28 September 1981

City ?lanning.
927 1L0th Street.

Soets. - Ca - oBBLa HEE B Teeilil 3.

Sagramenig,
Gallfornia SER10
bl B1AER-BBRE

Attn: Whil Weitman
Re: withdrawl of

application P-9499

Dear Whil:

Please let this letter serve as a formal withdrawl of our submittal
No. P-%493% Special Permit regarding The Fish Emporium Restaurant. Since
the negative declaration has been appealed by some individual or in--

“dividuals, we do not feel that we have to defend our project on an en-

vironmental bases, nor do we care to fight a battle at the planning com-—

-mission level. We plan to stay within the constraints of the C1 zone

and not ask for any special consideration.

Also, We will supply a copy of this letter to the City Council so that

.they can be made aware or our application withdrawl.

iy,

Rbgar/Scott

cc. City Council .
Tom Nitopi H2LNS
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Honorable Memberé'in'sessionf e
SUBJECT: ’Appeal of Env1ronmental Ccordinator's Decision ‘to File a

Negative Declaration on a Special Permit to Modify Special

Permit P-67 in Order to Construct a Driveway, and a .

Variance to Change a Service for an Existing Reataarant in
..the’ SlngLe Famlly R~ 1 Zone. . (P-9499) e

_PQCATIOg:a Southmast ”anar_otv33§h and,J;Stggets'

SUMMARY
The subject project proposes to install -a service yard area and relof B
cate a driveway in the R-1 Zone in conjunction with the expansion of
"a restaurant in ‘the C~1 Zone. The Negative Deﬂlaratlon on the Smeczal
_ Permnf and. Varlance is the subject of the appeal :

The Envwronmental Coordinator prepared an Inltlal %tudy and found the
project to have no significant adverse environmental impacts; there-
‘fore, a Negative Declaration was filed. Prior to Planning Commigsion -
© - action on the proposed project, an-appeal of the Npgative Declaration
- by the East Sacramento Improvement Association. was ' réceived based on-
potential adverse impacts by infringement of a commer01al ‘use on the
“existing residential neichborhood by

a._ Removal of tWO*street ‘trees. and elimination of greén area;
,b:_:objeqtioﬁable'noiée and odor from service yard; _ L
c. Glare in the adjacent apartments from parklng lot lighting; and
- d. safety hazard of 38th Street access. '

staff recommends that the appeal be danled;

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION .

The propoqed DrOject 91te haq a 1ong history *hxouqhtﬂuaPlannlng
Demartment which has contributed to tna split zoning conflguratlon.
‘The subject property originally consisted of three parcels The
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City Council - I “2- . September 245 1981

. corner parcel originally contained a service station and-was zoned
“commercial; Parcel 18 to the rear was a parking area; and Parcel 17
on the south contained a residential qtrurturo (sece ?xhlblt A).

Parcel 18 (40 feet by 77 fGEt){ under thevgld'Zonlng'Ordlnance No ,
'L000-4th Series, was located in the "Retail" Zone and the parking lot -
was established during the effective period of that ordinance; there-
fore, it has become a legal non- cbnkormlng use. The driveway permit
for this parking lot was 1ssued Ln June, 1954.

On February 10, 1953, the Clty P1ann1na commission jranteﬁ a Special
Permit (P-67) to utilize Parcel 17 as a parking lot in conjunction
with the adjacent market (Satewav] : No tlme limit was placed on this

permit, e S

On May 25, 1971, the Lcmmlsglon anprovod fhe rezoning of Parcels 16,
17, and 18 from R-1 to C-1 in. ovder to congstruct a new market with-
addltlonal parking facili tles However, on July 1, 197}, the City
Counc1l denwed the r@?ow1na -

ﬁpubsequently, the abandoned service station was developed with .a .res-
taurant with 10 off-street parking spaces (J Street Trolley). The
restaurant was then sold and the name was changed to "Fish Fmporlum"
The seating capacity of this trestaurant gradually increased from the
.ozlglnal 30 seats to approximately 97 seats. The owner of the restau-
rant then purchdsed Parcels 17 and 19 frof 'Walker's Liguor and Deli-
.catessen (formerly Safeway) to provide-additional customer parking.

In 1979, the owners of the restaurant reguested a rezoning of a small
- portion of Parcel 18 in order to .add a freezer-cooler area to the
south portion cf the bu1]d1ng. “The proposial, however, received oppo-
sition from the East Sacramento ;mprovement Association and property
owners along 38th Street. The owner, therefore, w1thdrew the lezonlng
regquest. , b '

i
1

Once agaln, the restaurant owners have submitted improvement plans for
a service yard and driveway reallqﬁment which is the subject projec

-at this time. The applicant has:cubmltteu two site plan alternatlves
(see ?xhlblt B). ' Coo

The Env1ronmenfal Coordinator, on August 31, 1981, filed a Negative
Declaration on the subject pLOJect The Negative Declaration deter-
mination for the subject pro;uct is in accordance with State EIR
Guidelines; Section 15083, which states:

"A Negative Declaration shall be prepared for a project which
could potentiallv have a significant effect on the envircnment,
but which the lead agency finds on the basis-of an Inltlal Study
will not have a 51qn1f1cant effect on the env:ronmpnt.

:

APPEAL AMD RESPONSTQ

The following is a dlacuq31on of the p01nus of the appeal and ataff'
response to each point. -

Page 2
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City Council - DR S September 24, 1981

1.

APPFAL Removal of two erLet trees . (Sycamore) “and ellmlnatlon of

.the green area by .the driveway reallgnment will have a serious

detrimental impact on the neighborhood.

RESPONSE: The City arborist indicates that the trees are in a
weakened state and their removal would not bhe objectlonable.

From an environmental standpoint, the loss of the two trees and
green area does not constitute a significant impact because the
applicant will be providing appropriate replacement landscaping.
In addition, the Planning staff is recommending an alternate
driveway alignment which could poss ibly save one or both of these
tree% (see Exhibit C).

APPEAL: Washing and cleaning activities to be performed in the
service yard will create significantly more objectlonable odors
and noise to the neighbors.-

RESPONSE: Washing and cleaning activities on the restaurant pre-

- mises are a matter of reguirement by the "Solid Waste Storage and

Removal Standards"”, Title 14, California Administrative.Code,
Chapter 3, Article 5. The purpcse of these standards is to main-
tain sanitary condltlons, and service facilities are a necessity
to 'all restaurant operations. Regular cleaning and washing and
waste removal activities may produce brief periods of anncying
noise; however, such activities serve to mitigate odors and main-
tain sanitary conditions. Therefore, avoiding these activities

‘will produce .a more objectionable impact on the neighborhood. Any

noise generation for the subject site is not anticipated to exceed
that allowed by the noise ordinance. .

i“APPEAL: The proposed parklng lot llghtlng will have a significant
harmful affect on the sleep of neighbors.

RESPONSE: The project architect indicates .that the security light-

~ing provided in“the parking lot will ‘be low level lights on approx--

imately six~feot high poles. The light will be directed downward

.and .away from the adjacent apartment buildings. Therefore, any

new lighting or glare should be mlnlmal and does not constltute an

T Tadverse significant lmpact. - s -

4..

AEPEAL: The,realigned driveway will increase the speed of cars as.
they exit and enter off 38th Street. This is a health and safety
issue. ’

RESPONSE: = No substandard evidence exists to support the appellant's
statement. The applicant proposes to relocate the driveway approxi-
mately 25.feet to .the south in order to provide space for the ser-.
vice yard addition and improve the overall parking design and vehic-—
ular circulation., Staff concurs that the proposed parking lot
design -would improve circulation and maneuvering between the subject
parklng lot and the adjacent parking lot to the east, Improvements
in circulation and maneuvering should increase safety and lessen
potential hazardous situations,

page 3



i

City Council . —4- - Septembér 24, 1981

IS

Staff concludes that the grounds for .the appeal of the Negative Decla-
ration are insufficient and the filing of the Negative Declaration is
justified because there ére no elqnlfmcant adverse environmental
impacts associated with this proposed project.

. Attached to thlS repo t for the Council's.information are:

Exhibit A - Subject Site

Exhibit B = Project Site Plan
Exhibit C - Staff Proposal
Exhibit D - Zoning Map of ARrea
Exhibit . E - Negative Declaration
Exhibit F - Appeal -

REC@MMENDATION

.The staff recommends that the CltY Counc11 deny the appeal based on
the attached flndlngs of fact.‘

Respegtfully submitted,

@%é?;4<;zw;ﬂfft;

.bar+y Van pbuyn %
' Planning Dire zf?r

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

€%¢E€“Itcr J. Sllpe, Clt{/Fanager

MVD:JH: Jm _ September 29, 1981

Attachments ‘ , ' . " . Pistrict No. 3
P-9499 : '

Page 4



In the matter of an appeal by )

the Fast Sacramentc Improvement )}

Association of the Environmental}

Coordinator's decision to file a)

Negative Declaration on the Spe-) NOTICE OF DETERMINATION
cial Permit to modify Special ) AND

Permit P~-67 in order to cons- } FINDINGS OF PACT
struct a driveway and Variance )

to change a non-conforming use )
to develop a service yard for an}
existing restaurant in the Single)
Family R-1 Zone located on the )
southeast corner of 38th and J )
Streets P-9499 ' }

The City Council, having held a public hearing on September 22, 1981,
and having reviewed and considered the oral and written -evidence pre-
sented and received at said hearing, the Initial Study, and City staff
report, hereby denies the appeal, affirms and approves the Negative
Declaration, and finds as follows: '

1. The TInitial Study is adequate and complete and in compliance with
provisions of the California Envirconmental Quality Act, the State
EIR Guidelines, and Sacramente City Environmental procedures.

2. The Initial Study did not identify any significant adverse environ-
mental effects on the neighborhood which may result from the pro-
posed project,

3. The proposed project is con51stent with the overall policies, goals;
and objectives of the 1974 General Plan, 1963 East Sacramento Com-
nunity Plan, and the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of the City of
Sacramento, .

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

P-9499
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CITY OF sAC RAMENTO .
S S © CEXHIBIT E -

NEGATIVE DECLERATION

The Environmental Coordinator of the City 0f Sacramento, California,’
a municipal corporation, does prepare, make, declare, and publish this
egative Declaration for the following described. project:.

P-9499. Special Permit to modify Spccial-Pormit-F-67 in order to coastruct
a driveway. Ua:mjn\o to change a non-conforming-use to develop

a service yard arca in the Single Family £-) zone. loc: 3E ceorner
“of 38th & J Sis. APH: 008-133-2% ) . '

The Sacramento City. Planning. Department has reviewed . the prorosed
project and has determined that the project as proposed will not have -
a significant effect on the environment. This conclusion is based on
informztion contained in the attached Inltial Study. B

An Environmental Impact Report is not leculred pursuant to the
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Division 13 of the Public Resources
Code of the State of California) . ' o
This envirconmental review process and Negative Declaration filing is-
pursuant to Division 6, Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 7, Secticen 15083
"of the California AdminlstLatlve Code and pursuant to the Sacramento
" Local Environmental Regulations (Resolution 78-172) adoptad by the Cltj
of Sacramento and pursuant tco - Sacramento City Code, Chapter 63.

A copy of thlS ﬁccument may be reviewed/cbtained at the Sacramento
Cit:" Planning Department, 725 "J" Street, Sacramento, CA 95814,

Marty Van Duyn : .
Environmental Coordinatocr of the
City of Sacramento, California,
& municipal corporation -

. By /}(‘ﬁ' 2 -‘f_JI-;;—:

Rev. 1/61

L



,§ © INTITTAT, STUDY

g, CITY OF SACRAMENTO

Planning Department
‘725 J Street

Sacramento,CA 9581y
Tel, 916 - H449-560Y

Yiamo f
1. Mame o P:ovonenr Cgi{ﬂjﬁ%?
2. Address 'end Phone HNumbink of ?rnu0pent
. ] pﬂiij
20\ N. 9k S0 Ay - 0B
_RORMEATD (a. _,,6@(‘
3. Date of Cpecklist SCb.nlL"' : @[M@;
4. wiring Checklis Sacramento City Flan. BDept.
5. *roposal, If apallcablc ;
, ’ V- 202
ENVIROMNENTAL IMPACTS -
(Explanations of all "yes" and "maybe" are provided)’
: YES  MAYBE NO

v

(2]

/T

th.

a. Uﬂctab e earth conditions op in
changes 'in geoclcdpgic substructures?

Far

Ulll thu proposal result lF

) |
b, Disruptions, displacements, com-
gaction or overcovering of the soil?

c. Change in topography or ground
=

urface relief features? .
: :

d. Tre destructicn, covering or i
modification of any unique &eologlc-
or ph3alca7 features?' J

e. Any increase in uind or water

erosion &f soils, either on or off
the site? . ]
Changes in deposition or erosion

f beach sands, or changes in
iltation, depositien or erosion
which may -modify the chammel of .a
iven or stream or the bed of the;
[

@an-or. any bay, inlet or lake .i

Eurosure of people or property to
: nazards .
tandslides, mudslides, ground failure,
cr similar hazards?

Air. ¥Will the preposal result in:!

a. Substantial air emissions or
deterioration of ambient air guality?

b. The creation of objectionable
cdors? .

¢. Alteration of air movement,
molsture or temperature, or any .
chanpe in climate, either locally.
or repionally?

such as earthquakes, -

", or direction movements,
~marine or fresh watersg?

1
Iy
HH

water. Will the proposal result in:

2. Changes in currents, or the course
in either

b, Changes in absorption rates,
drainage patterns, or the rate
and amount of surface water runoff?

c. Alteravions to the course of
flow of flood waters?

d. Change in the amount of surface
water in any water body? .

e. Discharge into surface waters, or
ipn any alteration of surface water

‘guality, including but not limited

"to temperature, dissclved oxygen or
turbidity?

f. Alteration of the direction or
rate of flow of ground waters?

gZ. Change in the quantiry of ground
waters, either through direct additions
or withdrawals, or through interception
of an aauifer by cuts or excavations?
h. Substantial reduction in the _
amount of water otherwise available

for public water supplies?

i. Exposure of people or property

to water ralated hazards such as
flooding or tidal wawves? Ll

Plant Life. Will the proposal raau‘t

PRI
13

in:

a. Change in the diversity of species,
or number of any species of pliants

(including trees, shrubs, grass, crops,
microflora and aguatic plants)?
b. Reduction of the numbers cf any

unigque, rare or endangered species
of plants?

c¢. Introduction of new species of
plants into an area, or in a barrier
to the normal replenishment of
existing species?

d. Reduction in acreage of
agricultural crop?

any

Animal Life.

Will the proposal
rasylt. 1n:

a. Change in the diversity of

.species, or number of any specles

of animals (birds, land animals
including vreptiles, fish and
shellfish, benthic organisms,
insects or microfauna)?

b. TReduction of the rumbers of any
unique, rare or -endangered spacies
of animals?’

Rev, £-79
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s
L

; MAYBL N YES

|
|

e. Introduction of new species of ) e. Alterations t¢ waterborne, rail
animals into an area, or result in : or air traffie?
fosgzzi?PGEDa;EiaT;%ratlon or _L//, F£. Inerease in traffie hazards to
pesvERER —_ —_ At motor vehicles, bhiecyclists or
4. ODetsrioration to existing fish pedestrigns? . ]
or wildlife hebitat? — l A o ]
14, Public Services. Will the propesal
C. Heise. Will the proposal result in: - . have an effeet upon, or result in
i a need for new or altered govern-
©a. fngreeses in existing noise : mental services in any of %he
lavels? | { i i b1 y of
S — - following areas:
L. Ewxposure of people to severe i rotection?
‘qoi“e levals? A l i a. ire protection? .
X  q- . Police protection?
7. Light and Glare. Will the proposal b//‘ b olice p : —
produce new light or glare? L c. Schools?
8. 1 the proposal result : - d. Parks or other recresational
al alteration of the o facilities?
nned land use of an . em .
; * i E f e. Meintenance of public facili-
—- -_— ) ties, including roads?
9. ral Re irces.  Will the - f. Other governmental services?
: ‘ 1 result in: . -
. - . - T (% RS -~ - S
.~ TInerzaca - in the rate of use-of 15. Energy. Will-the proposal result in:
. v . “ . / .
any.watunal resources? —_ —_— M;Lm— a. Use of substantial. amounts of
h. Sebstantial depletien of any o fuel -or energy? e
nenrenswable .aatural nescurce? i / b Substantial inerease in demand
—_— —_— 4 . cral ! H
. " "4.’ 11 . =3
10. FPisk of Upset. Does the proposal “59? ex;i;lnf “?f§c$2 2£ ipbpgiiw
invelvae-a . risk of an explosion or ‘ ':o requ : L‘Lu‘\q prment wI-na
the releage of hazhrdous sulstances . . -sources’ol energy . ——
{inecluding, but net limited to, oil, c s - ;

v A . : . 111 the-pr result in
pesticides, chem ;cals or radiation) 6. grii;z*ﬁz; n;i*: Rt 0;3 ak result. in
in the ewvent of _an. CLJdEHt‘OP odHREA L oW, nys =9
uneet. conditions? = substantial alterations te the

T s . —_— — "following wtilities: )

11. Porulation. Will the proposal alter

7]

the locarion, distribution, density,
or growih rate cf the human population?

Power or ndtural gas?

Communications systems?

|
l |

KR K
|

2. cuszing. #ill the proposal affect . c. Water?
—— e —— - R . ——
»i5T:ng housing, or create a - o _ s
nd for additional housing? d. Sewer or septic tanks? —
o S . . - . - o i ?
13. TﬂansnorfatlonKCJPculaplon. Will e- ?iorm water dralnage? —_—
the. proposal refult 1n: . ) F. Solid waste and disposal?. )
a, Generation of substantial addi- . ‘ . ; oo
téonal vahicular movement? . , 1?- Human Health. Will the pr‘oposal
: - . - result in: '
r. DLffcects on exizting parking : . =
facilities, or deman or new . a. reation of an ealt 34
£ 1 i d f C t f health hazard or
parking? : potential health hazard (excluding
: menta alth)?
<. Substantial leaCt upon exlst- : tal hea ) , _—
ing trapsportation systems? . [~ b. FExposure of people to potential

oo azards?
-ations to prescent patterns : health hazards? —_—
ation or nov*tht of
wlfuw good

Jhie -

Rev. 85-79
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YES MAYBE NO
. A N0 DISCUSSION OF ENVIRCH E .
18, Aesthetics. Will the proposal result N 0 E“VIRO”MENTAL,“VALUATIOH
In the cbstruction'of any scenic . This applic ' .
. e . . : i ant
vista or view open to the public, Supplsﬁental isfggvl:?nmental.Qu
or will the proposal result in the ' Tnation,
creaticn of an aetthetically offensive
site open to public view? .

estionnaire is attached as

K

19. Recreation. Will. the proposal . ; : . '
result In an bimpact upon the ) K -
quality or guantity of exist- ' . ) ’ :
ing recreational opportunities? o . !Z .

20. _archacoclorical/Historical., Will
The propogal result 1n an alteration
of a significant archaeclogical or.

historical site, structure, object . .
or building? |

21. Mandatory Vindings of Significance.

2. Does ths project have the
potential- te depgrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife .
poselation to drop below self-sustain~
inz levels, threaten to eliminate a

or animal community, reduce thé
umber or . festriet the range of a | - : '
r andangered plant or animal

iminate important examples of
he major periods of California
igtory or prehistory?

o
b=t
T
b
et b

or

L ST
£
o

— - b_ DETERMINATION:
L.  Does the project have the . .
potential to achieve short-term,

to the disadvantage of long-term, |

nvivonmental goals? (A et : o : : '
e cooure in a relatively brief, . ge Eﬁépgieéh? environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION wil

definitive period of time while
long-term impacts will endure well ! : ,

1y itho Turma . . . i : | I .
inte the futura.) —_— T — VAN A I find that although the propcsed project could have a
significant effect on the environment, there wili nct be
a significant effect in this case because the mirigatiog
measures described on an attached sheet have been addad t
the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WIL!, BEL PREPARED.

On the basis of this Initial evaluation:

c. Does the project have. impacts
which are individually limited,

but cumulatively considerable?

(4 project may impact on Two or more
serarate resources where the impact

n cach resource is relatively szsmall ) . f 7 i '

gsth:;;vebtﬁé Q?Feit ofa;heefét;l ' : fl?d the proposed project MAY have a significant effect
L Swherae IE i . on the i 1) & . " o p - i
of those impacts cn the environment . requ;regﬂv‘ronment, and_an EXNVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPGRT is
is sipgnificant.) , : I ' ‘

Does the project have environ-

al effects which will cause ' ‘Date 25[ thlé?fgﬂ

cantial-adverce effects on )
5, olther directly .or : C : -
. ’ . . - , | Rev. &-74

&
&
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

Planning Department

725 ")’ Street
: Sacramento,CA 95814
FNVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE Tel. 916 - 4&9 5604

This docunment is part of an Inltzal bLudy that w11¢ fa01llt1te environ-
mental assessment by identifying potentially adverse environmental
impacts and analyzing proposed mitigaticn measures that may reduce sig-
nificant environmental impacts. More definitive and factual information
will assist the Planning Department in evaluating the project's impacts.
-Additional information mey be required to cownlete en Initiel Study.
Ezummmm-mm-mmmm--mmmmmmmm-m--mﬁm-m_mmmmnmmmmzam-mmmma

a FOR OFFICE USE ONLY . |
. A , - : B
?;, \c’Pc wo. - 949 7Rectd. by z,/:za/ On CPC Hearing Date Z—/f-5/ x
,JA- g;] O Gen. Plan” (Exist) (boma f0F, ¥ Special Permit g
; Amend to: M Variance f
E (] Comm. Plan (Eflst)éﬁgﬁnah 4&t+—ﬁﬂ%%\. (0 sutdivision M“dlflcatlonﬂ
@F" 8- Amend to: 7 ' {1 Tentative Map i
\}A 53 [] Rezone ] Other H
:’ mm-----m-mm--m-mmmﬁﬁmmmnmmmmmma--ﬁmw-mmmn:‘:ﬂ
rﬂ\p;\‘ﬁ\ | - - * PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE *

PROJECT PROPOSAL: __ ADDIMON oF STOMVAGE, [LET M(szVAﬂ@H
AND SUPFORT FEFEICE T’OF’ THE F[%B‘V F-’&FJUM F‘it:?'?'fu*-f%NT
PROJECT ADDRESS: %0 N 'STREET

Assessor's Parcel No. OOK — 1832~ 25

owNER: H2LNS  C-1oM NiToFi ) o d4¢- 5@4—5’5,
- , Telephone
Mailing Address: ' E;;%CJTQ, '
City (Zip Code)

APPLICANT/A-G-ENT—‘ [Coaen- 4 o7 CQ' LoUr
Telepnhone
Mailing Address: ,?701 2T STeEeT SACTD, G584~

City ‘ {Z1lp Lode)
USE A SEPARATE SHEET, IF NECESSARY, TO EXPLAIN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING:

I. Existing Conditions:
- A. Project Land Area {sq. ft. or acres): /7 220 < :
B. Project Parcel: Present Zoning &/ & 2. Propoaed qa%mqg?
C. Project Site Land Use: Undeveloped (vacant) Developed
If developed, briefly describe extent (type & use of structures

photograph acceptable) FicH EMP. 5T, & PARNSING. .

D. - Existing surrounding land uses & zoning within 300 feet (type,
intensity, helght %etback) .

Lgnd Use - 'Zoniﬁg
North %Wp B ] L
South” KPHE. - BT
" East_ wmerml - . - J 38
West a7 ' Coi

Rev., 5/78
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plans: NONE

!Type and amount of soil to be moveu NONEE
-Locatlon moved to .or ;rom ' :

Slope of Property: *®Flat or Sloping [] Rolling
[JHilly ‘ © [0 Steep
*¥Submit contour mep ar show contours on site plan,
Are there any natural or man-made drainage channels thzough or
adjacent to the prcperty ﬁﬁQ . If yes, show on site plan

‘and explain:

i

Describe changes in SIEf contours resulting from site grading

Numben‘ location and type of ex Jotﬂng trees on prcject ggrcel (bﬂOV -

~on site plan) GTVEET ’Tﬁﬁfﬁw" ONLY . CATY Frorpeivt

"Number, size, type,’ anﬂ location of “trees belng removed (show on-

site ';_pla.n) NONJ;,.

Number and type of structures to be removed as a result of the
project:** NONE

Are any structures occupied? y#gm . If yes, how many REST. L/ ﬂé%ﬂ”(l}

1t residential units are belng removed, indicate number of
dwelling units included; NeA -
- ¥¥-Show all structures on site plan by type, and whetner occupied,

Alsc indicate those tc be 1emoved

Will the project require the extension of or new municipal.
services: il.e.,

Wd,ter No v Ves City‘/C‘ounty' Health No & Yes
Sevier . No s~ Yes " Police No t~ Yes
Drainage No_ ¢~ Yes Fire No ¢ Yes
Parks - Nc¢ & Yes School No 7 Yes

' N Waste Removal No v+~ Yes

If any of the above are "yes", thcn ‘submit report detailing how -

adequate capacity will be aohieved If "no", then submit clear-
ance memo from, apmxopriate dgency/uepa*tment (use copies of

- attached form)-.

VI.. Project Characteristics

A.
B.

- C.

D
E.

Building size (in sq. £t.) - {08 ST . "~

Building height___ Pertonrf 2 C T HT,
Building site plan: . (1) building coverage ' /‘7.85- % .
2) landscaped area 222 %
3) surfaced area £ 5. C %
Tot&l - LI I I T o-' loo%

_ L .
Exterior Bullding colors Bm%ﬁu’ﬁmitﬁp\ m(ﬁmmﬁﬁj
Extericr Bullding materialrrjﬁﬁﬂﬁquf( /”4wﬂw/\ :

t/

1If waiver form is signed, clearance(s) Trom agency/department is not
necessary for "no" answers at thic time, .
2Must also be shown on buhmltued plans,

@




VII.

VIII.

IX.

=g,

F. 1. .Proposed construction starting date N(I)U 17?}
~estimated completion date g5 (9872
2. 'Constructlon phasing (if the project 1s a component of an
overall larger project, describe the future’ phaseb or
extension. Show all phases on site plan).

G. Total number of parking spaces required B2 Provided 3 4-

H., What type of exterior lighting is proposed for the,profject

" (height, intensity): Building area: UhviES eXISTIng,
Parking area: [0 it ymgduwum mqﬁ&ﬁw{rq
I. Estlmate the total cons+ructlon coat for the project ﬁﬁf‘g@@

Residential  Project - ONLY! - . Total Dwelling Units
' , . ‘ Total Lots
A. Number of dwelling units: -
Single family , : ~ Two Family
L Multiple family Condominium
- B, Number of dwelling units with:
: -One - bedroom - - ' : Two bedrooms
Three bedbrooms Four or More Bedrooms o
.C. - ‘Approximate price range of units: § ~ . to $
D. Number of units for Sale - , .- _Rent

Commerc1 1, IndustTlﬂi, Institutional, or other project (if progect
1s only reoldentlal do not answer thls sectlon)

A. Type of uSe(S) ﬂ%§§ﬁ%0ﬂ%%ijﬁr

Oriented to: Reglonal City_R  Telgnbornood
B. Hours of operation [l'ooAM 15 [Z0? -/ 00AM.
C. If fixed seats involved, how many ¢
D, If assembly area without fixed seats, state designed capacity:

5q. Ft. of sales area ,fﬂ )
_ Desciribe loading fa0111tles ‘
E. Total number of employees ﬁ@%? y&

F. Anticipated number of emp]oyees per shift 9 SHIFT

¢. Community benefits derived from the project A FINE
2202 F/&*wuﬁﬁw -

A. VWhy is the project justified now. rather than reserving the option
" Tor other alternaftives in the future? ({e.g. economic condition,
community demand) THE SIOLAGE mpFEICE
ﬁuﬂf’aﬁ'r FACAUTTIES APE NECeespslH |
tHE EESTAVEANT. 10 Fﬂwoﬁmifﬁﬂqﬁuﬁf

B. Objectives of proposed project. HOAME  AS ABONVE

(07
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4 . ‘ | :'T". ’ '

-Gy If thls project is pert of aﬂotHPr project for which a Ncgative
' Declaration of EIR has been prepared, reference the document
below (include date und prodect numbel ir applicable)

NP

T

D. List any and all other public approvals reguired for this project.
Specify type of permit or approval, agency department, address,
_person _to contact, and their telephgﬂc number. - '

NONE

Permit or Approval Agency ' Address Contact Peréon - 'Phone'No.




X, ”

'A--

1.

To the best of the appllcant's Knowledge, evaluate the project's impacts

in regard to the following questions:

Will “the Project: .

Be locsted in or near an environmental or
critical concern area (i.e, American or’
Sacramento River; scenic corridor; gravel
deposits or pits; drainage canal, slough

_or ditch; existing or planned park laﬁeé,

10,
11.

12,
:].3-

14,

Water ruNof L s ittt et ot b

R o 4 Lo o v S

Directly or indirectly disrupt. or alter an

-archaeclogical site over 200 years old; an

historic site, building, object or struc-

ture?n.a-..aago.oo_-.,_.o.-K.-Q..--.-noono..-

Displace, compact, or cover soils?........
Be developed upeon fill or unétable solils?.

Reduce "prime" agricultural acreage?......

Affect unigque, rare or endrangered species

of animal or plant?...ie i inrononenns .

Interfere with the movement of any .resident

or migratory fish or wildlife species (e.g.
birds, anadramous fish,-etc.%...i0..00uenn

" Change the diversity of'speCiéé; change the

number_ of any species or reduce habitzat. of

-species (e.g. fish, wildlife or plants)?...

- Modify or destory any unique natural features
" (e.g. mature trees, riparian habitat)? ....

Expose people or structures to geologic
hazards {e.g. earthquakes, ground failures

or similar. hagards)Q P aeaecr e e s e s s evan b

Alter air movement, moisture, temperature,
or change elimate either locally or re-

glOﬂallyQ ;ltt.vulDl..l{_unnoo!I-vfiohthlnowo_g!__li_-_

Cause flooding, erosion or siltation which

may modify a river, stream or lake? .......

' Change“surface water movement by altering

the course or flow of Ilood water

Alter x1sting drainage patterns, absor-
ption rate or rate and amount of surface

Alter surface-water quality (e.g. tempera- -

- a4

ture, dlqvolved OXygen or turbldity)

Interfere with an aquifer by changing the

direction, rate, or flow of groundwater? .,-

et s = s

g T iy . .
D O P - T S T T R . I T

LR
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No

, discuss -
degree of effect

X

A

X
X
Fl

X
X

=
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=




X A,

i7.

18.

If yes, disc
degree of -ef

cus
fe

-")i.."‘

‘n

ot

Will the Project: {(contd.)
No Yes
Encourage activities wnich result in the
increased consumption of water or use of
s water in a wasteful manner? ... s X

Contribate emissions that may viodlate |
existing or projected amblent alr qua]lty .
standardbq ...I..(li&ﬂ‘.rﬁ.lilillp.l‘.ﬂ'. ' %‘
Expose sensitive receptors (children,

elderly, schools, hospitals) to air.

or noise pollutants? ...evivvverrrnonesn X

21,

25,

25,
27.

28,

_29=

30.

'31‘..

‘Result in the dislocation of people?....

Increase the existing noise levels (traf-
fic or mechanical) or adversely impact x{
adjacent areas with noilse?....cvvvuvvsn.

| Generate additional venlculm‘ Lraffic

beyond the existing street’ cara01ty thus
creating a traffic hazard or congestion

on the immediate street svsfem, or alter
present C1rculablon patterns? .....v....

Increaqe traffic hazards to motor vehicleé3
bicyclists or pedestrians?..cceviicconss

Affect existing-parking facilities or gen-

erate ‘demand for additiqnal'parking?..,a

Affect existing housing or generatez a de-
mand for additional nouqlnﬁ?,.u.....c.«.

oIk e e

Induce substantial growth or alter the
location distribution, density or growth
rate of the human population of an aresa?

S <

Result in a substantial alteration of the

present or planned land uses of an ared° )(

Increase demand for municipal services

{police, fire, solid waste disposal,
schools, parks, recreation, 11brariEQ,
water, mass transit, communications, etc. = X

Reguire the extension or mod Wfﬂcatlon of
water, storm drainage or scmcr line/plant
capaclty to serve thes project at adequate
service 1evels? i essaas e st assbs

Produce significant amounts of gOlld waste
0\" litterr) 00!..0!0?!1“0'0"9'vn.“titl..

Violate adopted natkonal s, state, or local

‘standards relating to solld waste or litter _‘)<

CONEYrCLl? L. s et ans e bt st aenu e

(2



X .A.

32.. .

" of potentially hazardous material such

33.

39.

140 .-

S 41,

42,

4L,

45,

u6,

- an/or.after construction? ...sevseveioes /K

. hazard ‘'or potential health hazard (ex- ;<"
«cluding mental health)? s.eetinuivorsneees

43,

s Will the Project: {Contd).
. No Yes

If yes, discuss

degree of effect

Involve the use, storage or disposal

as toxic, flammable, or explosive sub=
stances, pect1c1des, chcmicals or radio- __,)(_
active materials? ... ovhviiienn

Encourage activities which result in the
use of large amounts of fuel or energy,
use fuel or energy in a wasteful manner,
or substantielly increase consumption

(of electricity, oil, natural gas)?.,.... X

Increase the demandvupon existing energy '}<

distribution network (SMUD, PG&E)? .....

Obstruct a scenicfview open-to the public
or create an aesthetically offensive site - )(
Open to public ViEW? L O T T R TR R R I T R A I I R T R R

Have substantially, demonstrable negative
aesthetic effect? ... . iievninanennn %

Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement ')<
of an-established community? s.......v..

Have any significant-impact upon the existing
character of. the immediate area(i.e. scale,--
patterns, impair integrity of neighborhoods, }(

etcn'ﬂ‘nl‘ltllil.I.Ii‘.aI‘Ini..u’l‘ut‘ug-'mlitn

Have any detrimental effect on adjoining
areas or neighboring communities during

‘Generaté dust, ash, smoke fumes, or create.
objectionable odors:in the project's
Vici‘nity? “‘lil'l..llIl‘l."'llll_‘l.i"‘l“.. K

Produce glare or direct light where it is -f}K__
nOt lntend6do s‘.t.il..lllll#“it.gl‘IIlI. . - -

Expose people to or create any health

‘Affect the use of or access to existing
or’ proposed recreational area or navigable
Stream.? O I I I I N RN 'x

Conflict with recorded-public eas=z=ments
for access through or use of property with

in thls projept‘? R R R R O R N A N I }K
Result in an lmpact upon the qual;ty or .
quanlty of existing recreational OPDOTu- )<
unitle _Ollll&l.li'lIII.O!N'OQ.IOI.I‘.I-.

Conflict with established recreational,
educational, religious or scientific }(
Llses Of the area? ‘GlllD!...ll.l.ﬁﬂlb-lll‘.

-7 -




X..

48,

49.

50.

.5lw

he,

LA,

Will the Project: (Contd) : , : I yes, discuss

. ; _ p
Generate public controversy? ..cevisnoen }\ SEE

conflict with adopted plans and envir-
onmental goals of the City {L.e. general, }{
specifiec, community plans or elements? .

No Yes;_' deqrec of . effect

ﬁﬁZQZ?ﬂm§5~

Have the potential tG'degrade the qualiity
of the environment (i.e. land, air, water, ){
plants, animals)? ..iiveeiverenrainoanns

Achleve short-term environmental goals to

the disadvantage of long-term environmental
noalr'(e g. leap-frog development or urban ')<
Spfd‘#l) anoouo.sauun-.'oogn-uoo;acgc'u|¢

Have a cumulative impact on the environ-
ment when related to existing or future ){
ProJects? toiascicerssresiecnnorrecnnns

Have environmental effects which will
cause adverse effects on human beings, }(
either directly or indireﬁtly” Crreevsos

B. ist any and all mlulgotwcn measures nrop35fd to reduce env1ronmcnbal

impacts (as identified in the above guestions) for the progect

NONE — REQUINED.

C. List proposed measures to limit or reduce consumptlion of energy.

I e FET & frcepTED - GOUAP~ DESIGN

ELEMENTE Als. PRLANNED o~ BESIUVE- SOUAPS

.Amm)ﬂOﬂW3 L@Mﬁﬂl/%b15%?ff ‘

' D. Are there alternatives to the project which would eliminate or -

reduce an adverse impact on the environment (lower density, change
in land use, move bullding on site, no project, etc,)?

NONE

NOTE: Yes or no answers do not neccssarlly imply tnat an FIR WLll be
regquired for this project. :

I hereby state that, to the best of my knowledg , the above answers

and statements are true and’ Lomplebe.

ey 3, 195/ jfv‘/g%-

DATE / / o : SIGNATURE

S S . ¢ i e e S R Ta L  AUT
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_ENVIRONMENTAL QU ESTIONAIRE

Wiil-thé‘project generzte public controversy?

Public controversy will come from persons neighboring

the project, because they are interested in closing
the 38th St. access to subject property. However, a
majority of the public is in favor of the project.




BN WRR r"[“ Vj?—‘? .
NOTICE OF APPEAL EXHIBIT F

- ' OF i e AIHG COMMIESON
. DECISION OF TUR ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOL T FLAGH |
' PEP 4 01951

c C‘f'l\/r D

TO.THE SACRAMENTO CITY CCUNCIL: .
I do hercby make application to ach1l the dCC1elon of thcpfnvlrormcutal
Coord*naLor of s

ﬁq Filing a Negative Declaraﬁian

] Requirement of an Envirpnmental Impact Reporﬁ

] Other |
For (P-4 . *PLEA E TYPE OR PRINT*

" PROJECT PROPOSAL" - aq499 - <Mcla\ Pop «m“i‘ anfl VAN @ 5 dwacp

L 0_cemmnesdiad “é‘U%c—“ﬁﬁd v a Swele Ty, P-l=zone Loc
e . } ]

GE (orner ol 2EH 1T HQ} OO3 - 1XA-LES

PROJECT ADDRESS: 2eh ~ 7

- Assessér's Parcel No. -AP‘D @Oq*i?}::-"ls | :
- omugr: o 1 dopy 7( co- Scofl, et (HLL05)

_ phone
Mailing Address: _ 2800 ST ‘ 95816
CJty {zip code)
APPLICANT/AGENT: f?oww- ‘S”a‘i‘f (oMUp -
, o phone _
Mailing Address: '%OI 1 l‘frh’ §T o ' q5pidy B
: City {zip code)

- GROUNDS TCR ﬁPPEﬁL;;(Explain n,Dctajl and use a separa te sheet if necessaryv) .

o See atachment

APPELLANT: CasT Sacvawiento Taprovement  Astec 3224641
' . - o S phone
Mailing Address: ouUYy 2R S ‘ G585
City - - -~ (zip code)

‘ / / A . iy
APPBLLﬂ NT SIGI\MTUILE. {4 A /( 4 ({,l !/{(,! j;u{a Pﬁ?’) Date: O/ff/é:
FILING IFEE: ,10.00 &,L@ﬁ@lpb Ho. ‘4 '7 DQBL Received F.40-¢/ Bv it

'RECEIVED BY CITY CLERK (“ﬂTﬂFTuP &TP'V) - - Rev, 7/80
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e EOSTY Mcmmmowwwmﬂ; IENT ASSOCIATION
¢ CATY PLARRR PO, BOX 19147 | '

5cp 10107 QACRAN ENTO, CALIF “ORNIA 95819
) - :
RECEWY kD ) Sep‘f 10, 1981

The .East q@u"ﬁam{fu\io Tmprwc,merﬁ‘ Ascepation
ap peals The M:qa‘hot_. Declardation o the envirohy-
menta | N pac 'l (4 Iu.f{) uCuﬁ"" prphca‘hbu {f‘r-

gpecmi Dei mp T and verianse, for a Service '-JCHCJ

: N a (Su’}éle’_, fam'hj -l mone, at ‘“ ¢ corner of
26W and J "‘i‘ (_'P-‘?"f‘f i)

The F‘mfc. 4 nm Vs crpp ecl 15 based men several
groondis '
{. U;‘e, br‘i'ih,if.., H!wﬁ s @ SerEVs aduerse
v Dot Fof K Reser Scott's propesal 5
&, There appear To be errors, misleading
Stetements and serious maccvradies in
Rogee SCO’H‘S EIR cguft;.‘hoimawf' and
. The proposa u&o!&*l{ an Underrmﬂci“-m
between Qos& Scott, etal and +the ﬂuaoc.
as m@i} as lﬂ}:j 5"r(u‘:f)u-'1:) Plavn e Comm
stipolations.

More SPchl'{LL_all[,‘
T Adverge !lYSD(((‘_f— cf%' f‘f e Q(nﬂ L‘ pro \")"'»1]
i, To. Trede the remopuval st two [mJ&.

‘%W’a mopre tlrees 'Ctﬁd appi‘Omnma"relr.,} 50
.Jqum t’ ‘{(?(7 01 W’(’n“s ._LD(,(C@'" '{tOr‘ £L'
Lon\v\vﬁ:*cxal dmu U\J(ﬂb and gervice (101 (,.

U.Jt\\v hr.t'gm L Sevious Cz(f'h‘l M{Jﬂ* al ?f“P‘“T
on the negh bor hood



""" T EAST SACRANENTO IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION
Cob T T PO ROX 19147
. SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95819

aA. the w&.:i.l"\mi“)- and C\é’CiL";I‘."\:’j activires b
be pertormed in the S‘ei‘ui,ce_'b]m“d il )
c.‘_*@cﬁ'a 61.53“n~{'tcm-ﬂ'l¢,) mere objectionable
odoes and omise fo The neighborsy

3. The re C{”lgﬁec:\ _dmoe,w;uj will nerewse
the speed oF cars as the ewtand enter

P ot 28 sk Tms s a health and fsa{ﬂe“l;‘

| o issve) B .

- - . The propesed to' mediom densrty Iis)ﬁmj

E o  witl heve o Sisni*ﬁara-'ﬁ 1’1_:11;-“}7341)1 atHect on

|  the sleep of neighbors?, and

5. Roqer Scotfls proposal amoonts 15

nothing legs Than - strip zonms Jor

o commercial use i o regidential neigh -

P | borhoed. -

I Erpees, Mis k}adm@ 5“’0‘1‘6%‘{\‘@3\3 and Indccorac)es

e

113 _Roger Scottls 21k guestionnaire.
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September 24, 1981

City Council. of Sacramento
City Hall

915 I Street

Sacramento, California 95816

RE: Roger,Scott;Group (Fish Emporium)
Dear Members of the City Council:

I urge you to uphold the appeal of the East Sacramento Improvement
Assocliation against the findings of the Environmental Coordinator
who has issued a negative declaration regardlng Roger Scott's

Group (Fish Emporium) plan to expand its commercial enterprlse by
intruding further into the adjacent R-1 zone.

My wife and I have lived in the fourth house,south of the Fish
Emporium on 38th Street for twenty-~four years. We think it would

- be a gross injustice to.the residents of our area to permit

commercial expansion that will cause (1) removal of trees and

grass area that were part of the compromise necessary to a variance
granted previously, and (2) bring noise, autos and odor pollution
twenty-five feet closer to our residential area. ©Qurs is an old
and gracious neighborhood and we don't deserve this kind of

- violation from commer01a1 enterprise.

I believe that businéss firms should have an opportunity to make a
profit, but Roger. Scott's Group can achieve its efficiencies and
expansion within its C-1 zone area and without the need to move

the driveway closer to the residential area.. While they build their
business up they should not tear the residential area down.

Also, es'you know,“the appeal of the East Sdacramento Improvement
Association, in its letter of September 10, 1981 (Paragraph IX),

‘called attention .to negative answers to fourteen ‘(out of forty-severn)

questions that, in the'Assodidtionis: -opinion, should have been
answered in the affirmative. - The person(s) who completed the
Environmental Questionnaire (upon which your Environmental Coordinator
relied) could not have made a serious effort to answer the
gquestionnaire 1mpart1a11y and/or correctly since all forty-seven
questlons were answered in the negative. - o
Slncejpractlcallythlrty percent of the answers to the Environmental.
Questionnaire should have been in the affirmative, at least in the
minds of the residents of the area, your Environmental Coordinator
would have been unable to issue a negative declaration--except by

discounting completely.the opinion of the residents of 38th Street.



" Peter Mancgina to

Page 2

Sacramento City Council

Because of the.divergent viewpointsvofia. substantial (thirty percent)
number of. answers .to the Environmental Questionnaire (i.e., Roger
Scott Group vs. 38th . Street residents), I urge you .to require an
impartial and complete review of the issues

Sprerely,
Peter F. Mancina

1101 38th Street
Sacramentc,. California 95816
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DON AND NADINE HATA
1109.38th Street :
Sacramento, California 95816
September 22, 1981

The. Honerable Mayor and C1ty Counc11
The City of Sacramento

City Hall

Sacranento Ca]1forn1a

Dear Mayor_lsenberg and Members of the City Council:-

We oppose Mr. Roger Scott's (Fish Emporium) application for a special permit and
variance for the construction of a service yard in a single family R-1 zone-at the
corner of 38th and J. Street. His proposal will have a s1gn1f1cant negative
impact on the adjacent and.surrounding residential neighborhcod.

Mr. Scott's application contains numerous factual.errors which. we hope the City
Council and its staff will review carefully. 'Contrary to what Mr. Scott declared
in his applicatien, there will be a negative impact. in the following areas: -

1. Add1t10na1 traffic congest10n, hazards, and 10S$_ of res1dent1a1 park1ng

- Large delivery trucks block 38th Street by double- park1ng, and motor
vehicles 1nc1ud1ng heavy motorcycles race Tn and out of the .driveway.

- Residential bumper st1ckers are useless since. patrons and employees of
‘the Fish Empor1um have already taken the curd park1ng spaces.

- Numerous young. ch11dren ‘and older. people reside immediately adjacent
. to, and -across “from, the proposed . expans1on of commercial activity.
2., Irretr1evab1e a]teration'Of the aesthetic’ and historic¢ ambiénce, and
residential integrity, of the area.

- 38th Street is acknowledged as one of Sacramento's oldest residential
neighborhoods, replete with well-maintained structures reflecting historic:
architectura] styles, 1arge mature trees, and green landscapes.

= Local re51dents are a heaTthy mixture. of young and o1d al1l of whom enJoy
the tranqu11 and friendly neighborhood atmosphere

We moved here only a menth ago. Ne did so because of the many attributes which
make it an ideal place to plant permanent roots. We accepted the Fish Emporium 3
current -operations as a fait accompli, although we suffer the hazards and nuisances.
related directly to it...racing cars and motorcycles, the noise of bottles dumped

- in the wee hours, the stench of fish on the sidewalk, and the drunken bodies in.
the parking lots and adjacent Tawns. '

We adananfly‘oppose the application submitted by Mr Scott. It will exacerbate an
already barely tolerable situation into an unreasonable intrusion and subvers1ve '
alterat1on of this ne1ghborhood

Sincerely yours,

Dona1d Teruo Hata, Jq

- MNadui Yo, HRJL

Nadine Ishitani Hata




September 23, 1981

Honorable Mayor and City Council
City of Sacramento

City Hall

Sacramento, California

Dear Mayor and City Council:

As an area resident and parent I support the East Sacramento
Improvement Association's opposition to Roger Scott's application
for a special permit and variance for a service yard for his Fish
Emporium Restaurant in a single family R-1 zone at the corner of .
38th and J Street.

I have seen a copy of Mr. Scott's proposal. There are a
number of factual errors including the following:

- Contrary to Mr. Scott, there will be a significant
increase in noise 1levels of vehicular traffic and
restaurant operations.

- Contrary to Mr. Scott, there will be increased traffic
hazards to small children and older people who reside in
areas immediately adjacent to the restaurant's proposed
expansion southward into 38th Street.

- Contrary to Mr. Scott, there will be public controversy
over the proposal due to its negative impact on the
aesthetic, historic and residential integrity of the
neighborhood.

I am not opposed to either commerce or entrepreneurial
activity. I believe, however, that the Fish Emporium has
reasonable alternatives available within its commercially zoned
property to achieve its objectives without further intrusions on
the traditional ambience and integrity of the adjacent and
surrounding area.

I would be happy to further discuss this item at. your
convenience.

Sincerely,

Timothy F. Comstock

1447 38th Street
Sacramento, California




