the USB, mitigation land, and the Swainsons’ Hawk Zone. Acreage of the proposed projects: 

o GrandPark Southwest – 1,871 acres 

o GrandPark Brookfield – 3,485 acres 

o Airport South Industrial – 447 acres 

o Upper Westside – 2,066 acres 

• Map 2: Airport South Neighbors – Zooms in to show the land use closest to the proposed 

project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Heather Fargo 
President of the Board of Directors 
 
 

https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/05/ecos-letter-to-sacramento-city-planning-commission-re-airport-south/
https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/05/ecos-letter-to-sacramento-city-planning-commission-re-airport-south/
https://www.ecosacramento.net/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/bsk-pdf-manager/2025/06/N-Mag-june-2025-p8-9-10-v7.pdf
https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/06/attend-the-airport-south-industrial-project-meeting-6-26-2025/
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June 26th, 2025 

 

City of Sacramento, Design Review Commission 

815 I Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

RE: Support for the Airport South Industrial Project 

 

Dear Chair Yeung and Members of the Commission,  

 

On behalf of the Associated General Contractors of California (AGC), I am writing 

to express our strong support for the Airport South Industrial Project. 

 

AGC represents approximately 1,000 contractor and associated construction members 

throughout the state. Our members build our state’s critical infrastructure and 

represents the full spectrum of the construction industry. We recognize the critical 

role that well-planned industrial development plays in driving economic growth and 

creating sustainable jobs in our region. The Airport South Industrial Project represents 

a significant investment in Sacramento County's future—one that will generate 

thousands of construction and permanent jobs, while enhancing the County’s 

competitiveness in logistics, manufacturing, and goods movement. 

 

With direct access to key transportation corridors and proximity to Sacramento 

International Airport, this project is ideally located to attract new businesses and 

support long-term regional economic expansion. It will help address the growing 

demand for modern industrial space while providing high-quality employment 

opportunities across a range of skill levels, including construction trades, operations, 

and facility management. 

 

We urge the Commission to move this project forward and stand ready to support its 

timely development. This is the type of infrastructure investment that strengthens the 

local economy, broadens the tax base, and supports working families throughout the 

city of Sacramento. 

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

Chris Smith 

Senior Director, Government Affairs, Northern California 

Associated General Contractors of California 
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Saphire Xiong

From: Agenda
To: clerk
Subject: RE: Comments, ASIP proposal, PDC 6/26 Agenda item 1

From: Chris Paros <chrisp552@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2025 11:07 AM 
To: clerk <clerk@cityofsacramento.org>; rblunt.sac@gmail.com; rkutect@gmail.com; pdc.nicolina@gmail.com; 
DovKadinPDC@gmail.com; lamas.pdc@gmail.com; Larry Lee <pdc.larrylee@gmail.com>; Kendra Reed 
<kreed.pdc@gmail.com>; nybosacpdc@gmail.com; Commissiondeb@gmail.com; erinreschke.pdc@gmail.com; 
ginjerthompson.pdc@gmail.com; pdc.eyeung@gmail.com 
Cc: Lynn Lenzi <lynnlenzi1@yahoo.com>; Lisa Pray <lisa@crabray.com>; Mateo Ramirez-Mercado 
<mrmercado@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: Comments, ASIP proposal, PDC 6/26 Agenda item 1 
 

Commissioners, 

My name is Chris Paros and I am a 25-year resident of Natomas, with 18 years living in North Natomas.  I 
urge you to OPPOSE the Airport South Industrial Project (ASIP) annexation & EIR approval (6/26/25 
Agenda item 1).  

 

 A few of the many reasons to deny this project are: 

1)      It sets a dangerous precedent.   
What will other developers do when they see this developer was able to buy cheap land outside the 
Urban Services Boundary (USB) & make a big profit by just getting the city to annex it?    
Your approval will start the train that says “Welcome” to leapfrog SPRAWL beyond Natomas’ USB, and 
“Goodbye” to ALL the remaining farmland & wildlife habitat in the Natomas basin. 

2)      LAFCO commissioners violated their own policy 6 when they approved ASIP. Notice no 
commissioners stated why they approved ASIP.  What was the justification for violating LAFCO policies?  
LAFCO policy 6 states that "...no proposals containing prime Ag land will be approved if sufficient 
alternative land exists in the Sphere of Influence (SOI)".  There is plenty of alternative land right in 
Natomas already.    Uphold the policy or it will be ignored in the future. 

3)      This project is wholly incompatible with the many homes right next to this project site that have been 
there for over 20 years.    
The EIR shows SEVEN SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE (or cumulative) IMPACTS that are being waived. Plus 
the Cancer risk of 9.5 should have also been designated SIGNIFICANT (10). 

How would you feel if the city dumped a huge industrial project next to your home and your child’s 
elementary school?    
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Please represent us. Treat this project as if it was next to your home & neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Paros 
North Natomas resident 
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Saphire Xiong

From: clerk
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2025 11:48 AM
To: Agenda
Subject: FW: Comments, Airport South Industrial Project, 6/26/25 Agenda item 1
Attachments: Comments5_SacCityPDC_SOIAprsntn_CParos_2025-0626.pdf

 
 

From: Chris Paros <chrisp552@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2025 11:46 AM 
To: clerk <clerk@cityofsacramento.org>; rblunt.sac@gmail.com; rkutect@gmail.com; pdc.nicolina@gmail.com; 
DovKadinPDC@gmail.com; lamas.pdc@gmail.com; Larry Lee <pdc.larrylee@gmail.com>; Kendra Reed 
<kreed.pdc@gmail.com>; nybosacpdc@gmail.com; Commissiondeb@gmail.com; erinreschke.pdc@gmail.com; 
ginjerthompson.pdc@gmail.com; pdc.eyeung@gmail.com 
Cc: Lynn Lenzi <lynnlenzi1@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Comments, Airport South Industrial Project, 6/26/25 Agenda item 1 
 
Commissioners & Clerk, 
 
Attached is a resend of my powerpoint presentation sent previously that shows maps of  undeveloped 
land currently available in the Natomas USB plus other details. 
 
I again urge you to OPPOSE the Airport South Industrial Project (ASIP) annexation & EIR approval (6/26/25 
PDC agenda item 1)..   
 
ASIP is not needed or wanted by Natomas residents. We already have enough pollution from the 
freeways, Metro Air Park, and the airport.    
  
Would you want your children to attend the elementary school nextdoor? 
 
ASIP  will also use a huge amount of water yearly that was not planned for.   Don't expect residents to 
conserve when the City has plenty of water for this project. 
 
Please OPPOSE this huge, unneeded annexation that undermines our neighborhoods & quality of life.    
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Paros 



Does the 
Airport South Industrial (ASI)

Merit City Annexation? 

Chris Paros

25-year Natomas Resident



Compelling Need to Annex?
NO.

• Metro Air Park Available in Urban Services Boundary 

• 12 Vacant Warehouse Buildings Nearby (map V’s) 

• Millions of Warehouse SqFt. Awaiting Tenants 

• Thousands of Vacant Acres Available (map red)

• Removes Prime Farmland. 

• Violates LAFCo Std I.6

Comments4_SacCityPDC_2025-0522 2

Metro Air Park: Vacant MFG Buildings & Parcels in USB

LAFCo Sphere of Influence Policy Standard I.6
Amendment proposals involving Sphere expansion which 
contain prime farmland will not be approved by LAFCo if 
there is sufficient alternative land available for annexation 
within the existing Sphere of Influence.

No Compelling Need/Tenant To Add More Warehouse Land



Compelling Need for “Leapfrog” Development?
NO.

• Thousands of Vacant Acres in Natomas USB (map, red)

• Warehouse Parcels Along I-5, I-80, Gateway Park Dr. 

• Natomas Has Great Need For Business Development!

• Still Awaiting Hospital, Employment Centers, Commercial 

• Developer Bought Land Knowing It Was Outside USB

• No Compelling Tenant or Need to Annex

• If City Of Sacramento Needs Revenue, Promote 
Business Development In Current Natomas USB!  

Vacant Land Parcels (red) In NatomasASI Site

ASI “Leapfrog” Undermines Business Development in Natomas   

Comments4_SacCityPDC_2025-0522 3



Annexation Benefits Local Residents?
NO.

• Project EIR Has Numerous Significant Impacts. 

• Green House Gas Emissions (GHGe) 10 Times 
HIGHER Than Thresholds AFTER 35% Reduction

• 9.53 Cancer Risk Rounds to 10; a “Significant” Risk

• Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Exceeds 128% of 
Regional Avg. After 22% Reduction Monitoring Plan

• Seven Significant, Unavoidable Impacts 

 Would You Want Your Child to Attend School Next Door?

Sac City 2040 General Plan Map ERC-4:
Urban Heat Priority Intervention Areas

ASI Site

LAFCo ASI Project Resolution 2025-09, para 12:

Why Eliminate A Huge Climate Asset to Bring Health Threats? 

• Farmland Has “Health Value” At I-5/HWY 99 Location
• “Sandwiches” Residents Between High GHGe Sources

• Gen Plan Predicts High Heat, Noise (map, red)

• Large, 474-Acre Farmland Provides Vital Relief
• GHGe & Heat Absorption. Low Noise
• Groundwater Recharge & Drainage
• Habitat For Declining Wildlife

Comments4_SacCityPDC_2025-0522 4



Clear Answer per City’s Climate Policies:     
Vote “NO” 

on Annexation &  the ASI Project

• Violates Sphere of Influence Policies (e.g. LAFCO Std I.6)

• SETS BAD PRECEDENT:  Will Compete With Available M-1 Sites In USB

• Incentivizes SPRAWL

• Threatens Quality of Life for Nearby Neighborhoods 

• Adds Significant Traffic & GHGe to Natomas 

• Significant Unavoidable Health Impacts to School Kids & Residents

• No “Compelling Need” or Tenant



 

www.ecosacramento.net 

Post Office Box 1526 | Sacramento, CA 95812-1526  

 
 
June 25, 2025 
 
Sacramento City Planning and Design Commission 
Enoch Yeung (Chair) 
Robert Chase (Vice Chair) 
Robert Blunt 
Nicolina Hernandez 
Dov Kadin 
Julio Lamas 
Larry Lee 
Kendra Macias Reed 
David Nybo 
Deborah Ortiz 
Erin Reschke 
Ginger Thompson 
 
Sent by email to: clerk@cityofsacramento.org , rblunt.sac@gmail.com, 
rkutect@gmail.com,  pdc.nicolina@gmail.com , DovKadinPDC@gmail.com,  lamas.pdc@gmail.com , 
pdc.larrylee@gmail.com, kreed.pdc@gmail.com,  nybosacpdc@gmail.com , 
Commissiondeb@gmail.com,   erinreschke.pdc@gmail.com , ginjerthompson.pdc@gmail.com, 
pdc.eyeung@gmail.com  
 
SUBJECT:  AGENDA ITEM 2, June 26, 2025, Airport South Industrial Annexation (P21-017) [Published 
05/02/2025] File ID: 2025-01031 
 
Dear Chair Yeung and Planning Commissioners, 
 
We look forward to the opportunity to speak to you on June 26, as a continuation of the meeting from 
May 22, 2025 where the proposed Airport South Industrial Annexation was considered.   
 
As you prepare for this meeting, we are again sharing with you materials relevant to the proposed 
Airport South Industrial project.  We ask that you consider them and ask that you oppose the project. 
 
We have created links to several documents and attached two maps 
 

1. The Natomas Basin Conservancy would be effectively destroyed by the proposed projects.  

Read the NBC letter.   

mailto:clerk@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:rblunt.sac@gmail.com
mailto:rkutect@gmail.com
mailto:pdc.nicolina@gmail.com
mailto:DovKadinPDC@gmail.com
mailto:lamas.pdc@gmail.com
mailto:pdc.larrylee@gmail.com
mailto:kreed.pdc@gmail.com
mailto:nybosacpdc@gmail.com
mailto:commissiondeb@gmail.com
mailto:erinreschke.pdc@gmail.com
mailto:ginjerthompson.pdc@gmail.com
mailto:pdc.eyeung@gmail.com
https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/04/urbanization-in-natomas-nbc-letter-april-10-2025/
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2. 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 to 

the Commission of May 21, 2025. 

3. N Magazine, a Natomas on-line magazine, recently published an article about development in 

Natomas. Read the article. 

4. I recently created a video expressing my thoughts and concerns about the Airport South 

Project.  See it here. 

Attachments: 

• Map 1: Developments and USB – Shows the major projects proposed outside the USB as well as 

the USB, mitigation land, and the Swainsons’ Hawk Zone. Acreage of the proposed projects: 

o GrandPark Southwest – 1,871 acres 

o GrandPark Brookfield – 3,485 acres 

o Airport South Industrial – 447 acres 

o Upper Westside – 2,066 acres 

• Map 2: Airport South Neighbors – Zooms in to show the land use closest to the proposed 

project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Heather Fargo 
President of the Board of Directors 
 
 

https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/05/ecos-letter-to-sacramento-city-planning-commission-re-airport-south/
https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/05/ecos-letter-to-sacramento-city-planning-commission-re-airport-south/
https://www.ecosacramento.net/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/bsk-pdf-manager/2025/06/N-Mag-june-2025-p8-9-10-v7.pdf
https://www.ecosacramento.net/2025/06/attend-the-airport-south-industrial-project-meeting-6-26-2025/












 
 
 
June 24, 2025 
 
Planning & Design Commission 
City of Sacramento  
915 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: Letter of Support - Airport South Industrial (ASI) Project 
  
Dear Commissioners,  

On behalf of the Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce and our member businesses 
throughout the City of Sacramento, we strongly support the proposed Airport South 
Industrial (ASI) Project located near the Metro Air Parkway interchange, south of 
Sacramento International Airport. 

The ASI Project represents a transformational opportunity for the Sacramento region—one 
that directly supports the Metro Chamber’s mission to drive economic growth, attract 
private investment, and expand job opportunities across the capital region. With over 4.4 
million square feet of Class A light industrial space and 100,000 square feet of commercial 
development, this phased project will serve as a hub for logistics, bioscience, research 
and development, and clean manufacturing. 

The anticipated benefits are substantial: 

• Over $700 million in annual economic impact once fully operational 
• More than 5,200 new jobs and $303 million in annual employee compensation 
• An estimated $541 million in construction revenue, including wages and benefits for 

over 3,400 construction jobs 
• Critical infrastructure upgrades and traffic safety improvements that will enhance 

regional connectivity 
• Thoughtful open space buffers that support stormwater management and natural 

habitat preservation 

https://metrochamber.org/


 
 
The Sacramento region faces a historically low industrial vacancy rate, currently around 
5%. The ASI Project will help meet urgent demand for industrial space while supporting 
smart growth near existing transportation infrastructure. 

We are especially encouraged by NorthPoint Development’s commitment to responsible 
development, strong community partnerships, and long-term stewardship. This project 
embodies the type of forward-looking investment that positions Sacramento for sustained 
prosperity, resilience, and economic leadership. 

The Metro Chamber strongly urges your support for the Airport South Industrial Project, 
and we commend the development team for their thoughtful and impactful proposal. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Robert W. Heidt, Jr. 
President & CEO 
Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce 

https://metrochamber.org/


 
 

BLUM, COLLINS & HO LLP 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

10250 CONSTELLATION BOULEVARD 
SUITE 2300  

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067 
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Saphire Xiong

From: SXiong@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: FW: 06/26/25 CDD public hearing - comments

From: Patricia Pfautch <ppfautch@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2025 3:16 PM 
To: clerk <clerk@cityofsacramento.org> 
Cc: Deja Harris <dnharris@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: 06/26/25 CDD public hearing - comments 
 
Good Afternoon, 
 
I attempted to access the City of Sacramento's official website for public hearings. I did not see that the 
6/26 Community Development Department Hearing (5:30pm) listed under the upcoming hearings. Next, I 
called the office of the City Clerk at 916-808-7200 during normal business hours and was routed to 311 
where I spoke with someone that suggested that I contact the City Clerk via email to find out when the 
information would be available. Hence the reason for this email, as well as the ability to voice my 
concerns. Reading further into the notice of public hearing, it appears that this may become a moot point 
as long as the hearing agenda, eComments and Addendum (mitigated negative declaration) become 
available as stated by COB on Friday, June 20, 2025. 
 
As I will not be able to attend in person due to my work schedule, I wanted to provide written comments 
online relative to "Independence in Natomas (P22-047)" for rezoning of single/duplex dwellings (R-1A-
PUD) and Creekside PUD to Multi-unit Dwelling (R-2A-PUD) zoning. I live within the area that is likely to 
be impacted (on Bannock Glen Place), so more than a year ago I called the developer and gave them 
some of my concerns relative to traffic congestion, parking, traffic within the neighborhoods and school 
zone (Harbour Cove Way, North Park Drive, East Commerce Way  which is currently a single lane from 
Ottumwa Drive to North Park Drive). I would like to see the Environmental addendum that was adopted 
to "mitigate negative declaration" to confirm that my concerns have been addressed. Note: if the 
"counters" on Harbour Cove Way are to gather true usage data, then this should have been done during 
the school year when the traffic is heavier as well as getting information from the section on East 
Commerce Way that is a single lane and can often cause backups of 15-20 cars at the stop sign at 
Ottumwa Drive. I know that when I was commuting during the school year, I would avoid that area and 
the school, driving through the Creekside neighborhoods in an attempt to miss the high volume of traffic. 
Also, I'm concerned about parking (residents or guests) that may spill out onto the side streets of 
Kankakee Drive and Harbour Cove Way. With parking on both sides of the street on Harbour Cove Way, 
there isn't enough room for two cars to pass one another easily or safely. 
 
I apologize for the lengthy list of concerns within the paragraph above, however, I wanted to make sure 
that I was able to state my concerns as I am not sure that I will be able to view the hearing and have the 
ability to review the agenda and to add eComments based upon the timing of this information being 
made available. Thank you. 
 
Patricia Pfautch 
916-798-8959 
8 Bannock Glen Pl. 



2

Sacramento, CA  95835 


