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/ SOUTH NATOMAS BUSINESS PARKS (P-9317, P-9114 and P-9145) 
Council meeting of May 11, 1982, Items 21, 22 and 23 

. FINAL ACTION OF COUNCIL: 

A. Certify the adequacy of the Creekside EIR; 

B	 Approve in concept only and subject to the conditions contained in this motion: 
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2. Applicants negotiate in good faith with City staff a development agreement or 
agreements, providing for: 

a. a PUD/schematic plan mechanism to insure that the three projects are 
developed as a unified regional office park, designed to attract 
large users. The PUD/schematic plan shall also inclue non-office 
land uses. 

b. the developers contribution to the financing of public facility, public 
service, and infrastructure costs, including land dedication capital, 
maintenance and operation expenses, to be located within the Community Plan. 

The developers contributions to such costs shall be beyond that 
apportionable solely to needs generated by their projects and shall 
be equitably shared between the three developers based on the amount 
of office approved for each project. In negotiating the development 
agreement, special consideration shall be given to: 

1. traffic improvements ; 

2. a park, parkway strips, and the 1-5 open space corridors, including 
the existing parkway strip to the east of 1-5 and south of West 
El Camino to 880; 

3. a fire station; 

4. a library;

5.

 

development of elderly housing; 

6. include mitigation factors to diminish impact on downtown (the cutting 
at least in half of commercial square footage on site); 

7. contributions by developers to create a more transit-oriented society 
area within the Community Plan. 

c. time deadlines to insure a rational sequencing of the build-out of 
office, residential and necessary infrastructure. 

d. other measures determined by staff as needed to mitigate adverse 
environmental impacts identified in the EIRs for these projects.
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3. Staff shall return to both the City Planning Commission and City Council 

within 90 days with a development agreement meeting the intent of this 

motion. 

4. Applicants waive all statutory time deadlines for a minimum of 90 days 

following this hearing.



CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
LORRAINE MAGANA 

CITY CLERK 

Sincerely, 

aine Magana 
Clerk 

915 I STREET
	 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 35614 

CITY HALL ROOM 203
	

TELEPHONE (916) 449-5426 

May 18, 1982 

TO:	 INTERESTED PARTIES 

On May 11, 1982, the Sacramento City Council heard testimony and considered various 
requests for property as follows: 

1. Property located on the northwest quadrant of Interstate 5, north and 
south of West El Camino Avenue (P-9114); 

2. Property located south of West El Camino Avenue, west of Interstate 5, 
north of Garden Highway and east of Natomas Oaks Drive (P-9145); and, 

3. Property located north of Garden Highway, south of West El Camino 
Avenue, west of Bannon Slough, and east of Interstate 5 (P-9317) 

The attached document, Final Action of the City Council, reflects the actions taken 
and approved by the City Council at this meeting. 

LM/mm/21-23 
Attachment 

cc:	 885 Investment Co. (425 University Ave, Ste 208) 
Wm. G. Holliman (555 Capitol Mall, Ste 950) 
Morrison Homes (4441 Auburn Ave, Ste P. 95814)) 
P G & E (77 Beale St, Rm 2C48, S.F. 94106) 
Gateway Centre Assoc. (1451 River Park Dr, 110) 
Bob Bell (555 Capitol Mall, 95814)) 
Carl Durling (7700 College Town Dr, 95826) 
Jack Diepenbrock (455 Capitol Mall, 95814) 
City Planning Department



SCUTH NATOMAS BUSINESS PARKS (P-9317, P-9145 and P-9145) 
FINAL ACTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

A. Certify the adequacy of the Creekside Environmental Impact Report; 

B. Approve in concept only and subject to the conditions contained in this notion: 

1.	 630,000 square feet of office on 45 acres within Natomas Eastside (14,030 square feet per acre); 

755,000 square feet of office on 52 acres within Gateway Centre (14,500 square feet per acre); and, 

572,030 square feet of office on 52 acres within Creekside (11,000 square feet per acre). 

2.	 Applicants negotiate in good faith with City staff a &velopient of agreenent or agreements, 
providing for 

a. A PUD/Schenatic Plan mechanism to insure that the three projects are developed as a unified 
regional office park, designed to attract large users. The PUD/Schenatic Plan shall also 
include non-office uses. 

b. The developers contribution to the financing of public facility, public service, and 
infrastructure costs, including land dedication . , capital, maintenance and operations 
expenses, to be located within the Community Plan. 

The developers contributions to such costs shall be beyond that apportionable solely to needs 
generated by their projects and shall be equitably shared between the three developers based 
on the amount of office approved for each project. In negotiating the development agreement, 
special consideration shall be given to funding for: 

1. Traffic improvements; 

2. A park, parkway strips, and the Interstate 5 open space corridors, including the 
existing parkway strip to the east of Interstate 5 and south of West El Camino to 
Interstate 880; 

3. A fire station; 

4. A library; 

5. Development of elderly housing; 

6. Include mitigation factors to diminish *pact on downtown (the cutting at least in half 
of commercial square footase on site); and, 

7. Contributions by. developers to create a more transit-oriented society area within the 
Canmunity Plan. 

c.	 Time deadlines to insure a rational sequencing of the build-out of office, residential and 
necessary infrastructure. 

d.	 Other measures detenmined by staff as needed to mitigate adverse environmental impacts 
identified in the Environmental Impact Reports for these projects. 

3.	 Staff shall return to bath the City Planning Commission and City Council within ninety days with a 
development agreement meeting the intent of this motion. 

4.	 Applicants waive all statutory time deadlines for a minimum of ninety days following this hearing.





CITY OF SACRAMENTO

Sincerely, 

aine Magana 
C y Clerk 

LORRAINE MAGANA 
crry CLERK OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

915 I STREET	 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 55814 

CITY HALL ROOM 203	 TELEPHONE (91E) 449-5428 

May 18, 1982 

TO:	 INTERESTED PARTIES 

On May 11, 1982, the Sacramento City Council heard testimony and considered various 
requests for property as follows: 

1. Property located on the northwest quadrant of Interstate 5, north and 
south of West El Camino Avenue (P-9114); 

2. Property located south of West El Camino Avenue, west of Interstate 5, 
north of Garden Highway and east of Natomas Oaks Drive (P-9145); and, 

3. Property located north of Garden Highway, south of West El Camino 
Avenue, west of Bannon Slough, and east of Interstate 5 (P-9317) 

The attached document, Final Action of the City Council, reflects the actions taken 
and approved by the City Council at this meeting. 

LM/mm/21-23 
Attachment 

cc:	 885 Investment Co. (425 University. Ave, Ste 208) 
Wm. G. Holliman (555 Capitol Mall, Ste 950) 
Morrison Homes (4441 Auburn Ave, Ste P, 95814)) 
P G & E (77 Beale St, Rm. 2C48, S.F. 94106) 
Gateway Centre Assoc. (1451 River Park Dr, 110) 
Bob Belt (555 Capitol Mall, 95814)) 
Carl Durling (7700 College Town Dr, 95826) 
Jack Diepenbrock (455 Capitol Mall, 95814) 
City Planning Department





SOJO-1 NARKS MASS PARKS (P-9317, P-9145 and P-9145) 
FIW1L TIGl F RE CITY 03.1NCIL 

A. Certify the adequacy of the Creekside Environmental Impact Report; 

B. Approve in concept only and subject to the conditions Contained in this motion: 

1.	 630,000 square feet of office on 45 acres within Natormas Eastside (14,000 square feet per acre); 

• 755,000 square feet of office on 52 acres within Gateway Centre (14,500 square feet per acre); and, 

572,000 square feet of office on 52 acres within Creekside (11,000 square feet per acre). 

2.	 Applicants negotiate in good faith with City staff a development of agrement or agreements, 
providing for 

a. A RD/Schematic Plan mechanism to insure that the three projects are developed as 'a unified 
regional office park, designed. to attract large users. The PUD/Soterratic Plan' shall also 
include non-office uses. 

b. The developers contribution, to the financing of public facility, public service, and 
infrastructure costs, including land dedication, capital, maintenance and operations 
expenses, to be located within the Camunity Plan. 

• The developers contributions to such costs shall be beyond that apportionable solely to needs 
generated by their projects and shall be equitably shared between the three developers based 
on the amount of office approved for each project. In negotiating the development agreement, 

• special consideration shall be given to funding for: 

1.- Traffic improvements; 

2. A park,. parkway strips, and the Interstate ,5 open space . corridors, including the 
existing parkway strip to the east of Interstate 5 and south of West El Camind. to 
Interstate 88); 

3.	 A fire station; 

4.	 A library; 

5.	 Devel gnat of el derl y housi ng ; 

6.	 Include mitigation factors to diminish impact on downtogn (the cutting at least in half 
of commercial square footage on site); and, 

• 7.	 Contributions by developers to create a more transit-oriented society area within the 
Ccmnunity Plan. 

c. Time deadlines to insure a rational sequencing of the build-out of office, residential and 
necessary infrastructure. 

d. Other gEasures . determined , by staff as needed to mitigate adverse enviromental impacts 
identified in the Environmental Impact Reports for these projects. 

3. Staff shall return to both the City Planning Commission and City Council within ninety days with a• 
development agreement meeting the intent of this motion. 

4. Applicants waive all statutory time deadlines for a minimum of ninety days following this hearing.
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May 11, 1982 

\
	 SOUTH NATOMAS OFFICE PARK HEARING PROGRAM 

Order of Presentation  

City Staff 

Creekside - Bob Bell 

Natomas Eastside - Bill Holliman 

Gateway Centre - jack Diepenbrock 

Proponents 

Opponents 

Close Public Hearing on EIR and Projects

15 minutes 

15 minutes 

15 minutes 

15 minutes 

Discussion - (The Council may ask questions of any party: staff, 
applicants, witnesses) 

Motion
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Traffic Level of Service with Community:Plan and Various Office Alternatives 
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Plan

Alt #1  

614,000
sq. ft.

Fast Side

Alt #2  

1,256,200
sq. ft.

West Side 

Alt #3 

1,508,200
sq. ft.

West Side 

Alt #4 

1,508,200 
sq. ft. 

Both Sides 

• Alt #5  

2,180,000
sq. ft.

West Side

Alt #6  

3,446,574
sq. ft.

Both Sides 

Alt #7 (1+3)  
2,122,200 
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Both Sides  
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Intersection 

Garden & Natonas Oaks 

Garden & 1-5 W, Ramp 

Garden fi 1-5 E, Ramp 

Garden fi Discovery Park 

Garden & Truxel 

Garden & Northgate 

El Camino fi Orchard 
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Nbte: "Without Mitigation Measure levels of service estimates developed by City of Sacramento, except where noted by an asterisk. "With Mitigation 
Measure levels of service estimates developed by PC Vtarhees. Mitigation Measures include additional lanes within existing right-of-way, 
and a roadway connection to Garden Highway between 1-5 and Ttuxel. The affects of 'a successful TSM Program are not reflected in these levels 
of service. Alternative 1 was also analyzed without the Garden Highway connection and these levels of service are enclosed in parenthesis.
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May 11, 1982 

City Council 
Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

We are concerned that the Sacramento City Council is currently 
considering applications to develop business parks in South Natomas. 
It is obvious that the development of such business parks would be 
totally inconsistent with the South Natomas Community Plan. Such 
business parks would contribute to severe traffic problems for North 
Sacramento as well as South Natomas, particularly along West El 
Camino east of Northgate Boulevard. 

The location of such business parks in South Natomas will negatively 
affect the opportunity of North Sacramento to attract similar land 
uses for the foreseeable future despite the availability of suitable 
land for such uses. 

The dramatic diversion from the South Natomas Community Plan which 
the business parks would constitute, if approved, only four years 
after adoption of the Plan, represents an action which undermines 
public confidence in the planning process and makes it more 
difficult. to sustain public support for and participation in the 
development of the North Sacramento Community Plan. 

In light of the above concerns, the members of the North Sacramento 
Community Plan Citizens Advisory Committee present at the May 10th 
meeting urge the City Council to deny the applications to amend the 
South Natomas Community Plan to permit any business parks as are 
currently proposed.

Respectfully submitted; 

1a L4fL
A04 

Mattie Evans, Chairperson 
North Sacramento Citizens Advisory 
Committee



CITY OF SACRAMENTO

MARTY VAN DUYN 
PLANNING DIRECTOR CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

927 TENTH STREET	 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 

SUITE 300	 TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604 

May 5, 1982 

City Council 
Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: 1. Environmental Impact Report; 

2. Amend 1974 General Plan from residential to commercial : and offices 
(52+ acres); 

3. Amend the 1978 South Natomas Community Plan from residential 17av 
and 22av to business and professional offices (52+ acres); 

4. Amend the Creekside PUD from Garden Apartment and Light Density 
Residential to office park and add 14+ acres to the PUD for office 
park; and 

5. Rezone 52+ vacant acres from Agriculture (A), Garden Apartment 
(R-2-PUD and R-2A-PUD), and Light Density Residential (R-3-PUD) to 
Office Building (OB-PUD) or more restrictive zoning. (P-9317) 

LOCATION: East of 1-5, south of West El Camino Avenue and north of the Garden 
Highway. The subject site is bounded to the east by Bannon Slough and 
to the west by I-5 and a vacant parcel. 

SUMMARY: 

In 1978, the City Council adopted the South Natomas Community Plan. The plan promoted 
higher residential densities to provide close-in housing to the Central Business 
District. 

In 1980, the City Council approved the Creekside Residential PUD that provides 672 
residential units on 39+ acres. The proposed project would introduce a suburban 
office park on 52+ acres and would displace approximately 911 dwelling units. 

The Planning Commission recommended denial of the General, Community and PUD Plan 

amendments and denial of the rezoning.



rty Van Duyn
Planning Directo 

City Council
	

-2-	 May 5, 1982 

The staff report to the Planning Commission and the Commission's voting records 
are attached for the Council's information. 

VOTE OF PLANNING COMMISSION  

On April 29, 1982, the Planning Commission certified the EIR and recommended denial 
of the General and Community Plan amendments, of the amendment and addition to the 
Creekside PUD, and of the rezone by a vote of six ayes, two noes and one abstention. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff and Planning Commission recommend the following: 

1. Determine that the Final EIR is adequate; 

2. Certify that the EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA and that the City 
Council has considered the information contained in the Final EIR; 

3. Determine that the project will have a significant effect on the environment based 
on the findings included in the staff report to the Planning Commission; 

4. Deny the amendment to the 1974 General Plan from residential to commercial and 
offices; 

5. Deny the amendment to the 1978 South Natomas Community Plan from residential 17av 
and 22av to business and professional offices; 

6. Deny the amendment to the Creekside Residential PUD from residential to business 
park development and to include an additional 14+ acres; and 

7. Deny the rezone of 52+ acres from Agriculture (A), Garden Apartment (R-2-PUD and 
R-2A-PUD), and Light Density Multiple Family (R-3-PUD) to Office Building (0B-PUD) 

• or more restrictive zoning. 

Res ectfully submitted,

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION 
WALTER J. SLIPE 

CITY MANAGER 

MVD:DP:cp 
Attachments 
P-9317

May 11, 1982 
District No. 1 

2—
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Application: 1.	 Certification of the Final EIR; 
2. Amend the 1974 General Plan from Residential to Office 

(52+ acres); 
3. Amend the 1978 South Natomas Community Plan from 

Residential 17av and 22av to Business and Professional 
Office (52+ acres); 

4. Amend the Creekside Residential POD from Residential to 
Office Park and to add 14+ acres to the POD for Office 
Park; 

5. Rezone 52+ vacant acres from Agriculture (A), Garden 
Apartment (R-2 POD and R-2A PUD), and Light Density 
Multiple Family (R-3 POD) to Office Building (OB-PUD) or 
more restrictive zoning. 

Location: 

Proposal:

East of 1-5, south of West El Camino Avenue and north of the 
Garden Highway. The subject site is bounded to the east by 
Bannon Slough and to the west by I-5 and a vacant parcel. 

The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to 
establish a 52+ acre Office Park PUD containing 614,000 
square feet of office building. 

Project \Information: 

EXISTING 
	

PROPOSED 

Residential
	

Office 

Residential -17av & 22av
	 Offices 

Residential	 Offices 

Agriculture (A),	 Office Building 
Garden Apartment (R-2 POD
	

(0B-POD) 
and R-2A POD), and Light 
Density Residential (R-3 POD) 

General Plan 
Designation: 

South Natomas 
Community Plan: 

POD Designation 

Zoning:

Existing Land Use:	 Vacant 

Surrounding Land Use: 
North:	 Discovery Park Apartments 
South:	 Garden Highway, American River Parkway 
East:	 Bannon Slough, Vacant (designated Residential) 
West:	 1-5, Vacant (designated Residential) 

APPLC. NO. 	 P-9117	 MEETING DATE 	 4/29/82 	 CPC ITEM NO.  1 



STAFF EVALUATION: On December 3, 1981, the Planning Commission reviewed 
the Creekside Office Park Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) and 
forwarded it to the Environmental Coordinator for preparation of the Final 
EIR (FEIR). The FEIR consists of the DEIR and the Addendum containing 
comments received on the Draft. The Addendum was distributed on March 15, 
1982, to all persons and organizations who received copies of the DEIR. 

The Final EIR constitutes the environmental impact report for Creekside 
Office Park. Additionally, the document analyzes the study area: 1) as 
designated by the 1938 South Natomas Community Plan; 2) as containing 1.5 

.million square feet of office land use on the east and west sides of 1-5; 
and 31 as containing 3.4 million square feet of office land use on the east 
and west sides of 1-5. The study area encompasses the Creekside, Natomas 
Eastside, Gateway Centre and Natomas Corporate Center (liD Properties) 
project sites. 

Note: In the staff report, the cumulative impacts referred to encompass 
those impacts defined in the Creekside Final EIR for the 3.4 million square 
foot alternative. This alternative studied Creekside Office Park as 
proposed (614,000 sq. ft. of office), Natomas Eastside at 1.5 million 
square feet of office, Gateway Centre at 1.2 million square feet of office, 
and the BD Properties site at 117,000 square feet of office ,. Since 
preparation of the Creekside Final EIR, an application (Natomas Corporate 
Center) has been submitted to the city on the BD Properties site requesting 
140,000 square feet of office. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION . : In 1977, an office proposal alternative 
representing a conceptual office development scheme along the west and east 
sides of 1-5, north of the Garden Highway and south of West E1 Camino 
Avenue, was evaluated in the EIR prepared for the South Natomas Community 
Plan. The conceptual alternative encompassed 105 acres and comprised 3.5 
million seluare feet in two-story office buildings. A portion of the 
Creekside Office Park site represents a portion of the conceptual office 
proposal alternative. The South Natomas Community Plan EIR, certified in 
1978, indicated that an office proposal would create major impacts on 
traffic congestion, noise and air quality. The environmental document also 
concluded that although the project would generate substantial revenues for 
the City, it would compete with and threaten the viability of the downtown 
central business district partly because of the close proximity of the two 
locales. 

In 1978, the City Council adopted the South Natomas Community Plan. The 
plan promoted higher residential densities and a variety of housing types. 
The higher densities were designed to provide close-in housing to the 
Central City Core. The Core represents that area bounded by the Sacramento 
River and 16th, H and R Streets. The Central Business District and 
governmental offices are contained within the Core. 

Besides designating residential density minimums in South Natomas to 
accommodate increased numbers of people and to retard the need for urban



expansion to the north, the City Council adopted the following goals and 
objectives: 

- Assure that new development is healthy and of long lasting benefit 
to the community; 

- Prohibit the intrusion of incompatible land uses and disruptive 
traffic into new and existing residential areas; 

- Limit commercial and office development to neighborhood and 
'community services and retail sales. Do not permit regional scale 
developments, especially those which compete with the Central 
Business District of downtown Sacramento; 

- Provide a balanced circulation system that serves local residents 
and through traffic with a minimum of conflict with residential 
neighborhoods, shopping areas and other land uses; 

- Encourage development which promotes the conservation of fossil 
fuels and minimizes air, noise, and water pollution; 

- Require the proponent of additional commercial and office 
development to clearly justify demand to the satisfaction of the 
Planning Commission and City Council. Such justification shall 
consider resident concerns, the cited standards pertaining to land 
and building space, vacancy rates and location criteria-

Thirty-nine acres of the proposed fifty-two acre Creekside Office Park site 
represents the Creekside Residential PUD (P-8717) approved by the City 
Planning Commission and the City Council in November 1979 and January 1980, 
respectively. The PUD contains 404 apartments, 168 airspace condominiums 
and 100 townhouse-condominium units for an average density of 21 units per 
net acre.' , The remining acreage located outside of the adopted PUD is 
designated residential 22 average (239+ du) by the South Natomas Community 
Plan. 

LAND USE  

1. The proposed project, Creekside Office Park, would alter the 
designated residential character of the South Natomas Community by 
introducing a regional business park. The South Natomas Community 
Plan, adopted in February 1978, was designed to provide a close-in 
residential community with neighborhood oriented commercial and 
office land uses to support the Central City Core. At the time of 
adoption, the City determined that the higher densities provided in 
the plan would fulfill the social need for diversified housing in close 
proximity to the region's major employment center, the Central City 
Core, and would reduce development pressure on prime agricultural land 
north of Interstate 880.
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The residential densities and holding capacities adopted for the South 
Natomas area reflect a balancing of City-wide housing needs. 
Amendments to the planned residential capacity will effect not only the 
South Natomas community but other City of Sacramento communities as 
well. Recently, the Central City Community Plan residential densities 
were adopted partially on the basis that South Natomas would play a 
major role in providing "close-in" housing. 

The South Natomas Plan appears to be successful. Approximately twenty 
(20) percent of the residential units called for in the community plan 
have been built and occupied. The average number of dwelling units 
built and occupied annually during 1979 and 1980 has been 469 du/yr. 
In 1980, 1,501 units were tentatively approved for development. 
Presently, only twenty-five (25) percent of the residentially 
designated land in South Natomas remains unmapped. The area provides a 
variety of housing types within the median price range for Sacramento 
at a locale in close proximity to the region's major employment center, 
the Central City. 

2. Creekside Office Park would displace approximately 911 residential 
units. This number represents approximately four percent of the 
theoretical total holding capacity (23,046 du) of the South Natomas 
Community Plan and 100 percent of the Creekside Residential PUD. The 
displacement is compounded by the additional demand for housing that 
will be created as a result of the new jobs, both direct and indirect, 
generated by the project. Additionally, the project may be growth 
inducing by encouraging similar business park proposals within the 
South Natomas Community Plan area. As you know, the City currently has 
three additional business park applications in the vicinity of 
Creekside--Natomas Eastside, Gateway Centre and Natomas Corporate 
Center. If 3.4 million square feet of office is approved on the four 
subject sites in the configuration presented in the Creekside FEIR, 
total residential displacement would be 2,331 dwelling units (10% of 
the theoretical holding capacity of the South Natomas Community Plan 
area) designated to support the Central City Core. 

The cumulative impact of the reduced number of housing units is 
compounded by the corresponding increased demand for housing associated 
with new employment centers. Creekside Office Park is expected to 
create a demand for an additional 850 to 1,510 dwelling units. 
Cumulatively, 3.4 million square feet of office would create a demand 
for as many as 6,616 additional dwelling units. 

3. Office square footage and developable land designated for office use in 
suburban locations is existing in residentially developed and 
residentially developing areas in the City. For instance, developable 
land at the proposed Park Arden site and remaining developable parcels 
in Point West can provide 1.4 million square feet along Interstate 80. 
Southwest Five, a 600,000 square foot business park PUD, was recently 
approved in the Pocket area. 

The removal of land designated for residential uses forces the cost of 
housing upward because available land supply becomes more limited. The 
findings of the Questor Affordable Housing Study, supported by the City 
Council, emphasized that each growth community and the City



overall should have ample land available for residential uses in order 
to keep housing as affordable as possible. These findings are 
emphasized in the adopted 1980 Housing Element. The conversion of 
approximately 52 acres of residentially designated land to 
non-residential uses in the northern portion of the City, where 
further development would be restricted to infill because land north of 
South Natomas is designated urban reserve and permanent agriculture, 
will affect the supply of land and the affordability of housing. There 
are areas of the City containing considerable amounts of vacant 
developable land for residential use where a job-housing link might be 
achieved without severely impacting housing affordability. 

Traffic and Circulation  

While the South Natomas Community Plan was being drafted, a great deal of 
attention was focused on traffic and circulation. In an effort to 
encourage transit patronage at residential buildout, the plan was designed 
to provide transit availability within a one-quarter mile radius of 
residences. Constraints with regard to intersection capacity within the 
community plan and to freeway interchanges along I-5 were identified during 
preparation of the Community Plan and the Creekside EIR. Unacceptable 
levels of service have been identified at six critical intersections within 
the community plan area. The Garden Highway/I-5 interchange provides for 
travel in all directions, however, four left turn movements are required. 
Due to Cal Trans' standards regarding minimum weaving distances between 
interchanges, the West El Camino Avenue/I-5 interchange lacks north bound 
ramps as a result of its proximity to the 1-5 interchange. 

The proposed Creekside Office Park would generate 9,200 trips per day and 
71,380 vehicle miles traveled per day. These figures represent a 
forty-four (44%) percent increase over the already congested circulation 
system that will occur at community plan buildout. Cumulatively, 3.4 
million Square feet of office would generate 263,000 average daily trips 
(20% increase over the community plan land uses and 2,170,800 average 
vehicle miles traveled (14.5% over the community plan land uses). 

The EIR presents several mitigation measures, including transportation 
systems management (TSM) programs and increasing the planned number of 
lanes. The EIR cautions that enforcement of TSM programs by the City would 

be difficult. 

Air Quality  

The analysis of air quality impacts conducted for the EIR indicates that 
there would be very little difference in carbon monoxide (CO) emissions at 
the studied receptor locations between Creekside Office Park and the 
designated residential uses for the site. The EIR does indicate that there 
would be a minor increase in hydrocarbon and nitrous oxide emmissions from 
traffic. Cumulatively 3.4 million square feet of office would exceed the 
8-hour federal CO standard at four locations. 
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In 1977, the Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area was designated a' 
non-attainment area for ozone and carbon monoxides. The adopted 1981 Air 
Quality plan proposes control strategies to attain pollutant standards by 
1987. The Plan's strategies are based on the assumption that land uses in 
South Natomas reflect those designated on the 1978 Community Plan. The 3.4 
million office land use alternative would generate approximately 15 percent 
more emissions that the land uses currently designatedfor the sites. This 
increase in emissions would contribute in preventing the Sacramento area 
from meeting the 1987 attainment goal set forth in the 1981 Air Quality 
Plan. 

Employment, Population and Housing  

The EIR estimates that Creekside Office Park will generate approximately 
2,000 new direct and secondary jobs. While the new source of employment 
would assist in alleviating the area's SMSA unemployment rate, the project 
would displace 911 residential units while creating a demand for additional 
housing units. Cumulatively, 3.4 million square feet of office are 
estimated to generate 9,263 new direct and secondary jobs, to displace 
approximately 2,331 dwelling units, and to create a demand for an 
additional 6,616 residential units. 

South Natomas has provided Sacramento with diversified housing in the 
median price range. Condominiums, townhouses, halfplexes, patio homes and 
single family detached units have been selling in the low end of-the median 
price range for the Sacramento area. The project may adversely affect the 
price Of housing in South Natomas in the following ways: 

• 1) creating a demand for residences by_generating new jobs while reducing 
the supply of dwelling units via displacement may prompt an increase in 
housing costs; 2) property values may increase on those parcels adjacent to 
the project site, thereby inflating the cost of housing; 3) because of 
sewer capacity limitations in South Natomas, attempting to increase 
densities on the remaining unmapped parcels might affect the cost of 
housing in South Natomas as a result of the expenserequired to expand the 
sewer capacity. 

Public Services and Fiscal impacts 

Compared to the community plan land uses, the proposed project would result 
in increased fire flow requirements, a decrease in water demand, a decrease 
in sewage flow,, an increase in peak runoff flows, no net impact on solid 
waste costs, elimination of approximately 12 acres of parkland, a reduction 
of 237 students, and a , land use pattern less amenable to efficient transit 
service.' 

The fiscal analysis in the EIR concluded that the Creekside Office Park 
would result in a $327,780 savings in capital costs and.an  increase of 
$271,792 in capital revenue over the community plan. The proposed park 
would result in savings of $73,560 in operating costs and a decrease of 
$8,686 in operating revenues for a net increase of $64,874 over the 
community plan. The project would appear to result in a net increase in 
one-time revenues compared to the Community Plan. Annual prbject revenues 
would exceed operating costs compared with the Community Plan.' 

/0





Economic Growth and Business Park Demand  

The City recognizes a demand for suburban business parks exists. However, 
the City is interested in directing business park development in locations 
that will provide the least number of adverse impacts. The proposed 
614,00 .0 square feet of office may result in a "drag" on the 2.6 million 
square feet of private office space existing in the downtown and three 
million square feet currently under construction or proposed in the 
downtown. A miniMum of 2.1 million square feet is available or proposed in 
the City at the Point West, Arden Park, and Southwest Five suburban office 
parks alone. The competition of Creekside Office Park could result in a 
decline in the absorption of existing and proposed square footage in 
suburban .office parks and office structures in the Central Business 
District. 

The traffic impacts have been noted earlier in the report as have air 
quality impacts. It would seem prudent to direct business park development 
to sites already available for development, to-those with close proximity 
to light rail lines, and to those areas located farther from the Central 
Core where residential development is existing or has been increasing 
without associated employment centers, 

Conclusion  

Creekside Office Park will impact the South Natomas community and the City 
of Sacramento. While generating new jobs . , the project will displace 
residential units in an area designed to provide diversified, close-in 
housing to Sacramento's regional employment center, the Central Core, and 
will create a demand for additional housing units. The project will result 
in increased average daily trips and vehicle miles traveled. Unacceptable 
levels of service will result at several critical intersections. 

A study of the cumulative effects of 3.4 million square feet of office 
indicates that an increase in displaced residences, in demand for 
additional dwelling units, and in the number of roadways at unacceptable 
levels of service results. The increased vehicle emissions from the 
projects will inhibit the Sacramento area from meeting its 1987 attainment 
goal set forth in the 1981 Air Quality Plan. 

Creekside Office Park is contrary to a number of goals and objectives in 
the 1978 South Natomas and 1980 Central City Community Plans, including 
those emphasizing higher residential densities in South Natomas and 
continued revitalization of the Central Business District. The project is 
inconsistent with the 1980 Housing Element which sets forth goals to attain 
a sufficient housing supply to assure existing and future residents of a 
safe and sanitary dwelling at an affordable price. 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission.: 

1. Determine that the Final EIR is adequate. 

2. Certify that the EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA and that 
the City Planning Commission has considered the information contained 
in the Final EIR.





3. Determine that the project will have a significant effect on the 
environment in that: 

a.	 The project has the potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment because 

i) the land uses will result in increased vehicular traffic 
resulting in less than acceptable levels of service on 
roadways; and 

ii) the project will be growth inducing by creating a demand for 
secondary commercial/office/distribution uses and by 
encouraging similar business park developments within the 
community plan area; and 

iii) the project will reduce the total number of residential units 
in a community plan area where higher housing densities were 
designated to provide close-in housing to the region's major 
employment center, the Central City Core, and to reduce 
development pressure on urban reserve and permanent 
agricultural lands to the north of 1-880. 

b.	 The project has the potential to achieve short-term environmental 
goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals 
because: 

i) the project will provide additional employment opportunities 
while displacing planned residential units and increasing the 

. demand for residential units; 

ii) the project will provide additional primary and secondary 
employment opportunities while increasing vehicular traffic 
congestion; and 

iii) the project will provide additional employment opportunities 
but encourge similar business park development which will 
result in greater vehicle movements and greater deterioration 
of air quality. 

c.	 The project has possible environmental effects which are 
individually limited but cumulatively considerable because: 

	

i)	 the project will increase average daily trips and vehicle 
miles traveled by forty-four percent over the community plan 
designated land use and will result in less than acceptable 
levels of service at several critical intersections. 
Cumulatively 3.4 million square feet of office will generate 
252,160 average daily trips and result in less than 
acceptable levels of service at as many as 11 intersections.



ii)	 the project will displace 911 residential units while 
creating a demand for an additional 1200 residential units. 
Cumulatively, 3.4 million square feet of office would 
displace 2,331 dwelling units (10% of the residential holding 
capacity of the South Natomas community plan) while creating 
a demand for as many as 6,616 additional residential units 
(29% of the dwelling units called for in the South Natomas 
Community Plan). 

4. Recommend denial of the amendment to the 1974 General Plan from 
residential to commercial and offices. 

5. Recommend denial of the amendment to the 1978 South Natomas Community 
Plan from residential 17av and 22av to business and professional 
offices. 

6. Recommend denial of the amendment to the Creekside Residential N. from 
residential to business park development and to include an additional 
14+ acres. 

7. Recommend denial of the request to rezone 52+ acres from Agriculture 
(A), Garden Apartment (R-2PUD and R-2A POD), and Light Density multiple 
Family (R-3 POD) to Office Building (06-POD) or more restrictive 
zoning.
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PLANNING DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

P N

7 , 
SACRAMENTO :CITY

PLANNING.: DEPARTMENT 
725 J STREEll'%  

SACRAMENTO, CA. 95014	 . 
TELEPHONE (9161 449-0604 

2 9317 0 

Application date -7-01  

Natomas 
Project Location 	 North quadrant 1-5 & Garden Highway  
Assessor Parcel 

Northridge	 Estates 
No.	 274--0/-1-2-014.0 11 22523O-19 Comm. Pin 

Owner	 Phone No 
Acie-1;;S-1451 Quail Street i Applicant 	 ar	 ur ng 
Address	 7700 College Town

Newport Beach CA 
41.:.114:11,477L 

Signature 

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS 
EIR Reviewed 

• Environ. Determination: Neg.Dec._, Exempt 	  
▪ General Plan Amend the 197 14 Gen. Plan from 

res. to comm. and offices. 

Community Plan AMendS. atoma.rs Comm. Plan from 	  
res. (17 units, to Bus. & Prof. offices. 

'39+	 20 1t)
Ei Rezone 52-i syacan.4truLaszep42rs 	 Family  f- C7-. 1712.4A.A9a,ctirtwi-Ord 

(R-3rafA9,0	 Baildine't	 or more 
restrictive •gx zoning. 

O Tentative• Map

CA 95b2b 
CPC Mtg.Date 

Commission 
Action/Date

Res.

Filing 
Fees 

90.00 
$  150.00 

Phone No. 	 3-9273  

Council 
Action/Date 

Res. 

4140ie.44:1, 
Res. 	

990.00 

O Special Permit 

O Variance 

o Plan Review 

▪ pucr - to amend Croif,sXdrep1..12 
office building^fo allow '6 
feet of office land use in 

O Other

r	 0,	 	  Res. 	 230,00 
,$orsquaf6-- 
and 2 story buildings,..

NOTIFICATION 
AND POSTING 

FEE TOTAL $  12056.00 
Permit Sent to Applicant: 	 	 Yr-

Date Sec. to Planning Commission Receipt No.	 0 et / 4-
Key to Actions	 By/dale aisA 4-2-1-  
R - Ratified
	

D -Denied
	

IAF - Intent to Approve based on Findings of Fat-- 
Cd - Continued
	

RD Recommend Denial
	

OF- Approved based on Findings of Fact 
A - Approved
	

RA -Recommend Approval
	

RPC- Return to Planning Commission 
AC - Approved w/Conditions

	
RAC- Recommend Approval w/Conditions

	
CSR- Condition indicated on attached Staff Report 

AA - Approved w/Arnended Conditions RAA- Recommend Approval w/Amended Conditions 

NOTE: Thera is a ten (10) calendar day appeal period from commission action date arid a thirty (30) calendar day appeal period from 
council action date. Action authorized by this document shall not be conducted in such a manner as to constitute a public nuisance. 
Violation of any condition(s) will constitute grounds for revocation of this permit. Building permits are required In the event of any 
building construction. The County Assessor is notified of actions token on rezoning, special permits and variances. 

Gold- applicant Receipt	 White - applicant permit	 Green - expiration book	 Yellow-department file 	 Pink - permit book 
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SOUTH NATOMAS BUSINESS PARKS (P-9317, P-9145 and P-9145) 
FINAL ACTION OF TIE CITY COUNCIL 

A. Certify the adequacy of the Creekside Environmental Impact Report; 

B. Approve in concept only and subject to the conditions contained in this motion: 

1.	 630,000 square feet of office on 45 acres within Natomas Eastside (14,000 square feet per acre); 

755,000 square feet of office on 52 acres within Gateway Centre (14,500 square feet per acre); and, 

572,000 square feet of office on 52 acres within Creekside (11,000 square feet per acre). 

2.	 Applicants negotiate in good faith with City staff a development of agreement or agreements, 
providing for 

a. A PUO/Schematic Plan mechanism to insure that the three projects are developed as a unified 
regional office park, designed to attract large users. The PUD/Schematic Plan shall also 
include non-office uses. 

b. The developers contribution to the financing of public facility, public service, and 
infrastructure costs, including land dedication, capital, maintenance and operations 
expenses, to be located within the Community Plan. 

The developers contributions to such costs shall be beyond that apportionable solely to needs 
generated by their projects and shall be equitably shared between the three developers based 
on the amount of office approved for each project. In negotiating the development agreement, 
special consideration shall be given to funding for: 

1. Traffic improvements; 

2. A park, parkway strips, and the Interstate 5 open space corridors, including the 
existing parkway strip to the east of Interstate 5 and south of West El Camino to 
Interstate 880; 

3. A fire station; 

4. A library; 

5. Development of elderly housing; 

6. Include mitigation factors to diminish impact on downtown (the cutting at least in half 
of commercial square footage on site); and, 

7. Contributions by developers to create a more transit-oriented society area within the 
Conmunity Plan. 

c.	 Time deadlines to insure a rational sequencing of the build-out of office, residential and 
necessary infrastructure. 

d.	 Other measures detennined by staff as needed to mitigate adverse environmental impacts 
identified in the Environmental Impact Reports for these projects. 

3.	 Staff shall return to both the City Planning Commission and City Council within ninety days with a 
development agreement meeting the intent of this motion. 

4.	 Applicants waive all statutory tire deadlines for a minimum of ninety days following this hearing.
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CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
	 MARTY VAN DUYN 

927 TENTH STREET 	 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
	 PLANNING DIRECTOR 

SUITE 300	 TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604 

March 8, 1982 

To: Interested Persons 

Subject: Final Elk	 Creekside Office Park Proposal 

The City Planning Department is forwarding this document for a 25-day review 
period to persons who commented on the Draft Elk and who originally received the 
Draft [IR. Commentors should determine if the responses sufficiently address 
their comments. 

The Final Elk consists of an addendum containing an analysis of the 'cumulative 
impacts of the Creekside Office Park project when combined with the 'adjacent 
BD Properties site and with the business parks studied in the South Natomas Business 
Parks FEIR (S.C.H. No. 81090406) and of the responses to comments made on the Creek-
side Draft Elk. The comments have been paraphrased from the commentors' letters 
and from oral comments. Copies of the commentors letters and oral icomments submit-
ted in written form are included in the appendix of.this addendum. .Comments and 
responses are grouped by topic in the same order found in the Draft LIP. 

Comments on the Final EIR and/or merits of the project should be redeived by the 
Planning Department no later than April 8, 1982, to be considered by the staff. 

The Sacramento City Planning Commission will consider the Creekside Final EIR and 
project, as well as the Natomas Eastside and Gateway Centre businesS park proposals, 
at a meeting on Thursday, April 29, 1982, at 5:15 in the Council Chambers of City 
Hall, 915 "I" Street, Sacramento, California. 

A copy of this document has been forwarded for public review to the libraries indicated 
on the enclosed distribution list. In addition, a copy may be reviewed or obtained 
at the City Planning Department. 

Please contact Clif Carstens (449-5604) or me (449-5381) if you have-any questions 
regarding this matter. 

With regards, 

Diana Parker 
Associate Planner 

DP:cp. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

This Final EIR has been prepared in the form of an addendum 
to the Draft EIR for the Creekside Office Park. The Draft 
EIR, together with this addendum, constitute the Final EIR 
for the project. 

Following this introduction, Chapter 2 analyzes the 
cumulative impacts of the Creekside Office Park when combined 
with the impacts of business park/office development on three 
nearby South Natomas parcels: the Gateway Centre site, the 
Natomas Eastside site, and the BD Properties site. Chapter 3 
presents responses to comments received on the Draft EIR. 
Chapter 4 presents errata for the Draft EIR, which include 
both corrections and additions in response to comments. 

Appendix A of the addendum discusses the concept of 
Levels of Service (LOS) used in the transportation impact 
section. Copies of all comments received are included in 
Appendix B to this addendum.
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Chapter 2 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Introduction  

This chapter analyzes the cumulative impacts of the 
Creekside Office Park when considered together with the impacts 
of business/office park development on three other nearby 
South Natomas sites: Natomas - Eastside, Gateway Centre, and 
BD Properties. The locations of all four project sites are 
shown in Figure 2-1. 

The individual impacts of the Creekside Office Park 
are described in the Creekside Office Park Draft EIR. The 
individual impacts of the proposed Natomas Eastside and Gate-
way Centre projects are described in the Draft and Final 
EIRs for the South Natomas Business Parks. Impacts of office 
development on the BD Properties site have not been previously 
analyzed in the City environmental documents since no develop-
ment application for the site has been received. The BD 
Properties site has been included in the cumulative impact 
analysis because it is likely to be proposed for office use 
if the adjacent Creekside Office Park is approved. 

The objective of the cumulative analysis is to provide 
a summary of the cumulative impacts of all four projects. 
Detailed information regarding the project sites' environ-
mental setting and the impacts of the individual projects 
may be found in the individual project EiRs, and such informa-
tion is not duplicated here. 

The remainder of this chapter describes the alternatives 
considered in the cumulative impact analysis, summarizes 
the cumulative impacts of developing all four project sites; 
summarizes the mitigation measures proposed in the individual 
project EIRs; and presents cumulative impact analyses for 
individual impact categories. Particular attention is paid 
to cumulative traffic impacts, as these are the most signifi-
cant and have been of greatest concern to reviewers of the 
individual project EIRs.
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Alternatives Considered for C 	 ..y_tAnalsisumulativeIn 

Three alternative development scenarios were developed 
by the City Planning Department staff for cumulative impacts 
analysis: the no-project alternative, the 1.5 million square 
feet office alternative, and the 3.4 million square feet 
office alternative. The no-project alternative represents 
current land use policy for the project sites, based on the 
South Natomas Community Plan (SNCP) and subsequently-approved 
Planned Unit Developments. The other alternatives assume 
that current land use policy will be changed to allow increased 
levels of business/office park development. 

No-Project Alternative 

The no-project alternative is illustrated in Figure 2-2, 
and its features are summarized in Table 2-1. Under this 
alternative, the 'Creekside Office Park, BD Properties, and 
Gateway Centre sites would be developed in medium and high 
density housing, and the Natomas Eastside site would be developed 
in low and high density housing, with some office and commercial/ 
shopping center use. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative 

This alternative is illustrated in Figure 2-3, and its 
features are summarized in Table 2-2. Under this alternative, 
additional amounts of office development, at 17,000 square 
feet office space/acre, would be substituted for residential 
uses on the Creekside, Natomas Eastside, and Gateway Centre 
sites. On the Natomas Eastside site, additional park acreage 
would be added. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative 

This alternative is illustrated in Figure 2-4, and its 
features are summarized in Table 2-3. Under this alternative, 
greater amounts of office space would be substituted for 
residential uses on all four sites. For the Creekside site, 
the amount of office space provided corresponds to that pro-
posed by the project applicant. For the Natomas Eastside 
and Gateway Centre sites, the amount of office space provided 
generally corresponds to that in project modifications proposed 
by the project applicants following certification of the 
South Natomas Business Parks Final EIR; these modifications 
call for reductions in the amount of office space as compared 
to the previously-proposed projects analyzed in the South 
Natomas Business Park SIR.
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Table 2-1. Site Features: Nio-Project Alternative 
(CUrrent Land Use Policy) 

Site	 .Acreage (rounded)
	

Square Feet/Dwelling Units. (6.) 

Creekside Office Park  
Residential 

21 du/ac 
17 du/ac 

ED Properties  
Residential 

22 du/ac 

Natomas Eastside  
Office.' 
Commercial /Shopping 

Center
Residential 

5 du/ac 
.22 du/ac 

School 
Park 
Fire Station 

Gateway Centre 
Residential
12 du/ac
22 du/ac

32 net acres
	

672 du 
14 net acres
	 239 du 

9 net acres
	

198 du 

16 net acres
	

272,000 square feet 

22 net acres
	

154,000 square feet 

91 net acres
	

455 du 
24 net acres
	

532 du 
10 net acres 
0 acres 

0.5 acres 

53 net acres
	

657 du 
29 net acres
	

634 du 

MOT: 

lEased on 17,000 square feet office space per net acre 
2Based on 7,000 square feet aommercial/shopping center space per net acre 

SOURCE: City of Sacramento Planning Department, based on 1978 South Natomas 
Community Plan; 1980 Natamas Oaks Schematic PUD; and 1980 Creekside 
Schematic PUD.
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1

Table 2-2. Site Features: 1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative 

Site
	 Acreage (rounded) 	 Square Feet/Dwelling Units (du) 

Creekside Office Park  

Office	 14.8 net acres	 252,000 square feet 
ReSidential 12 du/ac 	 32 net acres	 384 du 

BD Properties  

Residential 22 du/ac 	 9 net acres	 198 du . 

Natamas East side 

41.9 net acres Office	 712,500 square feet 
COmmercial/Shopping Center	 20 net acres	 140,000 square feet 
Residential 

	

7 du/ac	 46 net acres	 322 du 

	

12 du/ac	 30 net acres	 360 du 
School	 10 acres 
Park	 10 acres 
Fire Station	 .5 acre 

Gateway Centre

31.98 net acres	 543,700 square feet 
50 net acres	 600 du 

Li SOURCE: City of Sacramento Planning Department 

Office 
Residential 12 du/ac

9
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Table 2-3. Site Features: 3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative 

1	 Site
	

Acreage (rounded) 	 Square Feet/Dwelling Units (du) 

Cteekside Office Park  
Office	 47 net acres	 614,000 square feet 

Li
BD Properties  
Office	 9 net acres	 117,574 square feet 

Natamas Eastside  
Office 
Commercial /Shopping Center 
Residential (22 du/ac) 
Fire Station

90 net acres 
20 net acres 
48 net acres 
1.5 net acres

1,515,000 square feet 
131,000 square feet 

1,056 du 

.-J Gateway Centre  
Office	 72 net acres	 1,200,000 square feet 
Commercial/Shopping Center	 10 net acres	 75,000 square feet 

SOURCE: City of Sacramento Planning Department 

r-)	
11



Summary of Cumulative Ti_2222ts and Mitigation  

Table 2-4 compares the cumulative impacts of the no-
project alternative, the 1.5 million square feet office alter-
native, and the 3.4 million square feet alternative. Each 
of the alternatives would have a number of adverse cumulative 
environmental impacts, with the 1.5 million square feet alter-
native generally producing greater adverse impacts than the 
no-project alternative, and the 3.4 million square feet alter-
native generally producing greater adverse impacts than the 
1.5 million square feet alternative. 

Major adverse cumulative environmental impacts shown 
in Table 2-4 include the following: 

o Land use: the office alternatives are inconsistent 
with the policies of the SNCP and a number of other 
City plans. 

o Population, housing, and employment: the office 
-alternatives would reduce population and number of 
dwelling units in South Natomas at buildout, at the 
same time increasing employment opportunities, which 
will create ' additional demand for remaining South 
Natomas housing and potentially lead to increased 
South Natomas housing prices. 

o Public services: the no-project alternative, would 
exceed the capacities of existing South Natomas 
schools, and the two office alternatives would re-
duce these impacts; the two office alternatives 
would exceed the capacity of existing South Natomas 
drainage systems. 

o Traffic and circulation: the two office alternatives 
would increase South Natomas average daily traffic 
considerably, and would result in more intersections 
with an unacceptable Level of Service (D and E). 

o Air quality and noise: the two office alternatives 
would result in increased violations of federal carbon 
monoxide standards and City noise standards because 
of increased traffic generation. 

12



ci 

o Police 

o Fire 

o Water 

o Sewer 

O Solid 
Waste 
Management 

O Recreation 
and Open 
Space

Increases service demand; pres-
ent police force is understaffed 
to meet demand. 

Requires 1,500-4,500 gallons per 
minute (gem) for fire flows; flows 
will be sufficient once 24-inch 
transmission main completed 
across American River; develop-
er(s) will need to provide connec-
ting mains to project sites. 

Requires water demand of 1,090 acre-
feet per year; demand can be met 
once 24-inch transmission main 
completed across American River; 
developer (s) will need to provide 
connecting trains to project sites. 

Produces 2.6 million gallons per 
day (ngd) of wastewater; present 
sewer system can accommodate this 
increase. 

Increases solid waste generation; 
can be accammodated by City. 

Requires 42.5 acres of parklands; 
demand is partially met by Bannon 
Slough Parkway and greenbelt along 
Natanas Main Drainage Canal.

On four project sites, allocates 
167 net acres to residential use 
(34% decrease), 89 net acres to 
office use, (454% increase), and 
20 net acres to commercial/shopping 
center use (similar to no-project). 
totaling 1.6 million square feet 
of office/commercial floor area 
(287% increase). 

Inconsistent with policies of SNCP, 
Central City Community Plan, Natamas 
Oaks PUD, and Creekside PUD. Could 
result in increased demand for addi-
tional office/commercial space and 
higher density housing on remaining 
residentially-designated land.	 . 

Provides 4;660 new direct residents 
(45% decrease), and 7,592 new 
employment-induced residents, of 
which 1,740 would live in South 
Natamas (235% increase). 

Provides 1,864 dwelling units 
(45% decrease) and 3,037 employ-
ment-induced households, of which 
698 would locate in South Natomas 
(235% increase); potential for 
increased housing demand and 
prices. 

Generates 2,430 new direct jobs 
and 1,823 secondary jobs, for a 
total of 4,253 new direct and 
secondary jobs (232% increase). 

Increases service demand; pres-
ent police force is understaffed 
toereet demand. 

Requires4,500-8,000 gpm for fire 
flows; flows will be sufficient 
once 24-inch transmission main 
is completed across ,American 
River; developer (a) will need to 
provide connecting mains to pro-
ject sites. 

Requires water demand of 891.9 acre-
feet per year; demand can be met 
once 24-inch transmission main 
completed across American River; 
developer(s) will need to provide 
connecting mains to project sites. 

Produces 1_7 mgd of wastewater; 
present sewer system can a 	  
date this increase.. 

Increases solid waste generation; 
can be accommodated by City. 

Requires 23 acres of parkland; 
demand is partially met by Bannon 
Slough Parkway and green belt along 
Natamas Main Drainage canal.

On four project sites, allocates 
48 net acres to residential use 
(81% decrease), 218 net acres to 

Office use (1,262% increase), and 
30 net acres to commercial/shopping 
center use (36% increase), totaling 
3.6 million square feet of of 
cammercial floor area (757% increase). 

Inconsistent with policies of SP, 
Central City Crumumity Plan, Natamasl 
Oaks PUD, and Oreekside PUD. Could 
retult in increased demand for addi-
tional office/ccemercial space and 
higher density housing on remaining 
residentially-designated land. 

Provides 2,640 new direct residents 
(69% decrease) and 16,539 new employ. 
ment-induced residents, of which 
3,800 would live in South Nauman 
(631% increase). 

Provides 1,056 dwelling units 
(69% decrease) and 6,616 employ-

ment-induced households, of which 
1,522 would locate in South Natomas 
(631% increase); potential for 
increased housing demand and 
prices. 

Generates 5,292 new direct jobs 
and 3,971 secondary jobs, for a 
total of 9,263 new direct and 
secondary jabs (624% increAs,a). 

Increases service demand; pres-
ent police force is understaffed 
to meet demand_ 

Requires 4,500-8,000 gpm for fire 
flows; flows will be sufficient 
once 24-inch transmission main 
is completed across American 
River; developers) will need 
to provide connecting mains to 
project sites. 

Requires water demand of 575 acre-
feet per year; demand can be met 
once 24-inch transmission main 
completed across American River; 
developer(s) will need to provide 
connecting gains to project sites. 

Produces 1_4 mgd of wastewater; 
present sewer system can a=1THEr 
date this increase. 

Increases solid waste generation; 
can be accommodated by City. 

Requires 13 acres of parkland; 
demand is net by Sannan Slough 
Parkway and greenbelt along 
Natanes main Drainage Canal. 

Land Use	 On four project sites, allocates 
252 net acres for residential use., 
16 net acres for office use, and 
22 net acres for commercial/ 
dhopping center use, totaling 
426,000 square feet of office/ 
commercial floor area. 

This alternative based on South 
Natamas Community Plan (SNCP) 
which proposes South Rewires 
area as a high-density transit, 
oriented residential community 
close to CBD. 

Pcpulation Provides 8,466 new direct resi-
dents and 2,282 new employment-
induced residents, of which 520 
would live in South Natomas. 

Housing	 Provides 3,387 dwelling units 
and 913 etployment-induced 
households, of which 208 
would be located in South 
Nataras. 

Employment	 Generates 731 new direct jobs 
and 548 secondary jobs, for a 
total of 1,279 new direct and 
secondary jobs. 

Public 
Facilities 
and Services

Table -4. Summary of Cumulative Impacts 

Camparisonof Office Alternatives to No-Project Alternative  
1.5 Million Square Feet	 3.4 Million Square Feet 

Impact Area	 No-Project Alternative	 Office Alternative	 Office Alternative
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Table 2-4. Coned. 

Impact Area	 No-Project Alternative

Oosparison of Office Alternatives 
1.5 million Square Feet 
Office Alternative

No-Project Alternative 
3.4 million square Feet 
Office Alternative 

• Schoolst. 

• Transit

Increases enrollment in K-8th grades 
by 595 students and 373 students in 
grades 9-12th; present K-8th grade 
system cannot accommodate increase 
until additional facilities are 
provided; high school system can. 

Increases ridership demand; rider-
ship Served by Route 14 and possibly 
Route 86-87 if it is not discontinuted 
in June 1.982.

Increases enrollment in 5-8th grades. 
by 340 students and 205 students in 
grades 4-12th; present 5-8th grade 
system cannot accommodate increase 
until additional facilities are 
provided.; high school system can. 

Increases ridership demand.; rider-
ship served by Route 14 and possibly 
Route 86-87 if it is not discon-
tinued in June 1982; additional 
office uses would create a land 
use pattern less amenable to 
efficient transit service.

Increases enrollment in K-8th 
grades by 158 students and 116 
students in grades 9-12th; pre-
sent 5-8th' grade system cannot 
accommodate increase until addi-
tional facilities are provided; 
high school system can. 

Increases ridership demand; rider-
ship served by Route 14 and possi-
bly Route 86-87 if it is not dis-
continued in June 1982; additional 
office uses would create a land 
use pattern less amenable to 
efficient transit service.. 

o Drainage
	 Generates peak runoff flow of 84.4

	
Generates peak runoff flow of 96.5

	
Generates peak runoff flow of 

cubic feet per second (cfs); present
	

cfs; present system cannot accomo- 131.0 cfs .; present system cannot 
system can accommodate this rate.	 date this rate.	 accommodate this rate. 

Fiscal Requires $1,317,500 for park aoqui7 
sition and operation and $74,000 to 
accomodate additional students; 
increases one-time revenues to City 
by $1,773,361 and annual revenues 
by $957,428 at project build-out.

Requires $443,000 for park acquisi-
tion and operation and $40,000 to 
accommodate additional students; 
increases one-time revenues to 
City by $2,349,215 and annual reve-
nues by $1,144,962.at build-out.

Requires $403,000 for park acqui-
sition and operation and $18,000 
to aocommodate additional students; 
increases one-time revenues to 
City by $3,866,097 and annual 
revenues by $1,482,392.attuild-out. 

Transporta-
tion 

Air Quality

Generates 210,140 average daily 
trips OM) in South Natomas 
Planning area; Levels of Service 
(LOS) D and E occur at six 
intersections during p.m. peak and 
at two intersections during a.m. 
peak. 

EXoeeds 8-hour federal carbon monox-
ide (00) standard of 9 parts per 
million (pm) at one location; 
generates 50.1 tons of daily 
gross emissions.

Generates 232,770 ADT in South 
Natcmas Planning area; LOS D and 
E occur at eight intersections 
during p.m. peak and at seven 
intersections during a.m. peak. 

Exceeds 8-hour federal 00 standard 
at two locations; generates 53.9 
tons of daily gross emissions.

Generates 252,160 ADT in South 
Natomas Planning area; LOS D and 
E occur at 11 intersections 
during p.m. peak and at seven 
intersections during a.m. peak. 

Exceeds 8-hour federal CO standard 
at four locations; generates. 57.4 
tons of daily gross emissions. 

Noise Exceeds City's noise standards for 
residential uses along 1-5 and 1-880 
and major arterials.

Exceeds City's noise standards at 
many locations where residential 
uses abut an arterial or freeway; 
office and commercial noise stand-
ards are not exceeded.

Exceeds City's noise standards at 
many locations Where residential 
uses abut an arterial or freeway; 
office and commercial noise stand-
ards are not exceeded. 

Energy	 Requires 8.38-8.87 million therms
of energy annually. 

Aesthetics	 Replaces rural landscape with pre-
dominantly residential uses; includes 
parkways along Natomas Main Drainage 
Canal, 1-5, and Bannon_Siough.

Requires 10.79-12.16 million therms 
of energy annually. 

Results in incongruous landscape on 
project sites by interspersing high, 
bulk office buildings with residen-
tial uses; potential visual conflicts 
for residential uses; includes 10- 
acre park and parkways along Natomas 
Math Drainage Canal, 1-5 and Bannon 
Slough.

Requires 15.47-18.50 million therms 
of energy annually. 

Results in distinct separation 
between residential uses located 
on either sides of project sites 
with high-contrast central office 
area; potential visual conflicts 
for residential uses, includes 
parkways along Natomas Main Drain-
age Canal, 1-5 and Bannon slough. 

Generates peak runoff flows of 84.4 
cfs and 46,650 pounds per year of 
nonpoint source suspended solids. 

Results in potential for soil 
erosion, differential movement 
of building foundations and pave-
ments, subsidence and liquefaction.

Generates peak runoff flows of 96.5 
cfs and 50,000 pounds per year of 
nonpoint source suspended solids. 

Results in potential for soil 
erosion, differential movement 
of building foundations and 
pavements, subsidence, and lique-
faction.

Generates peak runoff flows of 
111.0 cfs and 62,720 pounds per 
year of ncnpoint source suspended 
solids. 

Results in potential for soil 
erosion, differential movement 
of building foundations aid 
pavements, subsidence, and lique-
faction. 

Hydrology 
and Water 
Quality 

Geology and 
Soils

Biology Results in loss of fence row habitat 
along 1-5, majority of riparian habi-
tat, portion of mature trees on sites, 
and associated habitats.

Results in loss of fence row habitat 
along 1-5, majority of riparian habi-
tat, portion of mature trees on 
sites and associated habitats.

Results in loss of fence row habi-
tat along 1-5, majority of riparian 
habitat, portion of mature trees 
on sites, and associated habitats. 

Cultural 
Resources

Sites have low archeological 
sensitivity.

Sites have low archeological 
sensitivity.

Sites have low archeological 
sensitivity.



Table 2-5 summarizes the project-specific mitigation 
measures for adverse impacts presented in the Creekside Draft 
EIR and the South Natomas Business Parks Draft and Final EIRs. 
Although implementation of these measures would reduce many 
of the adverse cumulative environmental impacts, no attempt 
has-been made here to refine the mitigation measures to specifi-
cally apply to the cumulative impacts of the 1.5 million and 
3.4 million square feet office alternatives. The measures 
listed in Table 2-5 represent a full range of previously 
considered mitigation options which the Planning Commission 
and the City Council may wish to consider. 
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Table 2-5. Summary of Mitigation Measures Identified in Proj t 

Category 

Land Use

o Consider fair-share applicant 
contributions toward cost of 
revising westside land use policies 
and development criteria to properly 
guide mixed-use residential/office 
development. 

Mitigation Measures Identified 
in Creekside Draft EIR 

o Increase allowable densities on 
remaining South Natelman resi-
dentially-designated parcels. 

O Require increased buffering of 
contiguous parcels, to east and west. 

o Require applicant to justify office 
demand.

Mitigation measures Identified 
in South Natomas Business Parks 
Final EIR (for Gateway Centre 
and Nabomas Eastside) 

O Increase South Natomas average 
residential densities on one or 
both sides of 1-5.

Currents 

o Infrastructure constraints 
and land availability may 
limit feasibility of in-
creasing residential densi-
ties. 

o Implement a mixed-use office/resi-
dential project. o Reduce land use conflicts between 

Matomas Oaks residential PUD and 
Gateway Centre through: inward 
orientation of Nabonas Oaks units 
and landscaped buffer along west-
side of Natomas Oaks Drive. 

o Apply design consideration h speci-
fied in EIR to landscaped corridor 
along Main Drainage Canal. 

Population, 
Housing and 
Employment

O Increase allowable densities on 
remaining South Natomas residen-
tially-designated parcels (infra-
structure constraints may limit 
the feasibility of this measure). 

o Mmplement housing element measures 
to increase housing affordability.

O Consider project design review 
criteria listed in EIR in evaluat-
ing requests for height variances. 

o To, offset housing displacement 
impacts: allow slight increase 
in average residential densities 
in off-site South Natomaa and/or 
north Sacramento communities; and/0 
allow residential conversion of pp 
to 240 acres beyond existing urbani-
zation. 

o To reduce general housing afforda-
bility impacts: consider average 
density increases in South Natomas 
and north Sacramento; and offset 
monthly housing costs through 
voluntary or mandatory residen-
tial energy conservation programs.

Infrastructure constraints 
and land availability may 
limit the feasibility of in-
creasing residential densi-
ties. 

Public 
Facilities/ 
Services and 
Fiscal impacts

o Provide adequate lighting. 

o Proviae additional access to site. 

o Consult with County Public Works 
Water Quality Division regarding 
collector sewer locations. 

o Increase building setbacks from • 
proposed 40-foot Bannon slough 
Parkway. 

o Eliminate east-went collector road 
from site plan. 

o Provide designated bus turnout on 
the southside of West El Camino 
at Azevedo. 

O Provide and maintain a bus shelter 
or covered waiting area for the 
above bus stop. 

o Provide walkways throughout the 
project connecting directly to 
the bus stop. 

o Payment of one-time drainage fee.

o In response to below-market-rate 
housing demands: implement related 
measures in City's 1980 Housing 
Element; consider density bonuses and 
adoption of "inclusionary zoning". 

O Require fair-share contributions
from applicants and other new 
projects in area toward a vicin, 
ity capital emprovements prugram 
which includes the planning, 
designing, and construction of 
reoarrrended road improvements 
herein.

o Additional school construc-
tion may require that 
developers pay an impaction 
fee. 

o Extension of transit services 
into newly developing areas 
may require developer con-
tributions. 
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Table 2-5. Cont'd. 

Mitigation Measures Identified 
in South Natomas Business Parks 

Mitigation Measures Identified in	 Final EIR (for Gateway Centre 
Cate9orY
	 Creekside Draft EIR	 and Natomas Eastside) 	 Cartnents 

Transportation o Signalize the intersections of West 
El Camino/Azevedo, West El Camino/ 
Truxel, and Truxel Road/east-west 
local collector. 

o Widen El Camino to six lanes from I-5 
past Truxel, improving Levels of 
Service for Azevedo and Truxel inter-
sections from E to D. (Feasibility 
and financing of this measure is 
uncertain). 

o Implement trip reduction measures. 

o Design 30-foot driveway off West 
El Camino for right-in/right-out 
only. 

o Widen 30-foot driveway off West El 
Camino to 35 feet. 

o Prepare updated South Natamas trans-
portation study and comprehensive 
capital improvements program. 

o Review proposed project parking 
requirements. 

o Complete planning to Bannon Slough 
bicycle path. 

o Cbnstruct bicycle path through 
project. 

o Implement trip reduction measures.

o Improve Natomas Oaks Drive/West 
Cl Camino Avenue intersection. 

o Improve 1-5 northbound off-ramp/ 
West El Camino Avenue interchange. 

o Improve Natomas Oaks Drive/Garden 
Highway intersection. 

o Improve 1-5 southbound off-ramp/ 
Garden Highway intersection. 

o Establish "flex-time" programs 
to diffuse peak-hour traffic 
generation. 

o Project point-source impacts 
would be mitigated through 
Sacramento COunty Air Pollu-
tion Cbntrol District "Authority-
to-Construct" permit process.

o Feasibility and financing for 
many of the proposed roadway 
improvemnts are uncertain. 

o Trip reduction measures are 
difficult for City to en-
force. 

o Trip reduction measures are 
difficult for City to 
enforce. 

o Construction of noise barriers. 

o Use of noise-reducing building 
designs and materials.

o Title 25 noise analysis (Cali-
fornia Administrative Cede, 
Noise Insulation Standards) 
required for residential por-
tion of Natomas Eastside. 

o Measures to meet desirable in-
terior noise levels (tlan) 45 dB) 
listed in EIR. 

o Shield outdoor activities from 
traffic noise through building 
location and noise barriers. 

o I-5 corridor noise controls appro-
priate to business park structures 
(listed in EIR) should be considered 
in lieu of a noise wall. 

o Construction period measures; re-
strict construction activity to 
daytime weekday hours within 500 
feet of Natomas Oaks residences; 
and equipment Should be properly 
muffled and maintained. 9 

o Trip reduction measures are 
difficult for City to en-
force. 

o Implement energy conservation 
measures beyond Title 24 and 
UBC requirements. 

o Implement trip reduction measures.

o All new commercial/industrial con-
struction must meet state's mini-
mum energy conservation standards 
(Title 24, California Administra-
tive Code). 

Air Guality 

Noise 

Energy

o Measures beyond those mandated by 
UDC and Title 24 Should also be 
considered, including: preparation 
of project-specific, energy conserva-
tion programs, subject to review by 
SKID and PG&E and approval by City; 
and set of energy conservation cri-
teria could be included in CC & Rs 
and considered in design review. 
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Table 2-5. Cont'd. 

Category
Mitigation Measures Identified in 
Creekside Draft FIR

Mitigation Measures Identified . 
in South Natomas Business Parks 
Final EIR (for Gateway Centre 
and Natomas Eastside) Catments 

o Specific design measures described 
in EIR for: project visual compati-
bility with surrounding uses; drain-
age canal parkway treatment 
(Natomas Eastside); 1-5 corridor 
treatments; 1-880 corridor treat-
ments; Garden Highway treatments; 
rooftop mechanical equipment 
screening; exterior lighting 
design; specific on-site Natomas 
Eastside design concerns; and 
specific on-site Gateway Centre 
design concerns. 

o Drainage . reoannendations include: 
prepare engineered drainage plans 
utilizing standard engineering 
approaches listed in the EIR; and 
require 35-foot maintenance ease-
ment along Natomas Main Drainage 
Canal. 

o Water quality measures: establish 
long-term, private project street 
cleaning program; and make payments to 
Reclamation District 1000 fair-share 
of canal silt removal costs. 

o Use standard engineering measures to 
reduce Shrink-swell effects, differen-
tial settlement, and other potential 
soil impacts. 

o Require a geotechnical study to evalu-
ate site potentials for liquefaction. 

o Require standard building code (UBC) 
measures to assure structural earth-
quake resistance. 

o SNCP FIR lists general mitigation 
measures applicable to projects, 
including: drainage canal park-
way designation; preservation of 
riparian habitats; protection 
of mature trees; and protection of giant 
garter snake habitat. 

o Additional specific measures reccmr 
mended in this FIR include: provision 
of a landscaped parkway along drainage 
canal frontage (Natcnes Eastside); 
mature tree preservation; and design, 
operation, and maintenance measures 
for Natomas Eastside lake. 

o Recarcended construction period mea-
sures include measures for protection 
of snakes and mature trees. 

Aesthetics o Increase building setbacks from 
proposed 40-foot Bannon Slough 
Parkway. 

o Maintain native vegetation along 
1-5 right-of-way and PG&E trans-
mission line easement, and within 
proposed 40-foot Bannon Slough 
Parkway. 

o Avoid or minimize development 
within the riparian woodland 
habitat lying outside proposed 
Bannon Slough Parkway. 

Hydrology/Water o Payment of one-time drainage fee. 
Quality

o Implement measures to reduce non-



point source pollutant Inaris. 

o Mmplement engineering measures to 
protect against seepage and high 
groundwater. 

Geology and
	

o Implement standard construction 
Soils	 practices to reduce erosion. 

o Design structures to minimize soils 
and geologic hazards. 

Biology	 o Maintain native vegetation along 
1-5 and PG&E transmission line 
easement, and within proposed 
40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway. 

o Avoid or minimize development 
within the riparian woodland 
habitat lying outside proposed 
40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway. 

o Locate collector road crossing 
farther north where riparian 
woodland habitat is nonexistent 
or narrow. 

o Avoid construction activities and 
irrigated landscaping within drip-
lines or retained oak trees.

o Limit public access to areas of native 
woodland habitat. 

o Participation of archeologists during 
construction. 

o No specific mitigation measures 
proposed because of relatively 
small project size.

o Continue and increase implementation 
of Sacramento Central City COmmunity 
Plan improvement measures (light rail 
connection, etc.) to reinforce CBD 
office market. 

Cultural 
Resources 

Economic Growth/ 
Business Park 
Demand

o Measures listed in E1R in event 
surface cultural deposits are dis-
covered during construction. 

o If proposed action is approved, and 
after two or three years of absorption 
the project appears to be having a 
significant effect on the annual 
surburban (regional) and CBD office 
market, a 10-year rather than 7-year 
project construction phasing should 
be considered. 
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Impact Analysis  

Land Use Impacts  

No-Project Alternative. Table 2-6 compares land use 
impacts of each of the three alternatives. The no-project 
alternative allocates 2,949 gross acres for residential use, 
35 gross acres for office use, and 117 gross acres for commer-
cial use. On the four project sites the no-project alterna-
tive allocates 252 net acres for residential use, 16 net acres 
for office use, and 22 net acres for commercial/shopping 
center uses. The no-project alternative also includes a 
school and a fire station. 

1.5 Millon Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native allocates 167 net acres to residential uses, 89 acres 
to office uses, and 20 acres to commercial/shopping center 
uses. Implementation of this alternative, relative to the 
no-project alternative, would result in a 34 percent decrease 
in residential acreage and a 454 percent increase in office 
space acreage on the project sites. Both this alternative 
and the no-project alternative designate approximately 20 
net acres to commercial/shopping center uses. This alterna-
tive also includes a school and a fire station. 

Currently, there are approximately 900 net acres of resi-
dential land in South Natomas area for which subdivisions 
have not yet been approved. By adding the Creekside'and Nato-
mas Oaks PUD's (Gateway Centre comprises approximately 82 
net acres of the Natomas Oaks PUD), this total increases to 
approximately 1,014 net acres. Implementation of the 1.5 
million square feet office alternative would therefore reduce 
the amount of available residential land in South Natomas 
by 8 percent. 

In terms of gross floor space, this alternative would 
result in an 287 percent increase in office/commercial/shopping 
center gross floor space on the project site. Gateway Centre 
accounts for 44 percent of this increase in gross floor space; 
Natomas Eastside accounts for 35 percent; and Creekside Office 
Park accounts for 21 percent; Natomas Eastside and Gateway 
Centre have the greatest amount of total commercial-related 
floor space, with Natomas Eastside having 852,500 square feet 
and Gateway Centre having 543,700 square feet. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native allocates 48 net acres to residential uses, 218 net 
acres to office space uses, and 30 acres to commercial/shopping 
center uses. This alternative includes a fire station, but 
not a school or park. Implementation of this alternative 
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Table 2-6. Individual Project and Cumulative
Land Use Impacts (Net Acreage) 

NO-Project

Alternatives 
1.5 Million Square 
Feet Office

3.4 Million Square 
Feet Office 

Cteekside Office Park 
Residential 46.0 32.0 0 
Office 0 14.8 47.0 

BD Properties 
Residential 9.0 9.0 0 
Office 0 0 9.0 

Natcmas Eastside 
Residential 115.0 76.0 48.0 
Office 16.0 41.9 90.0 
Commercial/Shopping 
Center 22.0 20.0 20.0 

School 10.0 10.0 0 
Fire Station 0.5 0.5 1.5 
Park 0 10.0 0 

Gateway Centre 
Residential 82.0 50.0 0 
Office •	 0 31.98 72.0 
Commercial /Shopping 
Center 0 10.0 

Cumulative Impacts - 
Project Sites 

Residential 252 167.0 48.0 
Office 16.0 88.68 218.0 
Commercial/Shopping 
Center 22.0 20.0 30.0 

School 10.0 10.0 0 
Fire Station 0.5 0.5 1.5 
Park 0 10.0 0
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would result in . an . 81 percent decrease in sresidential acreage, 
a 1,262 percent increase in office ,space.acreage and a 36 
percent increase in commercial/shopping center acreage on 
the project sites, compared to the no-project alternative. 
Approximately 20 percent of the available residential land 
in South Natomas would be 'eliminated with implementation 
of this alternative. 

In terms of gross floor space, this alternative would . 
result in. a 757 percent increase in office/commercial/shopping, 
center gross floor space on the project site. Creekside Office 
Park accounts for 19 percent of this increase in gross floor 
space; BD Properties accounts for 4 percent; Natomas Eastside. 
accounts for 38 percent; and Gateway Centre accounts for 39 
percent. In absolute terms, Natomas Eastside would have 1.6 
million square feet of gross floor space, whereas Gateway 
Centre would include 1.3 million square feet. 

Comparison. 

Consistency With Land Use Plans. Both the 1.5 and the 
3.4 million square feet office alternatives would be -inconsis-
tent with the general intent of the SNCP to develop the South 
Natomas area as a residential community close to the CBD. 
Because the 3.4 million square feet office alternative calls 
for a more intense level of office development, this alterna-
tive is a greater deviation from the intent of the plan than 
the 1.5 million square feet office alternative. 

Both alternatives are also potentially inconsistent with 
a number of Central City Community Plan goals which encourage 
revitalization and expansion of the Central City as a commercial/ 
office center. The Creekside Office Park and the Gateway 
Centre developments, as proposed under both alternatives, 
are also not consistent with the Creekside PUD Schematic Land 
Use Plan and the Natomas Oaks Schematic Plan, respectively. 
Specific policy inconsistencies of the office alternatives 
are identified in detail in the Creekside Draft EIR and the 
South Natomas Business Parks Draft and Final EIRs. 

Regional Land Use Impacts. Both the 1.5 and the 3.4 
million square feet office alternatives would result in a 
decrease in the SNCP's residential allocation and an increase 
in the SNCP's office allocation. - The 3.4 million square feet 
office alternative calls for 71 percent less residential 
acreage and 146 percent more office acreage than does the 
1.5 million square feet office alternative. 

Both alternatives would also have secondary land use 
effects on the South Natomas area. One potential secondary 
effect would be an increased demand for additional office 
or commercial uses on the remaining residentially-designated 
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_ .land in Ihe South Natomas area. Higher density housing may 
also occur on the remaining land in the South Natomas area 
if the City seeks to retain its goal of providing 2,949 gross 
acres of residential land. The 3.4 million square feet office 
alternative would have more severe secondary impacts than 
the 1.5 million square feet office alternative due to this 
alternative's more intense level of office development. 

Local Land Use Impacts. Both alternatives would create 
potential conflicts with the planned residential uses of the 
contiguous vacant parcels. The 1.5 million square feet office 
alternative would have fewer potential adjacent land use con-
flicts since it calls for less office development. Specific 
land use conflicts of the individual project sites are identi-
fied in the Creekside Draft EIR and the South Natomas Business 
Park's Draft and Final EIRs. 

Population Impacts  

No-Project Alternative. Table 2-7 compares the popula-
tion impacts of each of the three alternatives. The no-project 
alternative provides for 8,466 new direct residents on the 
project sites, assuming an average of 2.5 persons per dwelling 
unit. This alternative would have an indirect population 
impact of 2,282 additional residents resulting from the crea-
tion of new direct and secondary jobs (see Employment Impacts  
section). Of these new employment-induced residents, approxi-
mately 520 are projected to live in the South Natomas area. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would generate 4,660 new direct residents living in 
the site's 1,864 new dwelling units. This is 45 percent fewer 
residents than the no-project alternative. Based on the , pro-
jected increase in the South Natomas populationpf-56,100 
residents between 1980 and 2020, the decrease represents a 
reduction of 7 percent of the area's projected population 
increase. With regard to indirect population impacts, this 
alternative would result in 7,590 employment-induced residents, 
of which approximately 1,740 are projected to :live in the 
South Natomas area. This is 235 percent greate . than the 
no-project alternative. 

_3.4 Million Square  Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would generate 2,640 new direct residents living at 
the site's dwelling units, 69 percent fewer than that projected 
in the no-project alternative. This decrease would result . 
in a 10 percent reduction in the projected population increase 
of the community between 1980 and 2020. Due to the intense 
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Table 2-7. Individual Project and Cumulative Population 
and Growth-Inducing Impacts 

No-Project

Alternatives 
•	 1:5 Million. Square	 3.4 Million Square 
Feet Office	 Feet Office 

Creekside Office Park 

Direct Impact 
New Residential Pdpulationl 2,277 960 0 

Potential Growth-Inducing Impact2 
New EmplOyment-Induced Household& 0 441 1,075 
New Employment-Induced Population(' 1,102 2,687 

PE) Properties 

Direct Impact	 •
495 495 New Residential Population' 

Potential GroWth-Inducing Impact2 
New EmploymentInduced Households 0 0 205 
New EMployment-Induoed Population'. 0 0 512 

Natamas Eastside 

Direct Impact	 .
2,467 1,705 2,640 New Residential Population' 

Potential Growth-Inducing Impact2 
New Employment-Induced Households 913 1,645 3,023 
New EMployment-Induced Population (' 2,282 4,112 7,557 

Gateway Centre 

Direct Impact
3,227 1,500 New Residential Population" 

Potential Growth-Tnducin5 Impact2 
New Emplpyment-Induced Household& 0 951 2,313 
New Employment-Induced Population'. 0 2,378 5,783 

Cumulative Impacts 

Direct Impacts
8,466 4,660 2,640 New Residential Population' 

Potential Growth-Induced Impact2 
New EmploymentInduced Households 913	 - 3,037 6,616 
NewatApment-Induced Population'. 2,282 7,592 16,539 

FOC/MUTES:

'Based on 2.5 new residents per dwelling unit (see Tabel 2-8). 
2The direct and growth-inducing population impacts are not additive since there could be a potential 
overlap between these groups. 
°Based on 1.4 jobs (total new direct and secondary jobs) per househould (see Table 2-9). 
4Based on 2.5 new residents per household.
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Table 2-7. Individual Project and Cumulative Population 
and Growth-Inducing Impacts 

No-Project

Alternatives 
1.5 Million Square 	 3.4 Million Square 
Feet Office	 Feet Office 

Creekside Office Park 

Direct Impact
2,277 960 0 New Residential Population' 

Potential Growth-Inducing Impact' 
New Employment-Induced Households' 0 441 1,075 
New Employment-Induced Population" 0 1,102 2,687 

BD Properties 

Direct Impact
495 495 0 New Residential Population' 

Potential GroWth -Inducing Impact' 
New Eriployment-Induced Households' 0 0 205 
New Employment-Irbduced Population" 0 0 512 

Natomas Eastside 

Direct Impact
2,467 1,705 2,640 New Residential Population' 

Potential Growth-Inducing Impact' 
New Employment-Induced Households' 913 1,645 3,023 
New Ernployment-Induced Population" 2,282 4,112 7,557 

Gateway Centre 

Direct Impact
3,227 1,500 0 New Residential Population' 

Potential Growth-Inducing Impact' 
New Employment-Induced Households' 0 951 2,313 
New Employment-Induced Population" 0 2,378 5,783 

Cumulative Impacts 

Direct Impacts
8,466 4,660 2,640 New Residential Population' 

Potential Growth-Induced Impact' 
New Employment-Induced Households' 913 3,037 6,616 
New Employment-Induced Population" 2,282. 7,592 16,539' 

ECOMMES:

'Based on 2.5 new residents per dwelling unit (sce Tabel 2-8). 
'The direct and growth-inducing population impacts are not additive since there could be a potential 
overlap between these groups. 

'Based on 1.4 jobs (total new direct and secondary jobs) per househould (see Table 2-9). 
"Based on 2.5 new residents per household.
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level of commercial and office development provided by this 
alternative, it would have the potential for 16,539 secondary 
residents, of which 3,800 are projected to live in the South 
Natomas area. This is over seven times as many employment-
induced residents as that projected in the no-project alterna-
tive.

Comparison. Both office alternatives would result in 
fewer residential units than the no-project alternative 
and therefore fewer direct residents. The 3.4 million square 
feet office alternative would generate 43 percent fewer direct 
residents than the 1.5 million square feet office alternative. 
Both office alternatives also would have a larger number of 
employment-induced residents compared to the no-project alter-
native, resulting from the creation of new direbt and secondary 
commercial-related jobs. The 3.4 million square feet office 
alternative would have 118 percent more employment-induced 
residents than the 1.5 million square feet office alternative. 

Housing Impacts  

No-Project Alternative. Table 2-8 compares the housing 
impacts of each of the three alternatives. The no-project 
alternative calls for 22,719 dwelling units in the South Natomas 
planning area, of which 3,387 are projected to be located 
on the project site.. Of these 3,387 dwelling units, 14 percent 
would be low density units (7 units per acre or less), 19 
percent would be medium density units (12 units per acre), 
and 67 percent would be hich density units (17 units per 
acre ar more). . 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would result in 1,864 dwelling units on the project 
sites, or 45 percent fewer than the no-project alternative. 
This represents a displacement of 1,523 dwelling units. Al-
though the-number of medium density units would actually 
increase by 687 units, this alternative would displace 133 
low density units and 2,077 high density units. 

As shown in Table 2-7, this.alternative also could have 
the growth-inducing effect of an estimated 3,037 new households. 
Of these, an estimated 698 households would locate in the 
South Natomas area. The displacement of 1,523 dwelling units, 
together with the demand for an additional 698 units, could 
potentially lead to an increase in South Natomas housing prices. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter- . 
native would result in 1,056 dwelling units on the project 
sites, all of which would be located within the Natomas East-
side development. All of these units would be high density 
units. This represents a displacement of 2,331 dwelling 
units, or a 69 percent reduction in units as .7;ompared to 
the no-project alternative.
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Table 2-8. Individual Project and Cumulative Housing Impacts
(Number of Dwelling Units') 

Alternatives  
1.5 Million Square	 3.4 Million Square 

No-Project	 Feet Office	 Feet Office 

Creekside Office Park 

Low Density 
Medium Density	 384 
High Density	 911  

TOTAL	 911	 384
	

0 

BD Properties Site 

Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 198	 198

^ 

TOTAL	 198	 198 

NatothasTastside  

Law Density	 455	 322 
Medium Density .	 360 
High Density	 532  

TCCAL	 987	 682

1,056 

1,056 

Gateway Centre 

Low Density 
Medium Density
	

657
	

600 
High Density
	

634 

TOTAL
	

1,291	 600 

Cumulative Impacts - 
Project Sites  

Low Density	 455	 322 
Medium Density	 657	 1,344 
High Density	 2,275	 198 1,056 

TOTAL	 3,387
	

1,864	 1,056 

FOOTNOTE: 

'Low Density	 = 7 units per acre or less 
Medium Density = 12 units per acre 
High Density = 17 units per acre or more 
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This alternative would add an estimated 6,616 new house-
holds attributable to new direct and secondary employees, 
of which 1,522 households would locate within South Natomas. 
The displacement of 2,331 dwelling units, together with the 
demand for an additional 1,522 units, could potentially lead 
to an increase in South Natomas housing prices. 

Comparison. Both office alternatives would displace resi-
dential housing units that otherwise would be constructed 
in the South Natomas area. The 3.4 million square feet office 
alternative would have 43 percent fewer dwelling units than 
the 1.5 million square feet office alternative. Both alterna-
tives also would add new households' to the South Nattlmas area, 
thereby increasing housing demand and prices in South Natomas. 

Employment Impacts 	
1 

NO-Project Alternative. The employment impacts of each 
of the alternatives are compared in Table 2-9. The no-project 
alternative would involve the construction of 272,000 square 
feet of office space and 154,000 square feet of commercial/. 
shopping center space, entirely on the Natomas Eastside site. 
Based on an average 4.0 employees per 1,000 square feet of office 
floor space and 6.5 employees per 2,089 square feet of commer-
cial/shopping center floor space, 3;090 permanent jobs would 
be created by this alternative. Approximately 731 of these 
jobs can be expected to be "new" jobs. The remainder of these . 
jobs represent project-generated jobs, shifting from other 
jobs which would have occurred elsewhere in the labor market 
without the project. 

A number of indirect employment effects would also result 
from this alternative due to jobs created from additional 
spending by newly employed wage earners and from the ' develop-
ment of secondary business activity. Based on a secondary 
job multiplier of 0.75 secondary jobs for every direct job, 
548 new secondary jobs would be created for a total of 1,279 
total new direct and secondary jobs. 

1.5 Million S uare Feet Office Alternative. This alterna-
tive would result in the creation of 6,943 permanent office 
and commercial-related jobs, of which 2,430 would be new jobs. 
Together with the expected number of new secondary jobs, 4,253 
total new direct and secondary jobs would be created. This 
represents an increase of 232 percent over the no-project 
alternative.
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Table 2-9. Individual Project and Cumulative Employment 
Impacts (NUmber of New and Secondary Jobs) 

No-Project

Alternatives 
1.5 Million Square 
Feet Office

3.4 Million Square 
Feet Office 

Creekside Office Park 
Office Jobs Generated' 0 1,008 2,456 
Total "New" Direct Jobs' 0 353 860 
Total New Direct and 

Secondary Jobe 0 618 1,505 

BD Properties 
Office Jobs Generated' 0 0 470 
Total "New" Direct Jobs' 0 0 164 
Total New Direct and 

Secondary Jobs" 0 0 287 

Natcmas Eastside 
Office jobs Generated' 1,088 2,850 6,060 
Commercial/Shopping 

Center Jobs Generated 2 1,001 910 850 
TOtal "New" Direct Jobs' 731 1,316 2,418 
Total New Direct and 

Secondary Jobe 1,279 2,303 4,232 

Gateway Centre J 
Office Jobs Generated 0 2,175 4,800 
Commercial/Shopping 

Center Jobs Generated 2 0 0 488 
Total "New" Direct Jobs' 0 761 1,850 
Taal New Direct and 

Second#ry Jobe 0 1,332 3,239 r-
Cumulative Impacts 
Office Jobs Generated' 1,088 6,033 13,786 
Commercial/Shopping 

Center jobs Generated' 1,001 910 1,338 
Total "New" Direct Jobs' 731 2,430 5,292 
Total New Direct and 

Secondary jobs" 1,279 4,253 9,263 

PIXIMIXES :

'Based on average 4.0 employees/1,000 square feet of office floor space, as specified 
in Office of Planning and Research Econcmic Practices Manual (1978). 

'Based on average 6.5 employees/1,000 square feet of commercial/shopping center floor 
space as used in South Natamas Business Park EIR. 
New jobs represent that portion of total jobs added to the labor market area the 
remainder represent project-generated jobs Shifting from other jobs that would have 
occurred elsewhere in the labor market without the project. Based on mid-range 
estimate of 35 percent of total jobs = new 

"Based on secondary job multiplier of .75 of a secondary job for every direct job.

1) 

27 



J

ti

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alterna-
tive would result in the creation of 15,124 permanent office-
and commercial-related jobs, of which 5,292 would be new jobs. 
With the addition of 3,971 new secondary jobs, a total of 
9,263 total new direct and secondary jobs would be created. 
This represents an increase of 624 percent over the no-project 
alternative. 

Comparison. Both office alternatives would result in 
the creation of new direct and secondary jobs caused by the 
construction of additional office and commercial space. The 
3.4 million square feet office alternative would result in 
117 percent more jobs than the 1.5 million square feet office 
alternative. Both alternatives would provide the opportunity 
to diversify the South Natomas area's employment base. On 
a regional scale, unemployment in the Sacramento SMSA could 
be reduced under either alternative. 
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Public Facilities and Services Impacts  

Table 2-10 is a summary comparison of the public facili-
ties and services impacts of each of the three alternatives. 
Impacts on each service are summarized below. 

Police. 

No-Project Alternative. The main function of the police 
department in residential areas of the no-project alternative 
would be responses to crime, parking and circulation problems 
and emergency calls. The present police department force 
is understaffed to meet the additional demands of this alter-
native (Barclay pers. comm.). 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The main • 
function of the police department in office-commercial areas 
is to patrol the area and respond to occasional crime inci-
dents. In the residential areas of this alternative police 
would respond to crime, parking and circulation problems 
and emergency calls. The present police department is under-
staffed to meet the increase in demand of this alternative 
(Barclay pers. comm.). 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The main 
function of the police department in this alternative is 
to answer occasional crime incidents and to patrol the area. 
The present police force is understaffed to meet the additional 
demands of this alternative (Barclay pers. comm.). 

Comparison. The present Sacramento Police Department 
is not capable of meeting any of the additional demands gen-
erated by the three alternatives. 

Fire Protection. 

No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative 
would require a fire flow of approximately 1,500 gallons 
per minute (gpm) for single family (low density) residential 
units and 4,500 gpm for multifamily (medium and high density) 
apartment units. There is currently a problem supplying 
this flow level. However, when the new 24-inch transmission 
water main crossing the American River is completed this 
year, the water flow level will be adequate for this alterna-
tive. Connecting water mains from the 24-inch transmission 
water main to the project sites will have to be installed 
by the developer. Access for fire protection vehicles could 
be improved for all projects off West El Camino. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The fire 
flow rates for office developments range from 4,500-8,000 
gpm (Powell pers. comm.). This flow rate will depend upon 
building square footage, construction materials and whether 
or not an indoor sprinkler system is installed. This level 
of service cannot be provided by the present system. After 
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Public Facilities 
and Services No-Project Alternative

1.5 Million Square Feet 
Office Alternative

3.4 Million Square Feet 
Office Alternative 

Li] = 	  C	 CID
	 r 

Table 2-10. Cumulative Public Facilities and Services Impacts 

Police 

Fire 

water 

Sewer

Increase in service demand; 
present police force is 
understaffed to reet demand. 

Increase in service demand; 
water flows will be sufficient 
once 24-inch transmission water 
main across American River is 
ccmpleted; developer(s) will 
have to provide connecting 
mains to the project sites; 
emergency vehicle access is 
potentially inadequate. 

Water demand will increase by 
1,090 acre-feet per year; 
demand can be met once 24-inch 
transmission water main across 
the American River is completed; 
developer(s) will have to pro-
vide connecting mains to the 
project sites. 

2.6 million gallons per day 
Orval of wastewater produced; 
(peak flows) present system 
can accomodate this increase.

Increase in service demand; 
present police force is 
understaffed to neet demand. 

Increase in service demand; 
water flaws will be sufficient 
once 24-inch transmission water 
main across American River is 
completed; developer(s) will 
have to provide connecting 
mains to the project sites; 
emergency vehicle access is 
potentially inadequate. 

Water demand will increase by 
891.9 adre-feet par year; 
demand can be met once 24-inch 
transmission water main across 
the American River is completed; 
developer(s) will have to pro-
vide connecting mains to the 
project sites. 

1.7 mgd of wastewater produced; 
(peak flows) present system can 
accommodate this increase.

Increase in service demand; 
present police force is 
understaffed to meet denand. 

Increase in service demand; 
water flews will be sufficient 
once 24-inch transmission water 
main across American River is 
completed; developer (s( will 
have to provide connecting 
mains to the project sites; 
emergency vehicle access is 
potentially inadequate. 

Water demand will increase by 
574.8 acre-feet per year; 
demand can be met once 24-inch 
transmission water main across 
the American River is completed; 
developer(s) will have to pro-
vide connecting mains to the 
project sites. 

1.4 mgd of wastewater produced; 
(peak flows) present system can 
acommodate this increase. 

Increase in solid waste can be 
accommodated by City. 

42.5-acre increase in demand for 
parks; demand is partially met 
by Bannon Slough Parkway and 
greenbelt along Natomas Main 
Drainage Canal; recreational 
attractiveness reduced by east-
west bisecting arterials; 1-5 
BeautificatiOn Corridor remains..

Increase in solid waste can be. 
acccumodated by City. 

23-acre increase in demand for 
parks; demand is partially net 
by Bannon Slough Parkway and 
greenbelt along Natomas Main - 
Drainage Canal; the recrea-
tional attractiveness of these 
areas is reduced by office uses 
and east-west bisecting arterials; 
1-5 Beautification Corridor remains.

Increase in solid waste can be 
accommodated by City-

13-acre increase in demand for 
parks; demand is met by Bannon 
Slough Parkway and greenbelt 
along Natomas Main Drainage 
Canal; these areas are adversely 
affected by land use, noise and 
traffic patterns; 1-5 Beauti-
fication Corridor remains. 

Solid waste Management 

Recreation and Open 
Space

Schools Increase in enrollment, K-8th 
grades by 595 students and 373 
students in grades 9-12th; 
present K-8th grade system 
cannot accommodate increase 
until additional facilities 
are provided; high school 
system can.

Increase in enrollment, K8th 
grades by 340 students and 205 
students in grades 9-12th; 
present K-8th grade system 
cannot accommodate increase 
until additional facilities 
are provided; high sehoOl 
system can.

Increase in enrollment X-8th 
grades by 158 students and 116 
students in grades 9-12th. 
Present K-8th grade system 
cannot accommodate increase 
until additional facilities 
are provided; high school 
system can.



Table 2-11. Contd. 

Public Facilities	 1.5 Million Square Feet	 3.4 Million Square Feet 
and Services	 No-Project Alternative	 Office Alternative	 Office Alternative 

Transit 

Drainage 

Increase in ridership demand; 
ridership served by Route 14 
and possibly Route 86-87 if 
it is not discontinued in June 
1982. 

Peak runoff flaw of 84.36 cubic 
feet per second (cfs); present 
system can accommodate this rate.

Increase in ridership demand; 
ridership served by Route 14 
and possibly Route 86-87 if 
it is not discontinued in June 
1982; Additional office uses 
would create a land use pattern 
less amenable to efficient 
transit service. 

Peak runoff flow of 96.5 cfs; 
present system cannot accommo-
date this rate.

Increase in ridership demand; 
ridership served by Route 14 
and possibly Route 86-87 if 
it is not discontinued in June 
1982; additional office uses 
would create a land 1, 0. pattern 
less amenable to efficient 
transit service. 

Peak runoff flow of 130.96 cfs; 
present system cannot acoommo-
date this rate. 
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the 24-inch transmission water main crossing the American 
River is completed, these flow rates can be adequately met. 
Connecting water mains from the 24-inch transmission water 
main to the project sites will have to be installed by the. 
developer. This alternative has the same emergency vehicle 
access problems as the no-project alternative. 

5ucIr f_i'eetOceAl3.4Million, Se_r_f,	 The fire 
flow rates for office developments range from 4,500-8,000 
gpm , (Powell pers. comm.). The flow rate will depend upon 
building square footage, construction materials and whether 
or not an indoor sprinkler system is installed. This level 
of service cannot be provided with the present system. Office 
fire flow requirements of this alternative can be met once • 
the 24-inch transmission water main crossing the American 
River is completed. Connecting water mains from the •24- 
inch transmission water main to the project sites will have 
to be installed by the developer. The alternative has the 
same emergency vehicle access problems as the no-project 
alternative. 

Comparison. Fire flow requirements are considerably 
. greater for the office alternatives than for the no-project
alternative. Because the new 24-inch transmission water 
main crossing the American River will be capable of providing 
adequate water supply for all three projects, the impacts 
of the office alternatives can be considered minor. Connecting 
water mains from the project sites to the 24-inch transmission 
water main will have to be installed for all three alternatives. 
Adequate emergency vehicle access for all three alternatives 
is a problem. 

Water. 

. No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative 
would have an estimated total water demand of 1,090 acre-
feet per year. The residential, areas of the alternative 
would need 1,006 acre-feet per year, assuming a unit water 
demand of 3.8 acre-feet per acre per year. for low density 
units and 4.1 acre-feet per acre for medium and high density 
units; the commercial/office areas would need 57 acre-feet 
per year, using a standard of 1.5 acre-feet per acre per 
year (Davis pers. comm.). Miscellaneous water demands from 
the school and fire station amount to 28 acre-feet per year. 
There will be no problem for the City's facilities to meet 
this additional demand once the 24-inch transmission water 
main across the American River is completed in late spring 
1982 (Davis pers. comm.). Connecting water mains from the 
24-inch transmission water main to the project site will 
have to be installed by the developer. Any residential or 
commercial projects would have to install internal 6- to 12- 
inch water mains, financed by the developers. 
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1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would demand a total of 891.9 acre-feet of water per 
year. For the residential areas, the amount of water needed 
is 670.9 acre-feet per year, 162 acre-feet per year for commer-
cial areas and 59 acre-feet per year for a school, park and 
fire station. This extra demand will be met by the City's 
new 24-inch transmission water main crossing the American 
River (Davis pers. comm.). Connecting water mains from the 
24-inch transmission water main to the project sites will 
have to be installed by the developer. Any on-site water 
mains will be financed by the developers as in the no-project 
alternative. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would require the lowest total amount of water, 575 
acre-feet per year. The commercial/office uses would demand 
372 acre-feet per year and the residential uses 196 acre-
feet per year. This additional demand will be met by the 
City's new 24-inch transmission water main crossing the Ameri-
can River (Davis pers. comm.). Connecting water mains from 
the 24-inch transmission water main to the project sites 
will have to be installed by the developer. Any on-site 
water mains will be financed by the developers. 

Comparison. Water demands of the no-project alternative 
are 1.2 times greater than the 1.5 million square feet office 
alternative and 1.9 times greater than the 3.4 million square 
feet office alternative. The 24-inch transmission water 
main crossing the American River will be able to adequately 
supply all three alternatives, and any beneficial impacts 
of the office alternatives would therefore not be significant. 
All three alternatives would require connecting mains between 
the project sites and the 24-inch transmission water main 
and on-site 6 to 12-inch water mains, to be financed by the 
developers. 

Sewers. 

No-Project Alternative. The total amount of wastewater 
(peak floWs) - kroduCed -by the no-project alternative would 
be approximately 2,627,888 gallons per day (gpd) based on 
the following standards: 400 gpd per single family (low 
density) residential unit, 300 gpd per multifamily (medium 
and high density) residential unit, 80 gpd per 1,000 square 
feet office space, and 1,600 gpd per acre for commercial 
uses. Existing sewer facilities are capable of accommodating 
this flow (Weisenburger pers. comm.). 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The 1.5 
million square feet project would generate 1,711,292 gpd 
of wastewater (peak flows). The existing facilities are 
capable of accommodating this flow (Weisenburger pers. comm.). 
The developers would be responsible for constructing necessary 
local collector sewers.
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3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would produce the lowest amount of wastewater, 1,414,776 
gpd (peak flows). All existing facilities can handle this 
flow (Weisenburger pers. comm.). The developers would be 
responsible for constructing necessary local collector sewers. 

Comparison. Peak wastewater flows for the no-project 
alternative are 1.5 times greater than the 1.5 million square 
feet office alternative and 1.9 times greater than the 3.4 
million square feet office alternative. The no-project 
alternative anti both office alternatives can be accommodated 
by. the existing facilities. 

Solid Waste Manaaement. 

No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative 
would rely on the City of Sacramento Garbage Department to 
collect residential wastes, yard debris and to sweep . streets. 
According to the City Garbage Department, there would be no 
problem providing these services (Smilanich pers. comm.). 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The proposed 
project could use either the City of Sacramento Garbage Depart-
ment or a private firm to collect the garbage. There are 
no problems in supplying service for this alternative (Smila-
nich pers. comm.). 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The waste 
produced by this project alternative also could be collected 
by either a private company or the City of Sacramento Garbage 
Department. There are no problems for servicing the alterna-
tive (Smilanich pers. comm.). . 

Comparison. There would be no problems in providing 
adequate garbage collection services for any of the three 
alternatives. The present landfill site is capable of hand-
ling the City's wastes until early 1983, and waste would have 
to be accommodated by future disposal facilities after this 
date.

Recreaticn and Open Soace. 

No-Project Alternative. The no-project residential 
alternative would generate a requirement of 42.5 acres of parks, 
using the City's standard of 5 acres/1,000 people. This 
demand could be partially accommodated by the proposed Bannon 
Slough Parkway and the 50-foot greenbelt along both sides 
of the Natomas Drainage Canal. 

The 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway and bicycle trail 
along the Creekside site would be retained under this alter-
native. The scale of the residential area would be compatible 
with the linear parkway. The parkway's recreational attrac-
tivenes would be lessened by the bisecting east-west arterials 
in the multifamily residential zones.



The SNCP establishes a 50-foot open space parkway along 
both sides of the Natomas Main Drainage Canal. This green-
belt would be part of the no-project alternative's open space. 

The "1-5 Beautification Corridor", a landscaped strip 
varying in width from 35 feet to 135 feet along both sides 
of 1-5, would act as a buffer zone between the freeway and 
residential development in this alternative. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alterna-
tive would reduce the amount of acres needed for parks to 
23. This is because commercial/office uses do not directly 
generate a demand for parks, although office workers do create 
some demand for recreation and open space during lunchtime 
(e.g., joggers and brown-baggers). The demand for parks 
under this alternative will be partially met by the 10-acre 
park north of West El Camino along the Natomas Main Drainage 
Canal, the proposed Bannon Slough Parkway and the 50-foot 
greenbelt along both sides of the Natomas Main Drainage Canal. 

The 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway would be retained 
under this alternative; however, the recreational attractive-
ness of the parkway would be diminished by the scale of the 
neighboring office uses and by the east-west collector road, 
bisecting the parkway. 

The greenbelt along the Natomas Main Drainage Canal 
and the 1-5 "Beautification Corridor" also would remain under 
this alternative. 

A 10-acre park is planned under this alternative. The 
park would be located north of West El Camino near the Natomas 
Main Drainage Canal. This park would adjoin commercial/office 
uses, and provide open space and recreational facilities 
for office workers. The high density residential area in 
Natomas Eastside also would use this park. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. Because 
of the high concentration of commercial/office uses in this 
alternative only 13 acres of parks are needed. This demand 
could be accommodated by the Bannon Slough Parkway and the 
50-foot greenbelt along Natomas Main Drainage Canal. 

Both the Bannon Slough Parkway and the greenbelt along 
Natomas Main Drainage Canal would remain under this alterna-
tive. These parkways would be adversely affected by the 
intense land use, noise and traffic patterns generated by 
high density commercial/office uses. 

The 1-5 "Beautification Corridor" retained by this alter-
native would help reduce the visual intensity of office build-
ings.
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Comparison. The no-project alternative requires 1.8 
times more park acreage than the 1.5 million square feet 
alternative and 3.3 times more park acreage than the 3.4 million 
square feet alternative. 

The 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway and the 50-foot green-
belt along the Natomas Main Drainage Canal would remain under 
all three alternatives. The 3.4 million square feet alterna-
tive and to a lesser extent the 1.5 million square feet alter-
natives, would adversely affect the Slough and the greenbelt 
due to land use, noise and traffic pattetns. 

The 1.5 million square feet alternative will contain 
a 10-acre park, north of West El Camino, which would not 
be provided by the 3.4 million square feet alternative.- 

The 1-5 "Beautification Corridor" would remain in all 
the alternatives. 

Schools. 

No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative 
would generate 455 single family (low density) dwelling units 
and 2,932 multifamily (medium and high density) dwelling 
units. The standards used for computing the number of students 
attending grades kindergarten to 8th (K-8) per household 
are .34 for single family and .15 for multifamily. The stan-
dard used for determining the number of high school students 
per household is .11. The no-project alternative would add 
a total of 595 students to grades K-8th and 373 students 
to grades 9th-12th.. According to the Natomas Union District 
staff (Dr. Cross . pers. comm.) the existing K-8th facilities 
are not capable of handling this enrollment increase. Therefore, 
additional facilities would be needed to handle this increase. 
The Grant Joint Union High School District could accommodate 
this enrollment increase (Delfendahl pers. comm.). 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Itl:ternative. This alter-
native would create 322 single family dwelling units and 
1,542 multifamily dwelling units. The additional number 
of students attending grades K-8th would be 340 and 205 stud-
ents for grades 9th-12th. The existing Natomas Union District 
facilities are not capable of handling this alternative's 
enrollment increase (Dr. Cross pers. comm.). Therefore, 
additional facilities would be needed to handle this increase. 
The Grant Joint Union High School District could accommodate 
this enrollment increase (Delfendahl pers. comm.). 

3.4 Million S q uare Feet Office.Alternativ e . The total 
number of multifamily dwelling units produced under this 
alternative is 1,056. This number of households would generate 
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158 students for grades K-8th and 116 students for grades 
9th-12th. The existing Natomas Union District facilities 
are not capable of handling this alternative's enrollment 
increase (Dr. Cross pers. comm.). Therefore, additional 
facilities would be needed to handle this increase. The 
Grant Joint Union High School District could accommodate 
this enrollment increase (Delfendahl pers. comm.). 

Comparison. The no-project alternative would generate 
1.8 times as many students as the 1.5 million square feet 
alternative and 3.5 times as many students as the 3.4 million 
square feet alternative. The Natomas Union District facili-
ties, servin g grades X-8th, are not capable of handling any 
of the three alternative's enrollment increases. The Grant 
Joint Union High School District facilities, serving grades 
9th-12th, can accommodate all three alternatives' enrollment. 
increases. 

Transit. 

No-Project Alternative. The no-proiect alternative would 
generate increased ridership. The South Natomas area is presently 
serviced by Routes 14 and 86-87. Route 86-87 may be discon-
tinued in June 1982 because of lack of ridership and funding. 
No additional services to replace this Route are being planned 
presently (Chandler pers. comm.). The ridership generated 
by this alternative would be served by Route 14 which runs 
east and west of I-5 along West El Camino. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. Increased 
transit demand would also be generated by this alternative. 
This additional demand will be served by Route 14 and possibly 
Route 86-87, if it is not discontinued in June 1982. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would also create increased transit demand. This 
additional demand will be served by Route 14 and possibly 
Route 86-87, if it is not discontinued in June 1982. 

Comparison. All of the alternatives would generate 
increased. transit demand. The additional demand 'would be 
served by Route 14 and Route 86-87 if it is not discontinued 
in June 1982. Additional funding sources would have to be 
established before expanded service to the South Natomas 
area would be developed. 

The regional transit operators have expressed concern 
that conversion of South Natomas residentially-designated 
land S to office uses would create a land use pattern less 
amenable to efficient transitService. This effect would 
be greater with the 3.4 million esquare feet office alterna-
tive than with the 1.5 million square feet office alternative 
due to its more intense level of office development. 
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Drainage. 

No-Project Alternative. Based on Reclamation District 
1000 design criteria of 0.2 cubic feet per second (cfs) per 
acre for single family (low density) residential uses and 
.3 cfs for multifamily (medium and high density) residential 
uses, the no-project alternative would generate a peak runoff 
flow from residential land uses of 66.5 cfs. The amount 
of runoff from commercial and office land uses would be 17.84 
cfs, based on a .47 cfs standard. The total peak runoff 
flow- would be 84.36 cfs, which could be handled by the pre-
sent storm drainage system (Betts pers. comm.). 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The total 
amount of storm runoff produced by this alternative is 96.5 
cfs. The amount generated by the high density residential . 
uses is almost equal to the amount produced by the office/ 
commercial uses. The present system does not have the capacity 
•to accommodate these flows (Betts pers. , comm.). 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The 3.4 
million square feet alternative would generate peak flows 
of 130.96 cfs. The present system does not have the capac-
ity to accommodate these flows (Betts pers. comm.). 

Comparison. Compared to the no-project alternative, 
the 1.5 million square feet alternative would increase peak 
flows by 14.4 percent, and the 3.4 million square feet alter-
native would increase peak flows by 55.2 percent. The no-
project alternative can be accommodated by the present storm 
drainage system, whereas the office alternative would require 
additional drainage improvements. 
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Fiscal Impacts 

Introduction. The differences in fiscal impacts from 
implementation of theoffice alternatives as compared with 
implementation of the no-project alternative are evaluated.. 
in this section. The method and assumptions used are similar 
to those described in Appendix I of the Creekside Draft EIR; 
both onetime and annual costs and revenues of the alternatives 
are evaluated and the differences compared. , Key assumptions 
in this approach include: only direct impacts are considered; 
estimates of costs and revenues are based on current, condi-
tions and are represented in 1981 dollars; and only 1oCal 
public costs and revenues are Considered. - Because of special 
funding conditions for districts (i.e, school, drainage, 
and transit), the differences in, fiscal impacts on these - 
entities are evaluated independent of municipal services. 

NoProject Alternative. Implementation of the no-project 
alternative, consisting of primarily . residential development, 
would, have the following key effects on municipal'and.district 
fiscal conditions: 

o Require acquisition and development of 42.5 acres 
of new parkland at a City cost of $1,147,500 	 . 

o Incur cost to the City of $170,000 to operate and . 
maintain 42.5 acres of new parkland. 

o Increase student enrollment in Natomas Union School 
District by 595 students resulting in the need for • 
37 temporary classrooms at a cost to the District 
of $74,000. 

o Increase one-time revenues to the City by an'esti-
mated $1,773,361. 

o Increase annual revenues to the City by an esti-
mated $957,428 at project build-out-

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. Implementa-
tion of the 1.5 million square feet office alternative would 
have the following key effects on municipal and district fiscal 
conditions: 

o Require acquisition and development of 13 acres of 
new parkland (in addition to the 10 acres proposed 
for dedication) at a City cost of $351,000. 

o Incur annual cost to the City of $92,000 to operate 
and maintain 23 acres of new parkland. 

o Increase student enrollment in Natomas UnionSchool 
District by 340 students resulting in the need for 
approximately 20 temporary classrooms at a cost to the 
District of $40,000.

Th 
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o increase one-time revenues t the City' by an estimated. 
$2,349,115. 

• Increase annual revenues to the City by an estimated 
$1,144,9Z2 at project build-out. 

3.4 Million.. S uare Feet Office Alternative Implementa-
tion of the 3.4. 'million square feet alternative, would have 
the following key effects on municipal.. and district .. fiscal 
conditions:, 

o Require acquisition and development of 13 acres of 
new parkland at a City cost of $351,000. 

o incur annual cost to the City of $52,0011 to Operate 
and maintain 1.3 acres: of new parkland.- 

o, Increase.' student enrollment in Natomas Union. School 
District by 158 students; resulting, in the need for 
approximately nine temporary classrooms. at. a, cost: 
to the District of $1.8.,000. 

o Increase one-time revenues to the City by an estimated 
$3,866,097. 

• o Increase annual revenues to the City by an estimated, 
$1,482,392-at project buildout. 

Comparison- The difference in estimated' . fisca.1.. effect 
on the City from implementation of the. office alternatives 
as, compared with the no-project alternative is: shown in Table 2- 
11. As presented, municipal costs, both one-time capital costs 
and annual operating, costs„ are projected to be -lower as a 
result of implementation of either . the 1,5 million square,, 
feet office alternative!, or the 3-4, million.. square feet office' 
alternative_ Also, implementation' of either of the office 
alternatives would result in additional.. one-time. and annual 
revenues. The full„ benefit of. the projected annual revenues 
would, only be realized. , atbuild.-out of. either of the office 
alternatives.
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Table 2-11. Estimated Difference in Municipal Costs and Revenues 
from Implementation of Office Alternatives 
as Campared to ,. the No-Project Alternative 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office 
Alternative 

($)

3.4 Million Square Feet Office 
Alternative 

($) 

Capital (one-time) 

Savings in Capital Costs + 796,500 + 796,500 

Revenues + 575,854 + 2,092,736 

Net Effect on the City + 1,372,354 + 2,889,236 

Operating (Ongoing) 

Savings in Operating Costs + 78,000 + 118,000* 

Revenues + 187,534 + 524,964 

Net Effect on the City + 265,534 + 642,964-

L	 	 	 3 (	 	 =I TTJ C 



L_

L.

Traffic and Circulation InTacts  

Introduction. 

Methods. Future travel patterns in the South Natomas 
Community Plan (SNCP) area were analyzed for the no project, 
3.4 million square feet office, and 1.5 million square feet 
office alternatives using two computer programs developed 
by CH2M, Hill. These programs, named ASSIGN and CMA, were 
designed specifically for South Natomas development studies 
ASSIGN is a program that facilitates the analysis of existing 
and/or, projected trip generation, distribution and assignment 
characteristics for any surface street network of up to 150 
zones and 1,500 roadway links. The assignment is accomplished 
through a modified application of a minimum time path algorithm. 
Outputincludes directional volumes on each link, turning 
movement patterns at any specified intersection, and an origin-
destination analysis of the traffic . using any specified link. 

CMA is capable of determining the level of service and 
degree of saturation for any signalized intersection in accor-
dance with the critical movement analysis (CMA) technique. 
The program is sensitive to lane configuration, signal phasing, 
percentage of trucks in the traffic stream, number of buses 
in the traffic stream, pedestrian activity, signal cycle length, 
peak-hour factor, and turning movement patterns. The program 
will also check left-turn movements to ensure that they can 
be adequately accommodated by the proposed signal Phasing. 

Base Case Assumptions. In order to establish consis-
tency among the traffic analyses for the alternatives, a set 
of base case traffic and circulation assumptions was defined 
by CH2M Hill and the City Traffic Engineering Department. 
Many of the assumptions differ from those used in the South 
Natomas Business Park Final EIR and the Creekside Draft E1R-
Therefore, the results of this analysis cannot be directly 
compared with the results of these previous analyses. 

The cumulative traffic analysis encompasses theLentire 
South Natomas planning area. All alternatives, including 
the no-project alternative, were analyzed using the following 
assumptions: 

o Roadway System. The assumed roadway system for South 
Natomas includes not only the existing roadways but 
also all roadway improvements included in the SNCP. 
A full diamond interchange at 1-880 and Truxel and 
completion of Azevedo from San Juan to Truxel were 
two major additions to the existing network. The 
assumed lane configurations of critical intersections 
in the study area are drawn out in Figure 2-5. 
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o Zone and Node/System. The South Natomas area was 
divided into 36 zones. Zone boundaries do not cross 
major streets, and no zone contains more than one 
generic land use type (residential, office or commer-
cial). In addition, eight more zones were used to 
accommodate trips whose origin and destination were 

.external to the South Natomas area. The generated 
trips from each zone are assigned from one Or more . 
roadway links. The link intersections are identified 
as nodes, and for this study 112 nodes were used. 

a o Trip Generation Rates. Table 2-12 lists, the trip 
generation rates assumed for land use types in the 
study area. The rates are for peak hour traffic 
volumes generated from and attracted to each zone. 
The rates shown have been adjusted downward to 
reflect an assumed . 6 percent peak hour transit 
usage. 

o Transit Use. As noted above, a 6-percent transit 
use during peak hours, and a 2-percent transit use 
over a 24-hour average period, were used in the trip 
generation calculations. 

o Trip Distribution Patterns. The distribution patterns 
of zonal trips vary depending on land use type (resi-
dential, office or commercial) and location in the 
study area. These patterns, shown in Table 2-13, 
are based on Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) data for South Natomas trips projected for 
the year 2000. (The SACOG data did not consider 
future development of North Natomas or East Yolo 
County. Development in these areas could substan-
tially change the distribution patterns assumed 
here.) 

Trip Assignments. For each investigated alternative, 
the distributed trips were assigned the link/node 
network based on the location of specific land uses 
within the South Natomas area and the assumed distri-
bution of . trips to both internal and external areas. 
In all cases, it was assumed that drivers would 
select that route between their •origin and destina-
tion which minimizes total travel time. 

o Trip Lengths. The average length of internal and 
external home-to-work trips (in all directions) for 
South Natomas is as follows: 

- Internal 
- North/Northeast 
- East 
- South/Southwest 
- West

2.0 miles 
10.9 miles 
6.0 miles 

= 9.2 miles 
= 15.0 miles 
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Table 2-12
TRIP GENERATION RATES 

Land Use Type 

Single	 Family	 (0-5/acre) 
Half-plex	 (5-7/acre) 
Duplex (7-1 2/acr.e) 
Multifamily	 (12-22/acre) 
Townhouse (22+/acre) 
High School 
Elementary School 
Fast Food Restaurant 
Gas Station 
24-Hour Market 
General	 Office 
Drive-In	 Restaurant 
Shop.	 Cntr.	 (100-200K)
Shop.	 Cntr.	 (200-300K) 
Shop.	 Cntr.	 (300-400K) 
Shop.	 Cntr.	 (50-100K) 
Shop.	 Cntr.	 (0-50K) 
New Car Dealership 
Manufacturing

2

Unit

Trip Generation Rates/ 
.1W7-Tleak - Hour P."K+1.	 Peak WEir 

Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound 

Dwelling	 Unit 
Dwelling	 Unit 
Dwelling	 Unit 
Dwelling	 Unit 
Dwelling	 Unit 
Students 
Students 
1000	 Gross Sq.	 F. 
Station 
1 000 Gross Sq	 Ft. 
1 000 Gross Sq.	 Ft. 
1000 Gross Sq.	 Ft. 
1000 Gross Sq.	 Ft. 
1000 Gross Sq.	 Ft. 
1000 Gross Sq.	 Ft. 
1000 Gross Sq.	 Ft. 
1000 Gross Sq.	 Ft. 
Site 
Acre

.282 

.188 

.188 

.094 

.094 

.188 

.094 
2.44 

10.34 
28.2 

1.786 
46.7 

.855 

.705 

.573 
1.50 
1.81 

31.0 
5.64

.564 

.47 

.47 

.376 

.282 

.066 

.047 
1.32 
9.4 

28.2 
.376 

37.8 
.282 
.235 
.188 

1.23 
1.48 

18.3 
1.22

.658 

.564 

.564 

.376 

.282 

.0658 

.0094 
9.31 

11.3 
14.1 

.282 
16.0 

2.82 
2.35 
1.88 
3.63 
6.77 

36.7 
1.41

.376 

.282 

.282 

.188 

.094 

.122 

.0188 
3.76 

12.2 
14.1 

1.32 
13.7 

2.82 
2.35 
1.88 
4.08 
6.77 

38.1 
6.49

1
The trip generation rates have been adjusted to reflect-an assumed 6-percent transit usage 

during peak hours. 
2
Shopping Center (100,000 to 200,000 gross square feet). 

Source: CH2M HILL 



• Table 2-13 
ASSUMED TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

Trip 
Distribution 
by Direction	 Office Commercial

Trip Distribution by Land Use 
Residential 

Area l a Area 2 b
Area 3c 

Internal	 9% 21% 4% 4% 4% 

North

1% 1% •	 1% 1% - Northgate	 3% 
- 1-5	 0% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

East

10% 8% 8% 8% - 1-880	 31% 
- San Juan Rd	 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 
- El Camino	 19% 16% 10% 10% 10% 

South	 .

11% 56% 30% 10% - Northgate	 5% 
- 1-5	 29% 34% 16% 42% 62% 

West

1% 1% 

west of

1% 

Northgate

1% 

Boulevard 

- 1-880	 1% 

a Area 1 is defined as that area 
encompassing Zones 11, 15,	 16,	 22,	 23, 24,	 and 25.

Area 2 is defined as that area east of Truxel encompassing 
Zones 2, 3, 4, 5; 6, 10, 14, 20, and 21. 

Area 3 is defined as all the remaining Community Plan 
area west of Truxel. 

Source: CH2M HILL
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It should be noted that the base case assumptions do 
not include South Natomas development applications recently 
received by the City Planning Department, such as the River 
Holding Company marina proposal; pre-applications such as 
Village Marina; and development proposals for which no formal 
application has been made, such as Sacramento Community Hospital, 
and other potential business parks. 

No-Project Alternative. 

Trip Generation and Vehicle Miles Traveled. Impacts 
of the no-project alternative are based on the most recent 
version of the South Natomas Community Plan land uses (up-
dated by Planning Department staff in February 1982). Full 
buildout of the plan would generate 219,180 average daily 
trips. Of these, approximately 9,240 would be internal trips. 
The average vehicle-miles traveled per day would be 1,895,800. 
A.M. and p.m. peak-hour roadway volumes for the no-project 
alternative are shown in Figures 2-6 and 2-7. 

Intersection Capacities and Levels of Service. A total 
of 11 intersections was analyzed for capacity constraints 
under the no-project alternative. The Levels of Service 
(LOS) and the degree of saturation used from a.m. and p.m. 
peak-hour volumes at each intersection are shown in Table 2-14 
(for definitions of LOS see Appendix A). This analysis shows 
that the build-out of the no project will cause unacceptable 
LOS of D and E at six intersections during the p.m. peak 
and at two intersections during the a.m. peak. The serious 
problems occur along Garden Highway at both south- and north-
bound 1-5 ramps, at Garden and Truxel, and El Camino and 
Northgate. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. 

Trip Generation and Vehicle Miles Traveled. The build-
out of the 1.5 million square feet alternative would generate 
242,780 average daily trips, or 11 percent more trips than 
the no-project. The average vehicle miles traveled per day 
would be 2,039,400, an increase of 7.5 percent over the no-
project alternative. A.M. and p.m. peak-hour roadway volumes 
are shown in Figures 2-8 and 2-9. 

Zonal Split uf P.M. Peak-Hour Trips. Table 2-15 shows 
a breakdown of total p.m. peak-hour trips passing through 
each of several key intersections according to their origin 
and destination. The division of peak-hour intersection 
trips is based on a select link analysis which identifies 
origin and destination zones for every vehicle passing through 
that intersection. For the 1.5 million square feet alternative, 
this breakdown identifies what effect Gateway Centre, Natomas 
Eastside, Creekside, BD Properties, and the other Community 
Plan zones will have on these key intersections. Summarized 
below are the results of this analysis. - 
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Table 2-14 
LEVELS OF SERVICE FOR THE NO-PROJECT 

3.4 MSF OFFICE, AND 1.5 MSF OFFICE ALTERNATIVES 

Node
Intersections

Peak Hour Levels Of Service (and Des ree 	 f Saturation) 
No-Project 1.5 MSF Office 3.4 MSF Office 

A.M.	 (%) P.M.	 (%) A.M.	 (%) P.M.	 (%) A.M.	 (%) P.M.	 (%) 

78 El Camino and Orchard A(24) A(19) A(36) A(29) A(54) A(40) 

81 El Camino and Natomas Oaks A(52) B(58) B(64) C(77) A(54) E(132) 

84 El Camino and 1-5 North _ C(78) C(70) E(96). C(78) E(118) C(77) 

85 El Camino and Azeveclo C(76) 0(79) 0(82) E(90) E(91) E(97) 

Lri 
1-. 87 

92

El Camino and Truxel 

El Camino and Northgate

B(65) 

E(112)

D(80) 0(81) E(93), E(108) E(115) 

E(155) E(136) E(157) E(170) E(157). 

100 Garden Hwy and Nabomas 
Oaks A(51-) A(42) A(54) C(67) A(55) •E(95) 

101 Garden Hwy and I-5 South E(96) E(100) E(117) E(119) E(138) E(132) 

112 Garden Hwy/I-5 North C(70) E(96) _D(86) E(116). E(102). E(138) 

102 

104

Garden Hwy and Truxd 

Garden Hwy and Northgate

C(74) 

C(71)

E(134) E(91) E(134) E(112) E(138), 

C(77) C(71) D(88) 0(79) E(97)

Note; Peak hour levels of services underscored (_.) denotes an unacceptable LOS. The City 
of Sacramento in its review of new roadway designs requires an acceptable LOS of "C"with a degree 
of saturation not exceeding 78 percent. 

Source; CH2M HILL 
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Peak-Hour Vehicle Tripsa (and Percent of Total) 

Node #	 Intersection	 Zones	 Zones	 Zones	 Zones	 Zones	 Trips 

Other	 Total 
Gateway	 Natomas	 Community	 Peak-
Center	 Eastside	 Creekside	 BD Properties	 Plan	 Hour 

81	 El	 Camino/Natomas Oaks	 41	 (1)	 2585	 (79)	 14	 (0)	 1	 (0)	 627	 (19)	 3258 
84	 El	 Camino/I-5	 NB	 26	 (0)	 1457	 (32)	 334	 (7)	 49	 (1)	 2750	 (60)	 4611 
85	 El	 Camino/Azevedo	 26	 (1)	 783	 (20)	 506	 (13)	 60	 (1)	 2563	 (65)	 3933 
87	 El	 Camino/Truxel	 10	 (0)	 716	 (18)	 206	 (5)	 11	 (0)	 3124	 (77)	 4067 
92	 El	 Camino/Northgate	 197	 (3)	 538	 (8)	 113	 (2)	 8	 (0)	 6197	 (88)	 7053 

100	 Garden	 Hwy/Natomas Oaks	 819	 (23)	 101	 (3)	 0	 (0)	 0	 (0)	 2577	 (74)	 3497 
101	 Garden	 Hwy/I-5	 SB	 815	 (18)	 192	 (4)	 2	 (0)	 1	 (0)	 3590	 (78)	 4600 

(.71 
.1.	 104	 Garden	 Hwy/Northgate	 244	 (4)	 285	 (5)	 169	 (3)	 16	 (0)	 5532	 (89)	 6246 

102	 Garden	 Hwy/Truxel	 247	 (5)	 285	 (6)	 172	 (4)	 17	 (0)	 4193	 (85)	 4914 

112	 Garden	 Hwy/I-5	 NB	 551	 (11)	 285	 (6)	 3	 (0)	 1	 (0)	 4173	 (83)	 5013

Table 2-15
ZONAL SPLIT OF PEAK-HOUR TRIPS BY PROJECT FOR THE 

1.5 MSF OFFICE ALTERNATIVE 

a
Total number of P.M. peak-hour vehicle trips through the intersection in all directions. 

Note: The sum of the rows does not necessarily equal the total, but is always greater 
than or equal to the total, because some trips begin in one project and end in another. 

Source: CH2M HILL 



o Gateway Centre will contribute 23 percent of the 
p.m. peak-hour trips passing through the intersection 
of Garden Highway and Natomas Oaks Drive (Node 100). 
Again, most Gateway traffic is assumed to use Garden 
Highway. 

o Natomas Eastside will be dominating El Camino and 
Natomas Oaks.Drive (Node 81) contributing 79 percent 
of all p.m. peak-hour trips through that intersection. 
This project also will have a significant impact 
on most other key El Camino intersections. 

o Creekside's impact on El Camino and Azevedo will 
be 13 percent of all p.m. peak-hour trips. 

o BD Properties contribution to p.m. peak-hour trips 
is insignificant. At the main access point of El 
Camino and Azevedo this project will generate only 
1 percent of all peak-hour trips. 

o Other Community Plan Zones will generate a range 
of 19-89 percent of all p.m. peak-hour trips at 
intersections. 

Intersection Capacities and Levels of Service. Eight 
intersections during the p.m. peak and seven during the a.m. 
peak Would have an unacceptable LOS "D" or "E" with this 
alternative. Table 2-14 shows the LOS and degree of satura-
tion for all the alternatives. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. 

Trip Generation and Vehicle Miles Traveled. The build-
out of the 3.4 million square feet office alternative would 
generate 263,000 average daily trips, or 20 percent more trips 
than the no-project alternative. The average vehicle-miles 
traveled per day by this office alternative would be 2,170,800, 
which is an increase of 14.5 percent over the no-project alter-
native. A.M. and p.m. peak-hour roadway volumes are shown 
in Figures 2-10 and 2-11. 

Zonal Split of P.M. Peak-Hour Trips. Table 2-16 shows 
a breakdown of total p.m. peak-hour trips passing through 
several key intersections according to their origin and 
destination. For the 3.4 million square feet office alter-
native, this division of peak-hour trips shows what effect 
Gateway Centre, Natomas Eastside, Creekside, BD Properties, 
and the other Community Plan zones will have on these key 
intersections. Summarized below are the results of this 
analysis:
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P.M. Peak-Hour Vehicle Tripsa (and Percent of Total) 
Other	 Total 

Za:;,.- 

Trips Node # Intersection

Gateway 
Center- 
Zones

Natomas 
Eastside 
Zones

Creekside 
Zones.

BD 
Properties 

Zones

Community 

Zones 

81 El Camino/Natomas Oaks 129 (4) 2668 (78) 25 (1) 3 (0) 612 (18) 
84 El Camino/I-5	 NB 85 (2) 1503 (32) 311 (7) 59 (1) 2711 (58) 
85 El Camino Azevedo 85 (2) 948 (21) 727 (16) 139 (3) 2529 (57) 
87 El Camino/Truxel 31 (1) 873 (20) 397 (9) 77 (2) 2999 (69) 
92 El	 Camino/Northgate 491 (7) 650 (9) 192 (3) 37 (0) 6078 (82) 

100 Garden Hwy/Natomas Oaks 2017 (49) 21 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2067 (50) 
101 Garden Hwy/I-5 SB 2005 (38) 167 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3080 (59) 

co 102 Garden Hwy/Truxel 660 (13) 253 (5) 2144 (5) 47 (1) 4038 (77) 
104 Garden Hwy/ Northgate 647 (10) 253 (4) 244 (4) 47 (1) 5365 (82) 
112 Garden Hwy/I-5 NB 1396 (26) 253 (5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3784 (70)

3409 
4659 
4418 
4377 
7448 
4105 
5252 
5242 
6556 
5433 

= LTIC7:3 [77-1 c:12 ri L	 C_	 	  L i r	 LJ CID (1-1]	 1 L_, 

Table 2-16
ZONAL SPLIT OF PEAK-HOUR TRIPS BY PROJECT FOR THE 

3.4 MSF OFFICE ALTERNATIVE 

a
Total number of P.M. peak-hour vehicle trips through the intersection from all directions. 

Note: The sum of the rows does not necessarily equal the total, but is always greater than 
or equal to the total, because some trips begin in one project zone and end in another. 

Source: CH2M HILL 



o Gateway Centre will have a dominant effect all along 
Garden Highway. At the intersection of Garden Highway 
and Natomas Oaks Drive (Node 100) the project will 
contribute nearly 50 percent of all p.m. peak-hour 
trips. This is based on the assumption that most 
Gateway traffic would use Garden Highway. 

o Natomas Eastside will have the dominant effect along 
West El Camino, contributing 78 percent of the p.m. 
peak-hour trips through West El Camino and Natomas 
Oaks (Node 81). This is based on the assumption 
that nearly all Natomas traffic would use West El 
Camino. 

o Creekside will obviously contribute to traffic impacts 
at West El Camino and Azevedo (Node 85) since this 
will be the development's main access point.. Creek-
side's contribution of 16 percent p.m. peak-hour 
trips at this location would be significant. 

o BD Properties contributes very little to the overall 
peak hour problem because of the small size of the 
development. At West El Camino and Azevedo, it will 
contribute 3 percent of all p.m. peak-hour trips. 

o Other Community Plan zones not associated with the 
above four office development proposals will generate 
a range of 18-82 percent of the total p.m. peak 
hour trips at all key intersections in the study 
area. 

Intersection Ca cities and Levels of Service. Of the 
11 intersections analyzed in the study area, nine intersections 
during the p.m. peak and seven during the a.m. peak would 
have a LOS "E" under the 3.4 million square feet office alter-
native. Table 2-14 gives the LOS and degree of saturation 
at each key intersection for this alternative. 
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Air Quality Impacts  

Introduction. An air quality analysis was conducted 
on both a micro- and regional scale for the no-project alterna-
tive and the two office alternatives. The microscale analysis 
involved the use of CALINE 3, a computerized air quality model. 
The regional-scale analysis consisted of estimating the daily 
gross emissions for all pollutants that would occur from vehicle 
trips generated in the South Natomas planning area. The regional 
analysis assumed complete buildout of the planning area by 
the year 2000. 

Micro-Scale Analysis. CALINE 3 is a line source disper-
sion model developed by Caltrans to estimate carbon monoxide 
(CO) pollutant levels adjacent to highways and arterial streets 
(Caltrans 1979). Worst-case meteorological and peak-hour 
traffic conditions were assumed for the CALINE 3 model. A 
wind speed of one meter per second and very stable atmospheric 
conditions (Class F) were used. Generally, maximum CO levels 
occur at the roadway edge when the prevailing wind direction 
is parallel to the roadway. Because of the high traffic levels 
on El Camino Avenue and corresponding low speeds during the 
peak hour, it is believed that maximum CO levels would occur 
in this area when the wind is parallel to El Camino Avenue; 
thus, a westerly wind (270°) was considered appropriate for 
this analysis. Composite emission factors for the year 2000 
corresponding to the appropriate vehicle speed were derived 
from the Caltrans EMFAC 6C (July 1981) model. 

CALINE 3 gives CO levels based on peak 1-hour traffic 
volumes. Added to the predicted CO levels is a 3.0 parts 

(j	
per million (ppm) background level, which represents typical 
ambient air quality conditions. The peak 8-hour CO levels 
were derived from the calculated 1-hour levels by using a 
factor of 0.7 as recommended by the California Air Resources 

L,	 Board (Agid 1981). Modeling receptors were located adjacent 
to key intersections 

Regional-Scale Analysis. Estimates of daily gross regional 
emissions are based on composite emission factors for the 
year 2000, the number of vehicle trips generated by development, 
and the average distance traveled by employees and residents 
in work-to-home trips. Composite emission factors were again 
derived from EMFAC 6C assuming an average vehicle speed of 
35 mph. The calculations of average daily trips (ADT) and 
vehicle-miles traveled (VMTI are found in the Transportation  
Impacts section.
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No-Project Alternative. The results of the micro-scale 
analysis are presented in Table 2-17, which compares peak 8- 
hour CO concentrations at 19 receptors for each of the three 
alternatives. The maximum peak 8-hour CO level predicted 
under the no-project alternative is 9.6 ppm and occurs at 
Receptor 9 located near the intersection of El Camino Avenue 
and Northgate. This concentration would exceed the 8-hour 
Federal CO standard of 9 ppm. 

• The results of the regional-scale analysis are presented 
in Table 2-18, which compares the total daily gross emissions 
generated by the three alternatives in the year 2000. 	 The 
no-project alternative would result in 41.63 tons per day 
of CO, 3.42 tons per day of nitrogen oxides (N0x), 3.88 tons 
per day of total hydrocarbons (THC), 0.50 tons per day of 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), and 0.67 tons per day of total suspended 
particulates (TSP). 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. Implementa-
tion of the 1.5 million square feet office alternative would 
increase CO levels above those predicted for the no-project 
alternative; it is probable that the Federal CO standard would 
be exceeded at Receptors 8 and 9 with the maximum of 10.2 
ppm occurring at Receptor . 9, the El Camino Avenue/Northgate-
Boulevard intersection. 

The regional-scale analysis shows that the 1.5 million 
square feet office alternative would result in 44.79 tons 
per day of CO, 3.68 tons per day of NO R , 4.18 tons per day 
of THC, 0.54 tons per day of SO2, and 0.72 tons per day of 
TSP. This alternative's daily gross emissions are 8 percent 
higher than the no-project alternative. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. Implementa-
tion of the 3.4 million square feet office alternative would 
generally increase CO levels adjacent to the roadways through-
out the South Natomas area above those projected for the no-
project alternative. CALINE 3 predicts that at least four 
locations (Receptors 8, 9, 12 and 14) would probably exceed 
the 8-hour standard. The maximum predicted CO level with 
this development scheme is 12.4 ppm which occurs at Receptor 
12, the intersection of Garden Highway and Northgate. 

The regional-scale analysis shows that this alternative 
would result in 47.67 tons per day of CO, 3.92 tons per day 

•of NOR , 4.45 tons per day of THC, 0.57 tons per day of SO2, 
and 0.77 tons per day of TSP. This alternative's daily gross 
emissions are 15 percent higher than the no-project alternative. 1 
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Table 2-17 
CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS FOR NO-PROJECT, 
3.4 MSF OFFICE, AND 1.5 MSF OFFICE ALTERNATIVES 

Receptor Location

Peak 8-hour CO Concentration 
(ppm) at Edge of Roadway 

Year 2000 
No 

Project 3.4 MSF	 1.5 MSF 

1 1-5 at Garden Hwy 4.2 4.6 4.4 
2 1-5 at El Camino Ave 3.9 4.8 4.2 
3 1-5	 at	 1-880 3.7 4.0 3.9 
4 1-880 at El Camino Ave 2.9 3.5 3.2 
5 1-880 at Northgate 5.7 6.2 5.8 
6 1-880 at Garden Hwy 2.1 2.1 2.1 
7 El Camino Ave at Natomas Oaks 3.4 6.9 4.8 
8 El Camino Ave at Truxel 7.6 10.6* 9.8* 
9 El Camino Ave at Northgate 9.6* 10.8* 1 0 . 2 * 

10 Garden Hwy at Natomas Oaks 3.5 7.1 4.6 
11 Garden Hwy at Truxel 3.9 4.5 4.0 
12 Garden Hwy at Northgate 7.8 12.4* 8.8 
13 Truxel at San Juan 4.1 4.5 4.1 
14 Northgate at San Juan 8.7 9.2* 8.9 
15 Azevedo at El Camino Ave 2.9 3.4 3.2 
16 San Juan Rd at Azevedo 3.2 4.3 3.8 
17 Azevedo at Pebblewood 3.2 4.3 3.9 
18 S. End of Pebblewood 2.6 2.8 2.7 
19 Truxel at 1-5 4.1 4.3 4.2

Indicates probable violation of the 9 ppm 8-hour Federal CO standard. 

Source: CH2M HILL 

Li
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DAILY GROSS EMISSIONS 
3.4 MSF OFFICE, AND 

Emission	 Factor-a 

Table 2-18 
FOR NO-PROJECT, 

1.5 MSF OFFICE ALTERNATIVES 

Daily	 Gross	 Emissicisis	 In 
the Year 2000 

(tons/day) 
Pollutant (gm/mile) No-Project 3.4 MSF 1.5 MSF 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 19.94 41.63 47.67 44.79 

Nitrogen Oxides 
(NO	 ) 1.64 3.42 3.92 3.68 

Total Hydrocarbons 
(THC) 1.86 3.88 4.45 4.18 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO

2
) 0.24 0.50 0.57 0.54 

Particulates 
(TSP) 0.32 0.67 0.77 0.72 

SOURCE:	 CI-{2M HILL

a	 . Emission factors for year 2000 from EMFAC 6C using California 
vehicle mix, 50 percent cold starts, 10 percent hot starts, 
35°F. ambient temperature, and 35 mph average speed. 

Sample calcitlation \NT x emission factor = total emissions divided 
by 9.08 x 10 gmsiton. 

Source: CH2M HILL
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Comparison. Both office alternatives *would increase 
CO levels above those predicted for the no-project alternative. 
The 3.4 million square feet office alternative would have 
higher CO levels than the 1.5 million square feet office alter-
native at all receptors with the exception of Receptor 6, 
which has the same CO concentration under both office alterna-
tives. 

Both office alternatives also would have higher daily 
gross emissions than the no-project alternative. An important 
issue related to the daily gross emissions generated by the 
three alternatives is their consistency with the 1981 Sacramento 
Air Quality Plan (AQP). 

The Sacramento Draft AQP was released for review in 
October 1981. This document represents the policy plan for 
achieving clean air in Sacramento and Yolo Counties and portions 
of Placer and Solano Counties. The AQP describes air quality 
problems affecting the area; identifies issues, alternatives, 
and proposals for reducing pollution; and sets policies and 
responsibilities for carrying out the plan. The focus of 
the draft AQP is the reduction in CO and ozone levels by 1987 

. to eliminate violations of the federal ambient air quality 
standards (Sacramento Area Council of Governments 1981). 

• The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) has 
stated that full development and corresponding air emissions 
generated by the South Natomas area as set forth in the South 
Natomas Community Plan were included in the projected growth 
forecast for the Sacramento Air Quality Plan (Stonehouse pers. 
comm.). Because the no-project alternative is based upon 
the South Natomas Community Plan, it is consistent with the 
AQP.

However, office alternatives will generate approximately 
15 percent and 8 percent, respectively, more emissions than 
the no-project alternative. Unless the office alternatives 
can reduce the total emissions to a level equal to that from 
the no-project alternative, they would not be consistent with 
the AQP.
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Noise Impacts  

Introduction., Noise levels along the affected roadways 
in the South Natomas Community area were calculated using a 
modified version of the Federal Highway Administration's 
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA 1978). The 
standard FHWA model predicts hourly equivalent sound levels, 
Leq(h). Since the City's noise standards are in day-night 
noise levels (Ldn), the model was modified so that, given 
the day-night split of automobiles and trucks, the model 
is capable of predicting the resultant Ldn. The Ldn (Day-
Night Noise Equivalent Sound Level) is a noise measurement 
based on cumulative exposure to noise over a 24-hour period. 
Ldn is expressed in decibels (dB) and includes a 10 dB weight-
ing penalty for nighttime noise. Input to the Model included 
average daily traffic (ADT) volumes, speed, and road geometrics 
as described in the Traffic and Circulation Impacts section 
of this report. A vehicle mix of 3 percent heavy duty and 
2 percent medium duty trucks and a day-night traffic split 
of 90 percent/10 percent was used.

u 

Li
, Lj 

•	 Li 

Noise impacts were determined by comparing the calculated 
Ldn values to the City of Sacramento's noise standards for 
adjacent land uses. The City has adopted standards in the 
General Plan Noise Element (1975) identifying acceptable 
noise levels for various land uses. The noise standard is 
60 Ldn for residential uses and schools, and 65 Ldn for office 
commercial, and open space parks. However, the City also 
has "special" noise standards for developments near freeways. 
These freeway noise standards are: 67 Ldn for residential 
uses and 72 Ldn for business, professional office, and commer-
cial uses. For this analysis, it is assumed that the freeway 
noise standards would apply to all development within 1,000 
feet of a freeway. 

No-Project Alternative. Noise level contours were calcu-
lated for buildout of the no-project alternative in the South 
Natomas Business Parks . (SNBP) Draft EIR and the Creekside 
Draft EIR. As discussed in the SNBP EIR, noise levels would 
exceed the City's noise standards for residential uses along 
I-5 and 1-880, and major arterials such as Garden Highway 
and West El Camino. Figure 2-12 presents the noise contours 
which would be generated by the 1.5 million square feet office 
alternative. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. Table 2-19 
shows the calculated Ldn levels of the 1.5 million square 
feet office alternative along the major roadway segments 
in the study area. Also listed are the land uses adjacent 
to each roadway segment. From this comparison of noise levels 
and adjacent land uses it was determined where and to what 
extent the City's noise standards would be exceeded. The 
results show that at many locations where residential land . 
uses abut an arterial or freeway, calculated noise level 
exceeds the noise standards. At no location are office 
or commercial noise standards exceeded.

Li 

L, 

Li 

II 
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Table 2-19
NOISE IMPACTS OF 3.4 MSF OFFICE AND 1.5 M5F OFFICE

ALTERNATIVES 

1.5 MSF ALTERNATIVE 3.4 MSF ALTERNATIVE 
Calculated 1 Calculated 

Adjacent Noise Level Adjacent Noise Level 1 
Roadway Segment Land Use (Ldn) Land Use (Ldn) 

Garden Highway 

Canal to Natomas Oaks Drive Res. 64* Res. 64* 
Natomas Oaks Drive to 1-5 Res. 691*	 . Comm. 69 
1-5 to Creekside East 

Boundary Res. 70** Office 70 
Creekside to Truxel Res. 69* Res. 69* 

West El Camino 

Canal to Natomas Oaks Drive 
- Southside Shop. Cntr. 62 Res. 62* 
- Northside Park/Shop. Cntr. 62 Comm. 62 

Natomas Oaks to 1-5 
- Southside Office 67 Res. 67 
- Northside Office 67 Comm. 67 

1-5 to Azevedo 
- Southside Office 66 Comm. 66 
- Northside Res. 66 Res. 66 

Azevedo to Truxel Res. 65* Res. 65* 

1-880 

Canal to 1-5 Res. 69** Office 69 
1-5 to Truxel Res. 731* Res. 731* 

1-5 _ 
Garden Hwy. to El Camino Res. 75** Office 75 
El Camion to 1-880 

- Westside 
- Eastside

Res, 
Res.

72** 
72**

Office 
Res.

72 
721* 

' 
Natornas Oaks Drive 

Garden Hwy to El Camino 
- Westside Res. 63* Res. 64* 
- Eastside Res/Office 63/63 Office 64 

North of El Camino Office 60 Office 63 

Azevedo 

South of El Camino Res. 59 Office 61 
North of El Camino Res.. 59 Res. 61

1 Along all arterials and collector streets, the calculated noise level is for a point 75 feet. from 
the street centerline; along freeways the calculated point is 150 feet from the freeway centerline. 
* Indicates a violation of the City's noise standard (60 Ldn) for residential land uses (that are 
not within 1.000 feet of a freeway). 
**

indicates a violation of the City's noise standard (67 Ldn) for residential uses near a freeway. 

Source: CH2M HILL
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3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. Table 2-19 
also shows a similar comparison of calculated noise levels 
and adjacent land uses for the 3.4 million square feet alter-
native. The results show that where residential land uses 
abut a roadway the calculated noise level exceeds the City's 
noise standard. There are no locations where office or commer-
cial noise standards would be exceeded. This alternative 
would result in noise contours virtually identical to those 
generated by the 1.5 million square feet office alternative. 

Comparison of Alternatives. Except for land uses adjacent 
to Natomas Oaks Drive and . Azevedo Drive, noise levels from 
the 3.4 million square feet office alternative do not differ 
from the 1.5 million square feet office alternative. The rea-
son for this is that traffic noise levels do nOt noticeably 
change until there has been a roadway volume change of approxi-
mately 10,000 vehicles per day. At very few locations do 
the traffic volumes from these projects change by more than 
10,000 ADT. 

Although the noise levels are essentially the same for 
the two office alternatives, the land uses for each alterna-
tive are different. The 1.5 million square feet alternative 
provides more residential development, which has-a lower 
noise exposure standard than do office or commercial uses. 
Consequently, as shown in Table 2-19, there are more locations 
where residential noise standards are exceeded in the 1.5 
million square feet office alternative than in the 3.4 million . 
square feet office alternative.
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Energy Impacts 

No-Project Alternative. As shown in Table 2-20, the no-
project alternative would require 1.37-1.86 million annual 
therms for building-related uses, including lighting, heating, 
cooling, ventilation, and appliances and 7.01 million annual 
therms for transportation-related uses, based on 85.13 million 
vehicle miles being generated annually. The total annual 
energy consumption value for this alternative, therefore, 
is 8.38-8.87 million therms. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would require 1.59-2.96 million annual therms for build-
ing-related uses and 9.20 million annual therms for transpor-
tation-related uses, based on 111.63 million vehicle miles 
annually. The total annual energy consumption value for this 
alternative, therefore, is 10.79-12.16 million therms, which 
is 29 percent (assuming all office/commercial buildings are 
energy efficient) to 37 percent (assuming all office/commercial 
buildings are worst-case energy users) higher than the no-
project alternative. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would require 2.53-5.56 million annual therms for build-
ing-related uses and 12.94 million annual therms for transpor-
tation-related uses, based on 157.03 million vehicle miles 
annually. The total annual energy consumption for this alter-
native, therefore, is 15.47-18.50 million therms, which is 
85 percent (assuming all office/commercial buildings are energy 
efficient) to 108 percent (assuming all office/commercial 
buildings are worst-case energy users) higher than the no-
project alternative. 

Comparison. Both office alternatives would result in 
more energy usage than the no-project alternative. The 3.4 
million square feet office alternative would require 43 percent 
(assuming all office/commercial buildings are energy efficient) 
to 52 percent (assuming all office/commercial buildings are 
worst-cast energy users) more energy than the 1.5 million 
square feet office alternative. 
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Table 2-20. Cumulative Energy Impacts of Project Sites 
(millions of therms' per year) 

No-Project

Alternatives 
1.5 Million Square Feet	 3.4 Million Square Feet 
Office Alternative	 Office Alternative 

Vehicle-Related 
Fuel Consumption2 7.01 5 9.206 12.94' 

Building-Related 
Fuel Consumption 
Office/Commercial3 0.35-0.84 0.99-2.36 2.19-5.22 
Residential:* 1.02 0.60 0.34 
Total 1.37-1.86 1.59-2.96 2.53-5.56 

Total Project-
Related Energy 
Consumption 8.38-8.87 10.79-12.16 15.47-18.50

FOOTNOTES: 

'One therm is equivalent to 100,000 British Thermal Units (BTUs) of heat, 10 kilowatt 
hours of electricity, or 0.74 gallons of gasoline. 

2Based on 16.4 miles per gallon of fuel and an energy conversion factor of 0.74 
gallon = 1 therm. 

3Based on 0.6 therms (energy efficient building) to 1.43 therms (worst-case building) 
per square feet of gross floor area per year. 
Based on 325 therms/dwelling unit per year. 

5Based on 256,422 miles per day and 332 days per year to account for weekday/weekend 
travel split. 

6Based on 358,933 miles per day and 311 days per year to account for weekday/weekend 
travel split. 
'Based on 528,727 miles per day and 297 days per year to account for weekday/weekend 
travel split.
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Aesthetic Impacts  

No-Project Alternative. With buildout of the South 
Natomas Community Plan, the rural image of South Natomas 
will be replaced by that of intensive suburban residential 
development. Development of the currently vacant project 
parcels with predominantly residential uses, as designated 
in the South Natomas Community Plan, would add to the homo-
geneous residential-scale landscape of the project vicinity. 

The Natomas Eastside site would also include a community 
shopping center and a business and professional office center. 
The City Zoning Ordinance (Section 3[d][7]) would require 
a 6-foot-high masonry or brick wall separating the residential 
uses of the Natomas Oaks PUD (of which Gateway Centre is 
a part) from the Natomas Eastside offices uses of the develop-
ment.

The most prominent open space features of the no-project 
alternative are: 

o A 50-foot-wide parkway corridor along both sides 
of the Natomas Main Drainage Canal. This parkway 
abuts the entire length of the proposed Natomas East-
side development, 

o A 17-acre 1-5 beautification corridor along both 
sides of the freeway. A continuous undulating noise 
wall is specified in the South Natomas Community 
Plan to define the outer boundary of the corridor. 
The width of the corridor would vary from 135-85 
feet outward from the traffic lanes on 1-5. Along 
interchanges, the corridor would be 25 feet beyond 
the existing right-of-way. This wall would block free-
way views of the residential developments along the 
freeway, and 

o A 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway on the eastern edge 
of the Creekside Office Park site. 

Although these open space areas are maintained under 
the no-project alternative, the project site's overall visual 
attractiveness will be reduced by elimination of the site's 
current open space appearance. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would alter the predominantly residential texture 
of the project sites by interspersing high-bulk office build-
ings with residential uses. The on-site visual impacts of 
this change in land use are an incongruous transition in 
building scales between residential and office uses, and 
potential visual conflicts, loss of privacy, and outdoor 
lighting conflicts for residents located adjacent to office 
uses. Residential uses which would be most severely impacted 
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are those located in Gateway Centre and Natomas Eastside 
adjacent to proposed office developments (Figure 2-3). A 
city-required 6-foot wall would protect the residential uses 
on the BD Properties site from the office uses on the Creekside 
Office Park development. 

Because this alternative would maintain the Natomas 
Main Drainage Canal, 1-5, and Bannon Slough Parkways, as 
proposed under the no-project alternative, residential uses 
abutting these parkways would be protected from significant 
visual impacts. This alternative also includes a 10-acre 
park, thereby enhancing the visual attractiveness and open 
space features of the project sites. 

On a local scale, that portion of the Natomas Oaks PUD 
residential development which is located west of Natomas 
Oaks Drive, would be subject to potential visual incompatibil-
ity with the adjacent office and commercial uses proposed 
under this alternative. This would be partially offset by 
the city requirement of a wall between the Natomas Oaks PUD 
residential uses and Natomas Eastside commercial uses. Al-
though the scenic viewshed along 1-5 would change under this 
alternative, the 1-5 corridor buffer area and wall would 
probably block any freeway views beyond the wall. 

3_.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would result in a distinct separation between residen-
tial uses located on either sides of the project sites with 
a high-contrast central office area. Residential uses on 
the Natomas Eastside development, which are located south 
of West El Camino Avenue, would be protected from significant 
visual impacts by the roadway to .the north and by the city-
required wall to the south which would align the Gateway 
Centre site. However the residential uses located on the 
west side of Natomas Eastside would be subject to potential 
visual and outdoor lighting conflicts with the adjacent commer-
cial and office developments. 

This alternative would also maintain the Natomas Main 
Drainage Canal, 1-5, and Bannon Slough Parkways, as proposed 
under the no-project alternative. The open space character 
of these parkways will provide pleasant surroundings for 
employees of the proposed office parks. This alternative, 
however, does not include any additional park sites. 

On a local scale, residential uses located west of Natomas 
Oaks Drive and east of the Creekside Office Park would be 
subject to potentially incompatible viewsheds. 'Although 
the scenic viewshed along 1-5 would change under this alterna-
tive, the 1-5 corridor buffer area and noise wall would probably 
block any freeway views beyond the wall. 
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Comparison. Both office alternatives would change the 
current open space nature of the project sites. Compared 
to the no-project alternative, both alternatives would change 
the planned predominantly residential character of the project 
vicinity. The 3.4 million square feet office alternative 
would result in more drastic changes by physically dividing 
the project site's vicinity into distinct office and residen-
tial areas. 

Both office alternatives would result in a number of 
potential visual conflicts for residents on the project sites 
and on adjacent lands. Although both alternatives maintain 
the three parkways contained in the no-project alternative, 
the 1.5 million square feet office alternative also includes 
a 10-acre park which is excluded from the 3.4 million square 
feet office alternative. 

Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts 

No-Project 	 The no-project alternative 
would increase peak runoff flow and nonpoint source pollutant 
loadings from the project sites because of the introduction 
of impervious surfaces. As shown in Table 2-21, this alterna-
tive would generate peak runoff flows of 84.4 cubic feet 
per second (cfs), and 46,650 pounds per year of nonpoint source 
suspended solids. 

Although the project sites currently overlie an area 
of groundwater overdraft due to agricultural pumping, this 
subsurface condition would cease under the no-project alterna-
tive as agricultural uses are replaced with urban development. 
Also, groundwater seepage adjacent to Garden Highway presents 
certain hazards to development in this area; these hazards 
are capable of mitigation through proper building design 
and construction. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alterna-
tive would result in a peak runoff increase of 12.1 cfs or 
14 percent over the no-project alternative. The increase 
in total suspended solid pollutant loadings for this alterna-
tive is 3,350 pounds per year, or 7 percent over the no-
project alternative. Groundwater seepage conditions would 
pose potential problems similar to those encountered by the 
no-project alternative. 

3.4  Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would result in a peak runoff increase of 46.6 cfs, 
or 55 percent over the no-project alternative. This alterna-
tive also would result in an increase of 16,070 pounds per 
year of total suspended solid pollutants, 34 percent over 
the no-project alternative. Groundwater seepage conditions 
would pose potential problems similar to those encountered 
by the no-project alternative.
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Table 2-21. Peak Runoff Flows and Runoff Pollutant Loadings 

Alternatives 

1.5 Million Square	 3.4 Million Square 
No-Project Alternative	 Feet Office Alternative Feet Office Alternative 

Peak Runoff Flows (cfs)1
	

84.4
	

96.5
	

131.0 

Total Suspended Solid 
Pollutant Loading (lbsiyear)2
	

46,650
	

50,000	 62,720 

IWINOTES: 

'Based on Reclamation District 1,000 design criteria of 0.47 cfs per acre for office and commercial, 0.3 
cfs per acre for multifamily residential uses, and 0.2 cfs per acre for single family residential uses. 

2 Based on emission rate of 220 pounds per acre per year for commercial uses, 170 pounds per acre per year 
for multifamily (medium and high density) residential uses, and 120 pounds per acre per year for single 
family (low density) residential uses. (Based on unpublished data frum Sacramento County Regional 
Sanitation District.)



Comparison. Both of the alternatives would increase 
peak runoff flows and nonpoint source pollutant loadings 
relative to the no-project alternative. The impact of the 
increased runoff on Reclamation District 1,000 facilities 
is discussed in the Public Facilities and Services Impacts 
section. 

The 3.4 million square feet office alternative would have 
peak runoff flows 36 percent higher than the 1.5 million 
square feet office alternative; total suspended solid pollutant 
loadings would be 25 percent higher than the 1.5 million 
square feet office alternative. 

Geology and Soils Impacts  

No-Project Alternative. Construction of the no-project 
alternative could result in a number of potential soil-related 
impacts, all of which are judged to be minor following mitiga-
tion. These impaCts are related to the potential for soil 
erosion, differential movement of building foundations and 
pavements due to changes in moisture content of expansive 
soils, subsidence, and liquefaction (please refer to Section 
P of the Creekside Office Park Draft EIR and Section I of 
the South Natomas Business Parks Final EIR for further explana-
tion of these impacts). 

1.5 MillionS uare Feet Office Alternative. The geology-
and soil-related impacts are generally the same under this 
alternative as under the no-project alternative. To the 
extent that larger and heavier multi-story buildings will 
be built, this alternative could be more sensitive to expansive, 
soils than the no-project alternative. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. The geology-
and soil-related impacts are generally the same under this 
alternative as under the no-project alternative. To the 
extent that larger and heavier multi-story buildings will 
be built, this alternative could be more sensitive to the 
movement of expansive soils than the no-project alternative. 

Comparison. Geological and soils constraints are similar 
for all three alternatives.

_Th 
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Biological Impacts  

No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative would 
result in the following major biological impacts on the project 
sites:

o Loss of agricultural fields and associated foraging 
habitat for some species which also use riparian wood-
land and fence row habitats for nesting and cover. 

o Potential loss of fence row habitat along 1-5 right-
of-way and replacement of associated wildlife species 
with those adaptable to urban landscaping. 

o Potential removal of mature oak and laurel trees at 
south end of Gateway Centre and loss of associated 
habitat. 

o Loss of riparian habitat along Natomas Main Drainage 
Canal and 66 percent loss of habitat in Bannon Slough 
area; significant reduction in associated wildlife 
species; disruption of habitat in retained Bannon 
Slough areas due to proposed collector road and parkway 
activities. 

o Potential threat. to retained oak trees by construction 
and irrigation activities. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alterna-
tive would have impacts on biological resources similar to 
the no-project alternative. This alternative would have less 
potential for damage to the retained riparian habitat area 
by domestic pets and resident-related recreational activities 
than the no-project alternative. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native would have impacts on biolo gical resources similar 
to the no-project alternative. This alternative would have 
less potential for damage to the retained riparian habitat 
area by domestic pets and resident-related recreational acti-
vities than the'no-project alternative. 

Comparison. All three alternatives would have similar 
major adverse biological impacts through elimination or major 
modification of fence row habitats, removal or potential 
destruction of mature trees, loss of a significant portion 
of riparian habitat. The impacts of domestic pets and resi-
dent-related recreation on retained woodland habitat would 
be greater with residential development than the office park 
development.
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Cultural Resources Impacts  

No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative is 
not likely to adversely affect cultural resources, given the 
low sensitivity of the project site. 

1.5 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native also would be unlikely to adversely affect cultural 
resources. 

3.4 Million Square Feet Office Alternative. This alter-
native also would be unlikely to adversely affect cultural 
resources. 

Comparison. All three alternatives are not expected 
to adversely affect cultural resources on the project sites. 
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References for Cumulative Impact Analysis  

Documents 

California Department of Transportation. 1979. Caline 3 - 4 
Versatile dispersion model for predicting air pollutant 
levels near highways and arterial streets. FHWA/Caltrans-
79/23. 

'Sacramento City Planning Department. 1975. Noise element 
of the Sacramento City General Plan. 

Federal Highway Administration. 1978. FHWA highway traffic 
noise prediction model. FHWA-RD-77-108. 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 1981. Draft air 
quality plan. 

Personal Communications  
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Resources Board. Letter to Clif Carstens, City of 
Sacramento. 

Barclay, Jim. February 22, 1982. Officer, Sacramento City 
Police Department. Telephone conversation. 

Betts, Thomas. February 22, 1982. District Engineer,
Reclamation District 1000. Telephone conversation. 

Chandler, Hinda. February 23, 1982. Assistant Planner, 
Sacramento Kegional Transit District. Telephone conversation. 

Cross, Myron, Dr. February 22, 1982. Natomas Union School 
District. Telephone conversation. 

Davis, Steve. February 19, 1982. Associate Engineer, 
Sacramento City Division of Water and Sewers. Telephone 
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Instruction, Grant Joint Union High School District. Tele-
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Linggi, Erling. February 18, 1982. Assistant Director. Sac-
ramento City Department of Community Services. Telephone 
conversation.
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Chapter 3 

L,	 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR 

These responses to comments are by topic order similar 
to Draft EIR format.

Introduction 

Comment: The Draft EIR does not address the cumulative 
impacts of the Creekside Office Park, Natomas Eastside, and 
the Gateway Centre Office Parks. The EIR for these latter 
two projects described impacts and mitigation measures on 
a scale that will create havoc for the South Natomas community. 
The Creekside Office Park EIR should include the cumulative 
impacts of the three projects in the areas of transportation, 
population, housing, public facilities and services, air 
quality, noise and energy. (President, South Natomas Community 
Association). 

Comment: The Clearinghouse emphasizes the impact that 
this project could have on converting agricultural land to 
an office complex use and the precedent it would set for 
allowing more office park developments east of 1-5. The 
decision makers should consider the cumulative impacts that 
could occur as a result of this development, together with 
the Natomas Eastside (106 acres) and Gateway Centre (75 acres) 
proposals, which have recently undergone state review. (State 
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research). 

Response: The cumulative impacts of developing the 
Creekside Office Park together with the Natomas Eastside 
and Gateway Centre proposals are analyzed in this Final EIR. 

Land Use  

Comment: As owners of the property adjacent to the 
west boundary of the proposed Creekside project, we have 
reviewed the Draft EIR for the Creekside Office Park and 
have the following comments. 

The Draft EIR assumes the zoning of our property will 
remain as high density residential, and proposes a number 
of mitigation measures based on that assumption. As we believe 
that the highest and best use of our property is business 
professional, it can be expected that we would request re-
zoning to that classification should the Creekside Office 
Park project be approved. We ask that this be considered 
in assessing the environmental impacts and mitigation measures 
as they relate to this project,. 81



Planning for the area between Bannon Slough and 1-5, 
south of West El Camino Avenue should be compatible. This 
can be achieved if zoning for our property is assumed to 
be equivalent to the final zoning for the Creekside project, 
or if some transition zone to combine the use of these two 
properties is provided. (BD Properties). 

Response: The environmental impacts of rezoning the 
adjacent parcel of land owned by BD Properties are discussed 
in this Final EIR. 

Comment: On Exhibit D-4, page D-8 of the Draft EIR, 
why is Creekside Office Park proposal indicated as consistent 
with the 1974 General Plan policy to support projects directed 
at retaining and improving the role of the CBD as the major 
retail trade and financial center for the region? (City 
of Sacramento Planning Commission). 

Response: The proposed Creekside office park will con-
sist of office space. The types of businesses most likely 
to locate in these offices are data processing; administrative, 
clerical, and research processing; and professional and busi-
ness services. The proposed project, therefore, will not 
compete directly with the marketability of strictly retail 
or financial center land uses in the CBD. 

Housing  

Comment: This proposed office park use is not consistent 
with the South Natomas Community Plan, which designates the 
site for residential use. The project would require General 
Plan, Community Plan, and Schematic Plan amendments, as well 
as a rezoning of the site. Decision-makers should weigh 
the fact that the proposed project would decrease future 
residential housing availability by 911 units, and would 
create a demand for approximately 850-1,510 additional house-
holds to the Sacramento and South Natomas areas. The EIR 
addresses the possibility that higher density housing would 
need to be provided on the remaining residentially designated 
parcels. Impacts of such a proposal should be specifically 
addressed. (State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and 
Research).
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Response: The impacts of increasing allowable densities 
on the remaining South Natomas residentially-designated parcels 
are identified on page D10 of the Draft EIR. The major poten-
tial impacts are reduced marketability of higher density 
residential development, exceedance of sewerage capacity, 
less open space, and increased traffic, noise, and public 
facilities requirements. The proposed project would also 
increase the demand for housing in South Natomas by the new 

• direct and secondary employees generated by the project-. 
This increased housing demand could potentially increase 
South Natomas housing prices and lessen the affordability 
of South Natomas housing for low to moderate income families. 

Public Facilities and Services: Recreation and Open Space  

Comment: Construction of the proposed roadway across 
the Bannon Slough is of particular concern. The integrity 
of the natural area and its potential recreational and wild-
life value would be significantly impacted. Furthermore, 
the South Natomas Community Plan of 1978 states that as design 
features, only parallel streets and cul-de-sac streets perpen-
dicular to the Bannon Slough Parkway should be allowed (Parks 
and Recreation Committee, South Natomas Community Association). 

Comment: Secondary access to the site would be provided 
by a proposed east-west collector connecting to Truxel Road. 
This street would cut directly through a residential neighbor-
hood and would bisect the Bannon Slough Parkway. This is 
contrary to the South Natomas Community Plan (member, South 
Natomas Community Association). 

ResEonse: The Draft EIR (page H7) proposes elimination 
of the proposed east-west collector as a mitigation measure 
to protect the riparian woodland habitat situated on the 
site. It should be noted that the proposed collector road 
is also included in the no-project alternative, since it 
is a feature of the Sacramento City Council-approved Creek-
side Planned Unit Development. The discussion on page H7 
of the Draft EIR notes that elimination of the proposed roadway 
is probably not feasible due to access requirements between 
the proposed Creekside site and adjacent parcels. 

Transportation  

Comment: Northgate Boulevard is presently a 4-lane 
arterial. (pg. ji - [City of Sacramento Traffic Engineering 
Division]).
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Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to page J1. 

Comment: Azevedo Drive between West El Camino Avenue 
and San Juan Road is also on the bicycle master plan. (pg. 
J4 [City of Sacramento Traffic Engineering Division]). 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to page J4. 

Comment: In Appendix II of the Draft EIR,.the traffic 
volume impacts, two-way ADT volumes, and the figures quoted 
on intersection capacities do not seem to balance. (Member, 
South Natomas Community Association). 

Response: The 2-way ADT volumes presented in Exhibit 
11-2 (page 11-4) of the Draft EIR represent projected roadway 
volume (as opposed to intersection volume) impacts of the 
proposed project. The intersection capacities assumed for 
the critical traffic movement analysis were applied to the 
intersection volumes presented in Exhibits 11-3 through 11-8. 

Comment: The proposal to widen the West El Camino Avenue 
and 1-5 overcrossing would have to be included in the State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Due to limited 
state funding, inclusion in the STIP would necessitate a 
stipulation that non-state funds be used. A project justi-
fication would also be required. 	 (Pg. J16 [Caltrans]). 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to page JI6. 

Comment: Regarding site access and cirCulation, internal 
circulation will be serviced by individual driveways, not by 
a cul-de-sac stub. (pg. Jll [City of Sacramento Traffic 
Engineering Division]). 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to page JII.
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Comment: Page J12 of the Draft EIR indicates that the 
businss park would create a demand for over 2,000 parking 
spaces and that the applicant is proposing 1,535 spaces pur-
suant to the zoning ordinance. The Draft EIR indicates that 
the potential exists for a shortage of parking spaces. (South 
Natomas Community Association). 

Response: On page J17 of the Draft EIR, the mitigation 
measure related to parking notes that once the final design 
of the proposed project is completed, a more precise deter-
mination of parking requirements can be made. 

Comment: Regarding roadway and intersection capacity, 
to be compatible with the traffic studies done for the South 
Natomas Business Park EIR, 1,500 vehicles per lane, per hour, 
should be used. This will lower anticipated levels of service 
but will allow for better interaction between the various 
studies. .(pg. J6 [City of Sacramento Traffic Engineers]). 

Comment: The Draft EIR did not mention impacts to be 
expected on the ramps at the West El Camino/I-5 interchange. 
The southbound on-ramp from eastbound El Camino Avenue would 
be approaching the upper limit for a 1-lane ramp. Based 
on a design capacity of 1,500 vehicles/hour/lane, the north-
bound off-ramp to El Camino Avenue would require 2 and possibly 
3 lanes at the El Camino Intersection. 

If current rates of development continue, the Garden 
Highway/I-5 ramp intersections would require signalization, 
as well as the West El Camino Avenue ramps. Funding these 
improvements could require financial participation from the 
City of Sacramento. (pg. Ji [Caltrans]). 

Response: These comments are addressed in the cumulative 
impact analysis of this Final EIR. 

Comment: CBCA recommends that approval of the project 
be conditioned on implementing all the bicycle commuting 
plans and proposed mitigation measures contained in the Draft 
EIR plus specific requirements to provide adequate, secure 
bicycle parking facilities and showers and clothes lockers 
for commuters in the project boundaries. (Capital Bicycle 
Commuters Association).
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Comment: Regarding the possible bicycle path through 
the site, (pg. 312), unless assurance can be given that an 
adjacent property owner will provide such a trail in the 
immediate future, we recommend that it be made . a. condition 
of approval of the Creekside Office Park. (Caltrans). 

Response: Comments acknowledged_ These measures will 
be considered during the decision-making. process. 

Comment: Responsible agencies for mitigation measures 
listed in Section 3 (transportation) of the Draft EIR should 
be fully identified. In addition, funding sources and.sched-
ules for implementation of all mitigation measures should 
be included in the Draft EIR. (County of Sacramento Air 
Pollution Control District). 

Response: Responsible agencies and potential funding 
sources are addressed in the Draft EIR errata to page 316. 
Scheddles for implementing these measures will be determined 
once implementation commitments are obtained by the responsible 
agencies. 

Comment: We recommend park-and-ride lots as a possible 
mitigation measure, in addition to the measures addressed 
in the Draft ETR. Mr. Les Ornelas, Coordinator of Caltrans' 
District 3, Ridesharing Program, (916) 323-0839, can give 
you information on the Ridesharing Program. (State Air Re-
sources Board). 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to page 316.

Air Quality  

Comment: (County of Sacramento Air Pollution Control 
District). The Draft EIR projects that upon completion of 
the proposed project regional air quality will be adversely 
impacted. Increases of specific air pollutants and quanti-
fies over the no-project alternative are projected as follows: 

POLLUTANT 

Carbon Monoxide 
Reactive Organics 
Nitrogen Oxides

EMISSIONS TONS PER YEAR 
1978 	
	

2000  
64 T/Y
	

133 T/Y 
4.7 T/Y
	

9.4 T/Y 
7.7 T/Y
	

16 T/Y 
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The region's forthcoming 1982 State Implementation Plan 
Revision (Air Quality Plan) is being developed by the Sacra-
mento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and incorporates 
the no-project alternative in estimating emissions estimates 
from all sources through the planning period. 

TheDraft 1982 Air Quality Plan projects that attain-
ment of the National Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone 
and carbon monoxide will not be achieved in the Sacramento 
area by the end of 1987. The projections of nonattainment 
include assumed emission reductions from control strategies 
on stationary sources, transportation, and land uses that 
are currently in place and those being considered for imple-
mentation. 

The emission increases noted in the above are not included 
in the Draft Air Quality Plan. Therefore, these emission 
increases will require full mitigation or the Air Quality 
Plan will require revision to incorporate more stringent 
and/or added control strategies. (County of Sacramento Air 
Pollution Control District). 

Comment: The Draft EIR does not address the project's 
consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan. The Cali-
fornia Environmental Quality Act, Section 15142(b) states: 
"The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed. 
project...and the applicable Air Quality Management Plan..." 
(State Air Resources Board). 

Response: The increases in selected emissions of the 
proposed project over the no-project alternative on an annual 
basis are closer to the following quantities, based on epproxi-
mately 349 days per year for the no-project alternative 
(for residential land uses, each, weekend day generates approxi-
mately 85 percent as much travel as each weekday), and 286 
days per year for the proposed project (for office uses, 
each weekend day generates approximately 25 percent as much 
travel as each weekday.

tons/year  

	

1987	 2000  
Carbon Monoxide 	 25.6	 52.8 
Reactive Organics 	 1-9	 3.8 
Nitrogen Oxides	 3.0	 6.4 

The comment is correct in noting that the emission in-
creases resulting from the proposed project are not included 
in the Draft Air Quality Plan. If the proposed project is 
approved, it will be incorporated into the current City of 
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Sacramento General Plan revision which then will be included 
in a subsequent SIP revision. 

With regard to the consistency determination, the following 
should be noted. The Draft EIR assumes that consistency 
is a factor of air quality levels, and that projects that 
do not cause violations of air quality standards are consis-
tent with the intent of the Air Quality Plan.' 

Energy  

Comment: (SMUD). It appears that the project's energy 
use exceeds SMUD's planned substation capacity requiring 
the probable installation of new facilities. This added 
load could have a chain effect on our bulk 69 kV substation 
in the area. 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to pages M1 and M4. 

Comment: (SMUD). Energy conservation, passive solar, 
and peak load reduction design standards could minimize the 
extent of the impact to SMUD with respect to energy consump-
tion and demand and the future cost of generation and distri-
bution. SMUD would welcome the review opportunity to encour-
age conservation, solar and load management measures. The 
specific details of the project on energy design criteria 
are preferred over general ones. 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to page M4.



Comment: The annual energy consumption figures on 
Exhibit M-1 seem excessive. A worst-case office building 
is about 143,000 BTUs (1.43 therms) per square foot per year. 
An energy-efficient office building could be around 60,000 
BTUs (0.60 therms) per square foot per year. Existing Title 24 
energy conservation building standards would put a typical 
home at 50,000 BTUs per square foot per year. For a 1,300 
square feet typical dwelling, this is about 650 therms per 
year per unit, nowhere close to 1,400 therms. Under the 
new revised T-24 standards, which go into effect next year, 
30,000 BTUs per square foot per year is the maximum allowed; 
therefore, the same 1,300-square-foot home will use less 
than 325 therms per year per unit. Under the circumstances, 
it is far more likely that homes will be built under the 
new standards; therefore, there is a considerable amount 
of unaccountable energy usage to arrive at 1,400 therms per 
unit in the exhibit. 

It is strongly urged that the details and assumptions 
be revised, as the energy comparison creates many questions 
and perhaps a false impression of the project, no project 
issue. Based on 325 therms per home and using the figures 
above, the exhibit could read:	 (SMUD) 

Quantity
	 Annual 

Alternative	 Land. Use
	 Factor	 Annual Therms 
	

Consumption  

Project	 Office	 614,000
	

0.6-1.43 therms
	

368,400 - 
sq. ft.	 per sq. ft.	 878,020 

No project

	

	 Residential	 911 units 325 therms per
	

296,075 
unit 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to pages C4, C6, C7, C8, Ml, and M2. 

Noise  

Comment: From the vantage point of noise exposures 
at the site from traffic on 1-5, Garden Highway and West 
El Camino, development of an office complex is preferable 
to residential development. Residential development would 
probably require significant expenditures of time and money 
to prc ,vide habitable living environments indoors and out 
of doors, particularly for residences nearest to 1-5. (State 
Department et Health Services). 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to page L5.
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Comment: On page Li the statement, " . . . composite 
noise level from two identical sources will be 3 dB higher 
. . •" is incorrect. The composite noise level from two 
identical (emphasis added) sources will be 6 dB higher than 
either alone. (State Department of Health Services). 

Response: Based on the publication, Transportation  
Noise and Its Control (U. S. Department of Transportation 
June 1972) and other noise manuals, adding two sounds of 
equal decibel rating produces a composite noise with a sound 
level 3 decibels greater than either sound alone. This can 
be derived by calculating and adding the energy rating equiva-
lents of 2 decibel ratings. The logarithm of this sum is 
then found and multipliou by 10 to give the decibel rating 
of the combined sounds. 

Comment: On page L5 in the paragraph entitled Construction 
of Noise Barriers, a noise along the western boundary of 
the project site may or may not be more effective. Typically, 
barriers adjacent to the noise source are most effective, 
but at the distances involved at this site, the relative 
effectiveness depends upon the height of the barrier and 
the topography. Perhaps some discussion of the rationale 
for the statement is warranted. (State Department of Health 
Services). 

Response: This comment has been addressed in the Draft 
EIR errata to page L5.

Biology 

Comment: Of primary concern to the South Natomas Com-
munity Association is the preservation and protection of 
the lower Bannon Slough. The South Natomas Community plan 
calls for the preservation of the entire Bannon Slough between 
San Juan Road and Garden Highway for community recreational 
purposes. There already has been substantial intrusion into 
the upper Bannon Slough including houses, landscaping, fences, 
and roads in excess of South Natomas Community plan guide-
lines. The Creekside Office Park, as currently designed, 
provides for substantial destruction of the lower Bannon 
Slough. This includes the construction of office buildings 
within the perimeter of the slough, the removal of several 
landmark trees, and the destruction of one of the last re-
maining, self-propagating, oak groves in the Sacramento Valley. 
The Draft EIR does not adequately address the preservation 
and protection of this valuable community resource. (President, 
South Natomas Community Association). 

90



Response: Section Q of the Draft EIR, which discusses 
the biological impacts of the proposed project, describes 
the habitat loss and associated impacts on wildlife and natural 
vegetation that would occur with development of the Creekside 
Office Park. The mitigation measures presented on page Q7 
of the Draft EIR propose that development be avoided or mini-
mized within the riparian woodland habitat of the Bannon 
Slough, that the collector road be relocated where riparian 
habitat is narrow, that construction activities and irrigation 
be avoided with the driplines of retained oak trees, and 
that the natural vegetation be maintained within the pro-
posed 40-foot parkway. 

Comment: The Draft EIR for Creekside Office Park in-
accurately describes the Bannon Slough as a "40-foot parkway" 
(from the centerline of Bannon Slough). The SNCP states: 
"parkway corridor dimensions landward from the first Bannon 
Slough water edge should be a minimum of 20 feet to the paral-
lel street curb, and should be a minimum of 40 feet to the 
residential lot line (page 62 SNCP)". These minimum dimen-
sions apply to both sides of the Bannon Slough. Therefore, 
the open space parkway of the Bannon Slough should have a 
minimum width of 80 feet when adjacent to private property. 
(Parks and Relocation Committee, South Natomas Community 
Association). 

Response: Because Bannon Slough is dry most of the 
year, the City of Sacramento has defined the parkway corridor 
dimensions as extending 40 feet from the property line on 
either side. Because the Draft EIR only addresses the one 
side of Bannon Slough (western side) which is adjacent to 
the Creekside property, the parkway is designated as 40 feet 
wide. The comment is correct in noting that the minimum 
40-foot dimension applies to both sides of the slough. 

Comment: The Draft EIR adequately describes potential 
impacts to wildlife habitats under Section Q, Biology. Of 
the three habitat types identified (agricultural, levee row, 
and riparian woodland), our chief concern is the protection 
and preservation of the 5 acres of riparian woodland along 
Bannon Slough.
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The department recommends the project include all of 
the mitigation measures on pages Q7 and Q8. Especially impor-
tant is the measure that proposed "redrawing the boundaries 
of the proposed 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway to conform 
more closely to the existing boundaries of the woodland habitat". 
(State Department of Fish and Game). 

Comment: The Draft EIR for Creekside Office Park shows 
parking areas, office buildings, landscaping and streets 
intruding into the Bannon Slough Parkway. All development 
activities within the natural vegetative area, including 
the dripline of the mature oak trees, should be prohibited. 
In order to maintain and protect the existing natural features 
of the Bannon Slough the existing natural boundaries of the 
slough should be used to designate the additional 20-foot 
and 40-foot (minimum) parkway boundaries. (Parks and Recrea-
tion Committee, South Natomas Community Association). 

Response: The Draft EIR (p. Q7) proposes that develop-
ment be avoided or minimized within the riparian woodland 
habitat by redrawing the boundaries of the proposed 40-foot 
Bannon Slough Parkway to conform more closely to the natural 
boundaries of the riparian woodland habitat. The discussion 
on page Q7 also notes that the financial feasibility of ex-
panding the parkway is uncertain due to financial and other 
planning-related considerations. 
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Chapter 4 

*ERRATA FOR DRAFT EIR 

Page jl, para. 1, line 6, add the following: 

... 1-80 is 6 lanes wide. El Camino Avenue and Garden  
Highway are currently 2 lanes wide. Northgate Boule-
vard is presently a 4-lane arterial. 

Page J4, para. 3, line 9, add the following: 

Ti	 ... El Camino Avenue, Azevedo Drive, and Natomas Oaks... 

Page J11, para. 2, line 8, delete the following: 

... driveways and a cul-de-sac stub. 

Page J16, para. 2, line 10, add the following: 

... are uncertain. Due to limited state funding, finan-
cial participation by the City of Sacramento or  
other non-state funding source may be required. 

Page J16, para. 3, line 6, delete the following: 

... El Camino. Other potential problems with road widening 
noted by City traffic engineering staff (Bloodgood  
pers. comm.) include potential structural problems  
with the West El Camino Bridge overcrossing at 1-5  
(if the widening is extended as far as the bridge), 
and the possibility that the West El Camino off-
ramp from 1-5 may need to be shortened. 

Page J16, para. 4, line 5, add the following: 

... schedules, carpooling programs, and park-and-ride  
lots. These measures would need to be implemented 
by project tenants, and the City would find them 
difficult to enforce. Establishment of park-and-
ride lots should be coordinated with Caltran's  
Ridesharing Program office. 

Ll
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Page J16, para. 5, line 5, add the following: 

... only. Any road improvements would be the responsi-
bility of the City of Sacramento. Roadway and drive-
way design on the project site is the responsibility  
of the project developer. 

Page L5, para. 3, line 9, add the following: 

... by the proposed project. Residential development  
may require the implementation of more costly miti-
gation-measures to ensure a habitable living environ-
ment, particularly for residents nearest to I-5. 

Page L5, para. 4, line 4, add the following: 

... aesthetics. on flat terrain, noise... 

Page Ml, para. 2, line 3, rewrite the following: 

... to be 368,400 therms for an energy conserving office 
building and 878,000 therms for a worst-case office  
buildina (see... 

Page Ml, para. 2, line 7, add the following: 

... appliances. These energy requirements will exceed 
SMUD's planned substation capacity and may require  
the installation of new facilities. This added  
load could also have a chain effect on SMUD's bulk  
69 kV substation. 

Page Ml, para. 4, line 2, rewrite the following: 

... estimated 296,100 therms... 

Page Ml, para. 6, line 2, rewrite the following: 

... estimated 2,515,200 to 3,024,800 therms of energy  
per year. This is 41-70 percent higher, respectively, 	 • 
than the no-project alternative which would use 
an estimated 1,782,700 therms annually. The additional  
energy requirements will probably require the installa-
tion of new facilities... 
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Page M2, substitute with the following in the last 2 columns: 

Annual Therms l	 Annual Consumption 

Project	 0.62-1.433 therms/ 
sq. ft.	 368,4002- 878,0003 

No-Project	 325 therms/unit	 296,100  

1. Source: SMUD 

2. Energy conserving office building 

3. Worst-case office building 

4. Assuming all units have uniform energy consumption charac-
teristics. Based on revisions to Title 24 of the Cali-
fornia Administrative Code which go into effect this year. 

Page M4, add the following: 

Coordinate with SMUD in establishing new electrical ser-
vice facilities and in implementing energy conservation  
measures. The project developers should consult SMUD  
in determining the extent of the need for additional  
substation .capacity and in exploring the possibility of 
implementing energy conservation, passive solar, and  
peak load reduction design standards. 

Page C4, Energy Impact Category, Column 2, rewrite the follow-
ing:

Impact of Proposed Project as Compared to No-Project 
Alternative. Annual Energy Use: increase of 72,300 (24  
percent) to 581,900 (196 percent increase) therms per year. 
Net Impact: increase of 732,500 (41 percent) to 1,242,100  
(70 percent) therms per year. 

Page C4, Energy Impact Category, column 3, add the following 
Mitigation Measures: 

Coordinate with SMUD in establishing new electrical serviee  
facilities and in implementing energy conservation measures. 

Page C6, para. 4, add the following: 

... traffic.
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Energy. The proposed project would increase annual energy  
usage by 732,500 to 1,242,100 therms from lighting, heatin g,

 cooling, ventilation, and transportation-related energy  
requirements associated with the office park. This is 41 to 70 
percent higher, respectively, than the no-project alternative. 
TAs increase in energy demand may result in the need for 
additional electricity generating facilities. 

Page C7, para. 1, add the following: 

... Parkway. 

Energy. The proposed project will result in a 41  
to 70 percent increase in energy consumption, resulting 
in the robable need for additional electricit •enera-
ting facilities. 

Page C7, para. 6, line 1, delete the following: 

Energy. The proposed project would increase long-term 
energy use generated by the site by 8.5 percent. 

Page C8, para. 2, line 10, delete the following: 

o energy impacts...
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Appendix A 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR INTERSECTIONS 
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I. 
• 	 LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR INTERSECTIONS 

Level of service (LOS) is a concept developed to quantify the degree of 
comfort afforded to drivers as they travel through an intersection or 
roadway segment. As originally defined within the 1965 Highway Capac-
ity Manual, six grades are used to denote LOS: these six grades are 
shown in Table A-1. 

The City of Sacramento uses "C" LOS as the minimum acceptable LOS 
for travel in the study area. 

Portions of the 1965 Highway Capacity Manual were updated by the 
Transportation Research Board in 1980. In this update, the LOS pro-
vided at a signalized intersection is related to a parameter called "Crit-
ical Volume" (see Table A-2). Critical volume is defined as that volume 
(or combination of volumes) at an intersection which requires the great-
est utilization of capacity (i.e., needs the greatest amount of green 
time) for that approach. It is expressed in terms of passenger cars or 
mixed vehicles per hour per lane. 

All LOS analyses described in this report were performed in general 
accordance with the procedures set forth in Transportation Research 
Board's Circular 212.
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Table A-1
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS FOR INTERSECTIONS 

Maximum 
Degree 

Level of	 of 
Service	 Saturation	 Traffic Flow Characteristics 

A	 55$	 Average overall travel speed of 30 mph or 
more. Free-flowing with no congestion. 
No signal cycle failures. 

	

66%	 Average overall travel speeds of 25-30 mph. 
Very few signal cycle failures and little or 
no congestion. 

77% Average overall travel speeds of 20-25 mph. 
Occasional signal cycle failures and moderate 
amount of congestion. 

	

88%	 Average overall travel speed of 15-20 mph. 
Frequent signal cycle failures and associated 
congestion. 

	

100%	 Average overall travel speed of 15-20 mph. 
Unstable flow which includes almost continuous 
signal cycle failures and backups on approaches 
to the intersections. • This represents the 
theoretical capacity of the facility. 

Forced flow, with average overall travel 
speed of below 15 mph. This level of service 
reflects a condition that is caused by traffic 
flow congestion and signal failures at area 
external to this intersection. 
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Table A-2
RELATIONSHIP OF LEVEL OF SERVICE TO CRITICAL VOLUMES 

(INTERSECTIONS) 

Level of 
Service

Degree of 
Saturation

Sum of Critical Volumes on all 
Intersections (vehicles per hour) 

Two Phase 
Signal

Three Phase 
Signal

Four of More 
Phase Signal 

A •	 55% 1,000 950 900 

B 66% 1,200 1,000 1,080 

C 77% 1,400 .	 1,340 1,270 

D 88% 1,600 1,530 1,460 

E 100% 1,800 1,720 1,650

Source: . CH2M HILL.
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Appendix B 

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT EIR
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COUNTY Or= SACRAMENTO 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

JOSEPH C. FOUST. M.D. 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER 

3701 Branch Center Hoed
Sacramento, California 95827 

19161 366-2107 

November 9, 1981 

Marty Van Duyn, Director 
Planning Department 
City of Sacramento 
927 10th Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Subject: COMMENTS: DRAFT DEIR, CREEKSIDE BUSINESS PARK 

Dear Marty: 

District staff has reviewed the air quality impact analysis section of the 
'subject DEIR and our comments with respect to the sufficiency of this analysis 
.are discussed below. 

Air Quality Plan  

The DEIR projects that upon completion of the proposed project regional 
air quality will be adversely impacted. Increases of specific air pollutants 
and quantities over the no project alternative are projected as follows: 

EMISSIONS TONS PER YEAR 

POLLUTANT 
	

1987	 2000 

• Carbon Monoxide
	

64 T/Y	 •
	

133 T/Y 
Reactive Organics
	

4.7 T/Y
	

9.4 T/Y 
Nitrogen Oxides
	

7.7 T/Y
	

16 T/Y 

The regions forthcoming 1982 State Implementation Plan Revision (Air Quality 
Plan) is being developed by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
and incorporates the no project alternative in estimating emissions estimates

• from all sources through the planning period. 

The Draft 1982 Air Quality Plan projects that attainment of the National Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and carbon monoxide will not be achieved 
in the Sacramento area by the end of 1987. The projections of non-attainment 
include assumed emission reductions from control strategies on stationary 
sources, transportation, and land use currently that are now in place and 
those being considered for implementation. 
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cyzA 
ROBERT C. COFER 
"Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer 

Li	 Marty Van Duyn
	 November 9, 1981 

The emission increases noted in the above above are not included in the 
Draft Air Quality Plan. Therefore, these emission increases will require 
full mitigation or the Air Quality Plan will require revision to incorporate 
more stringent and/or added control strategies. 

Mitigation Measures  

Responsible agencies for mitigation measures listed in Section J (transpor-
tation) of the DEIR should be fully identified. In addition, funding sources 
and schedules for implementation of all mitigation measures should be included 
in the DEIR. 

• We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DEIR, and if you 
have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Gary Glissmeyer or 
myself at 366-2107. 

Very, truly yours, 

RCC:GG:lm 
cc: Air Resources Board, Regional Programs Division 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento County Planning Dept.. 
Sacramento County Environmental Impact Section r-Th 

L
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NOV 25 1981

P1-=CFlifqp 

Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments 
Suite 300. 800 .1-1 .* Street 
Sacramento. California 95814 
(916) 441-5930 

Mailing Address: 
P.O. Box 808 
Sacramento, California 95804 

Directors 
LAWRENCE MARK (Chairman) 
Councilman. City of 
Yuba City 
ROBERT N. BLACK 
(Vice Chairman) 
Supervisor 
Yolo County 
CHARLES D. CENTER 
Supervisor 
Yuba County 
RONALD A. HAEDICKE 
Vice Mayor, City of 
Marysville 
WILLIAM D. KOPPER 
Mayor Pro Tern. City of 
Davis 
LYNN ROBIE

• Councilwoman. City of 
Sacramento 
RICHARD ROCCUCCI 
Councilman, City of 

FRED V. SO-1EIDEGGER 
Vice Mayor. City of 
Folsom 
JOSEPH E. (TED) SHEEDY 
Supervisor 
Sacramento County 
RICHARD M. WITHROW 
Supervisor 
Sutler County 

JAMES A. BARNES 
(Executive Director)

November 23, 1981 

Diana Parker, Assistant Planner 
City of Sacramento Planning Department 
927 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814- 

Dear Diana: 

-	 This letter transmits comments to you regarding the 
Draft EIR for the Creekside Office Park. 

Staff has reviewed the document and finds that it 
adequately discusses both the impacts of the proposed project 
and project mitigation measures. Overall, staff finds the 
Draft EIR to be well written and to provide the necessary 
information for an informed decision to be made regarding 
the project. 

.	 If you have any questions, please contact David Boyer 
at 441-5930.

Sincerely, 

GARY. STONEHOUSE 
Director of Environmental Planni0 

' 

GLS:pal 

Members 
CV of Lincoln 
City of Rocklin 
City of Rosoalle 
Sacramento County 
City of Folsom 
City of Cali 
City of kleton 
City of Sacramento 
Sumer County 
City of Lk Oak 
City of Yuba City 
Veto Cnitntv 
City of Davis 
City of VOnrers 
City of 16l'oudiand 
Yuba Count.; 

I City of Matt,- olle 
City of voirailJnd
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capitol &Cipie COMMiliGIS assn. 
P. O. BOX 1541
	

FLP;;i1111] CONIM.:;!.;71 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95807 

November 24, 1981
	

1 ,10V 25 1981 

p cFlwq 

Diana ' Parker, Assistant Planner 
II . City Planning Department' 

927 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Ms. Parker: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the 
Creekside Office Park in South Natomas. Li 

1 
iL

The project contains several proposals to encourage bicycle com-
muting such as constructing the Bannon Slough bikeway, adding bike 
lanes on major arterials as they are widened, and signalizing .key 
bicycle commuting intersections. Also, the mitigation measures 
proposed indicate that the City intends to improve access to the 
American River Bikeway at Disccvery Park across the Garden Highway 
from the project site. 

The Capitol Bicycle Commuters Association appreciates the afore-- 
mentioned attention to bicycle commuting and commends the project 
and the City for their support. CBCA. recommends that approval of 
the project be conditioned on implementing all the bicycle commuting 
plans and proposed mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR 
plus. specific requirements to provide adequate, secure bicycle 
parking facilities and showers and clothes lockers for commuters in 
the project boundaries. We have found that employees will not 
commute by bicycle if either the route or trip-end bicycle parking 
facilities are not safe, adequate, and convenient. It would be a 
waste of money to construct good bicycle commuting routes without 
ensuring appropriate bicycle parking facilities, too. The invest-
ment in bike lanes would be even more productive if showers and 
clothes lockers were included in the project plans also. 

Sincerely, 

David Brubaker, President 
Capitol Bicycle Commuters Association 
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-5-tzi1r of Cialifornia 
GOVERNORS OFFICE 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
1400 TENTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814

CITY PlAtING COMMISSIiiii 

DEC 4 1981 

.pFcFivFD 
EDMUND G. BROWN JR.

GOVERNOR 

December 2; 1981 

Diana Parker 
City of Sacramento 
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SCH# 81110553 
Creeks ide Office Park 

Dear Ms. Parker: 

-The State Clearinghouse has completed review of the Creekside Office Park proposal. 
• Comments from State agencies are summarized below. If you have any questions, 
about these comments, please contact the appropriate agency staff. Below are 
Clearinghouse comments. 

Air Resources Board  

The Air Resources Board recommends park and ride lots as a possible mitigation 
measure for traffic impacts in the South Natomas area, in addition to measures 

-addressed in the EIR. 

Thc draft EIR does not address the project's consistency with the Air Quality 
Mhnagement Plan. 

Cal trans 

If current rates of development in the area continue, the Garden Highway/Interstate 
5 ramp intersections would require signalization. Funding these improvements 
could require participation from the City of Sacramento. 

The possibility of widening West El Camino Avenue and Interstate 5 overcrossing 
would have to be included in the State Transportation Improvement Plan, including 
a stipulation that non-State funds be used, and a project justification required. 

The document does not address impacts to be expected on ramps at West El Camino/ 
Interstate 5 interchange. 

Cilltrans recommends the proposed bicycle path through the site be made a condition 
of approval.
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Parker/Page Two 
December 2, 1981 

.] 

1-1 

r-
L

Department of Health  

We to noise exposures at the project site from traffic on 1-5. Garden.Highwav 
and West El Camino, develo pment of an office comnlex is preferable to residential 
development adjacent to 1-5. 

Noise barriers adjacent to the noise source are most effective. Use of noise 
barriers should be addressed, since the barriers are pro posed to be built a: 
some distance from the source. 

Fish and Game 

Fish and Caine's chief concern is the protection and preservation of the five 
acres of riparian woodland along Bannon Slough. The department recommends the 
project include all mitigation measures on pages Q7 and Q8. 

State Clearinghouse 

This proposed office park use is not consistent with the South Natomas Community 
Plan, .which designates the site for residential use. The project would require 
General Plan, Community Plan, and Schematic Plan amendments, as well as a rezoning 
of the site (EIR, Section B). Decision-makers should weigh. the fact that the 
proposed project would decrease future: reSidential housing availability by 911 
units, and would create a demand for aPproximately 850 to 1510 additional house-
holds to the Sacramento and South Natomas areas. The EIR addresses the possibility 
that higher density housing would need to be provided on the remaining residentially 
designated parcels. Impacts of such a proposal should be specifically addressed. 

The Clearinghouse emphasizes the impact. that this project could have on converting-
agricultural land to an office complex use, and the precedent. itwould set for 
allowing more office park developments east of 1-5. The decision makers should 
consider the cumulative impacts that could occur as a result of this development, 
together with the Natomas Eastside (106 acres) and Gateway Center (75 acres) 
proposals, which have recently undergone State review. 

When preparing the final EIR, you must include all comments and 
responses (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15146). The certified EIR must 
be considered in the decision-making process for the project. In 
addition, we urge you to respond directly to the agencies' comments - 
by writing to them, including the State Clearinghouse number on all correspondence. 

A recent Appellate Court decision in Cleary v. County of Stanislaus  
clarified requirements for responding to review comments. Specifi-
cally, the court indicated that comments must be addressed in detail, 
giving reasons why the specific comments and suggestions were not 
accepted and factors of overriding importance warranting an over-
ride:: of the suggestion. Responses to comments must not be con-
clusory statements but must be supported by empirical or experimental 
data, scientific authority or explanatory information of any kind. 
The court further said that the responses must be a good faith, 
reasoned analysis.
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101.9-(.42-.1 
bbie Fudge 

State Clearinvhouse 
tep	 . Williamson, 

State learinghouse

Parker/Page, Three 
December 2, 1981 

Section 15002(f) of the CEQA Guidelines re quires that a governmental 
agency take certain actions if an EIR shows substantial adverse 
environmental impacts could result from a project. These actions 
include changing the project, • imposing conditions on the project, 
adopting plans or ordinances to avr , id the problem, selecting an 
alternative to the project, or disapproving the project- In the 
event that the project is approved without adequate mitigation of 
significant effects, the lead agency must make written findings 
for each significant effect (Section 15088) and it must support: 
its actions with a written statement of overriding considerations 
for each unmitigated significant effect (Section 15089). 

If the project requires discretionary approval from any state' 
agency, the Notice of Determination must be filed with the 
Secretary for Resources, as well as with the County Clerk. 

Please contact Debbie Fudge	 at (916) 445-0613 if you have any 
questions:* 

Sincerely, 

SW/dm 
attachments 

cc; Ken Fellows, DWR.



Department of Health Services State of California 

Memorandum 
To	 :	 Steve Williamson 

- State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street, Rooth 121 

r-

r--] From $	 Environmental Health Division 

-J

Dote
	

NOV /9190i 

Sithiect:	 Creekside Office 
Park, Sacramento - 
SCH 081110553 

The Office of Noise Control has reviewed the above Draft Environmental Impact 
Report and offers the following comments; 

With respect:A° the acoustical analysis the authors are commended. Nonethe-
less, several comments appear warranted. 

-1.- From the vantage point of noise exposures at the site from traffic on 
1-5, Garden and West El Camino, development of an office complex is 
preferable to residential development. Residential development would 
probably require significant expenditures of time and money to provide 
habitable living environments indoors and out of doors, particularly 
for residences nearest to 1-5. 

- 2. On page Ll the statement, "... composite noise level from two identical 
sources will be 3 dB higher ...." is incorrect. The composite noise 
level from two identical (emphasis added) sources will be 6 dB higher 
than either alone. 

3. On page L5 in the paragraph entitled Construction of Noise Barriers. 
A noise along the westerr boundary of the project site may or may not 
be more effective. Typically barriers adjacent to the noise source 
are most effective, but at the distances involved at this site the 
relative effectiveness depends upon the height of the barrier and the 
topography. Perhaps some discussion of the rationale for the state-
ment is warranted. 

If you have any questions, please, contact Dr. 3erome S. Lukas, Office of 
Noise Control, 2151 Berkeley Way, Rm 516, Berkeley, CA 94704, 415/540-2665. 

7
4-Harvey F. Collins, Ph.D. 

Deputy Director 
Environmental Health Division



Stale of California	 Business and Transportation Agency 

Memorandum
To : Ann Barkley, Chief . 

Division of Transportation Planning 

Attention Darrell Husum

9 

From ; DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

District 03 

Subject:

Date' November 23, 1981 

Fib	 03-Sac-5 
PM 25.9 
Creekside Office Park 
SCH 81110'..)53 

District 03 has reviewed the draft EIR for the Creekside Office 
Park, to be located east of Interstate 5 between West El Camino 
Avenue and Garden highway. The project would consist of 614,000 
Square feet of office space on 52 acres. 

If current rates of development continue, the Garden Highway/ 
Interstate 5 ramp intersections would require signalization, as 
well as the West El Camino Avenue ramps, as included in the 
improvements listed on page 3-1. Funding these improvements 
could require financial participation from the City of Sacramento. 

On page J-16 the possibility of widening West El Camino Avenue, 
including . the Interstate 5 overcrossing, is proposed. As stated 
previously in our comments on the South Natomas Business Parks 
DEIR, this proposal would have to_be included in the State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Due to limited State 
funding, inclusion, in the STIP would necessitate a stipulation 
that non-State funds be used. k project justification would also 
be required..:_

- 
The draft EIR did not mention impacts to be expected on the ramps 
at the West El Camino/Interstate 5 Interchange. The southbound • 
on-ramp from eastbound El Camino Avenue would be approaching the 
upper limit for a one-lane ramp. Based on a design capacity of 
1,500 vehicles/hour/lane, the northbound off-ramp to El Camino 
Avenue would require two and possibly three lanes at the El Camino 
Avenue intersection. 

Page J-12 discusses a pos -iible bicycle path through the site. 
Unless assurance can be given that an adjacent property owner will 
provide such a trail in the - immediate future, we recommend that 
it be made a_condition.of_approval,of-the creekside Office Park. 

r • .,.......e.T4014• 

.LEO J. TROMBATORE :	 z:: 
/4strict-DirPqtow,o4,Transportation 

.Wit.tge44.11-

R. D. Skidmore`-- — 
Chimf, Environmental Branch



[ JAR RESOURCES BOARD 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Gorernot 

1102 0 STREET 
130X 2815 

15ACRAMENTO, CA 95812 

( 6) 322-6076 

I

DATE:	 November 23, 1981 
- 

-- TO:	 1) dim Burns, Projects Coordinator
Resources Agency 

2) Diana Parker -	 • 
Assistant Planner 
City of Sacramento 
927-10th Street, Suite 300 

r
	 Sacramento, CA 95814 

r. Project Title:	 Creekside Office Park	 SCH No. 81110553  
Li 

Project Description: 	 I

—1

Location	 Sacramento  —J
---(AIR BASIN)

Sacramento	 Sacramento 
—TCOUN AT1707,7 

Impacts.
2,130 

52 	 3,780	 NA	 2,833  
TACRES)	 (POPULATIOITO	 (DWELLING UNITS)	 (ADT) (vm-r) 

• Evaluation of Air Quality Analyses:

Analysis of: Adequate Inadequate Comment Number 

fl	 Environmental Setting 

Li	 Impact of Project Proposal 
and Al ternatives

X 

Mitigation Measures for 
Project Proposal and 
Alternatives X 1 

Cumulative Impacts 

Consi stency Demonstration 
,	 with Appropriate Air 

Quality Plans	 (SIP/AQMP) X 2 

Other
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• Mr. Burns 
Ms. Parker	 -2-	 November 23, 1981 

Comments: 

1. We recommend park and ride lots as a possible mitigation measure, 
in addition to the measures addressed in the DEER. Mr. Les Ornelas, 
Coordinator of Caltrans' District 3; Ridesharing Program, 
(916).323-0839, can giVe you information on the Ridesharing Program. 

2. The—DEIR doss not address the project's consistency with the Air 
Quality Management Plan. The California Environmental Quality 
Act, Section 15142(b) states, The EIR shall discuss any inconsis-
tencies between the proposed project 	 and the applicable Air 
Quality Management Plan ..." 

Gary Agid, Chef 
Local Projects Support Branch 
Regional Programs Division 

cc: G. Stonehouse, SACOG 
B. Cofer, Sacramento Co. APCD 
L. Ornelas, Caltrans 
D. Fudge, SCH
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State. of California	 The Resourcos Agoncy 

Memorandum 
1. Jim Burns, Projects Coordinator 

Resources Agency 

. Diana Parker, Assistant Planner 
City of Sacramento 
City Planning Department 
927 Tenth Street, Suite300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

From	 Department of _Fish and Game

Dates Dec emb e r 27, 1981 

Subject' October 1981 Draft mg (DEIR) Report, Creekside Office Park (SCR 81110553) 

The Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the Draft EIR for the proposed 
52-acre Creekside Office 'ark, located in the South Natomas community of the 
City of Sacramento. The DEIR adequately describes potential impacts to wild-
life habitats under Section Q - Biology. Of the three habitat types identified 
(agricultural ., levee row, and'riparian woodland), our chief concern is the - 
protection and preservation of the five acres of riparian woodland along 
Bannon Slough. 

The Devartment recommends the project include all of the mitigation measures 
on pages Q7 and Q8. Especially important is the measure that proposed the 
"redrawing the boundaries of the proposed 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway to 
conform, more closely to,the.exist1ng-boundaries of the .woodland habitat." 

. _ 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. If further comment 
Is desired, please . contact Paul T. Jensen, Regional Manager, Region 2, 1701 
Nimbus Road, RanchO'Cordova, CA 95670, telephone (916) .355-7020.



6	 • 

Swat], Naormas Communiay Assmatton 

P. O. BOX 15362	 SACRAMENTO, CA 95813 

December 3, 1981 

Planning Commission 
City Of Sacramento . 
915 1 Street 
.Sacramento, Ga. 

. Members of the Planning Commission, 
„-	 • 
The Parks and Recreation Committee of the South Nat mas - 
Community Association seeks your support for the protection 
and preservation of the Bannon Slough Parkway concept as 

-described in the South Natoias tommUnitY	 1978. . 

The Draft E.I.R. for Creekside Office Park inaccurdDly 
describes the Bannon Slough as a "40foot Parkway"(from 
the centerline of Bannon Sloua. The SNCP'states, 
."Parkway Corridor dimensions landward from the First 
Bannon Slough water edge , shouldbe a minimum of 20 feet 
to the parrallel strpet curb, and should be a minimum 
of 40 feet to the residential lot line (pg. 62 SNCP)." 
These minimum dimensions apply to both-sides of the 
Bannon Slough. Therefore, the open space parkway of the 
Bannon Slough should have a minimum width of 80' when 
adjacent to private property. 

The Draft E.I.R. for Creekside Office Park shows parking 
areas, office buildings, landscaping and streets intruding 
into the Bannon Slough Parkway. All development activities 
within the natural vegetative area, including the drip line 
of the mature oak trees, should be prohibited. In order/D 
maintain and protect the existing natural features of the 
Bannon Slough the existing natural boundaries of the Slough 
should be used to designate the additional 20' and 401(minimum) 
parkway boundaries.

h•-• 
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'.Thanking lou,„ 

Hi 
r]	 101 City Planning Commission	 December .3, 1981 

Construction of the proposed roadway across the BEdincn 
Slough is of particular concern. , The integrity of 
the natural area and its potential recreational and 

fl	 wildlife value would be significantly •impacted. Tuthermore, 
the SNC Plan of 1978 states as design features' only 
parrallel streets and cul-de-sac streets perpendicular 
to the Bannon Slough Parkway Should 'be allowed (pg.-60 SNCP). 

The protection and preservationf the Bannon SlouEh 
Parkway is a high priority of the South Natomas Community 
Association, not only for its matural values, but also 
its recreational and aesthetic values. 

Rey Trotheway 
'Co-Chair Parks and Recreation Comm. 

L._
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Sou h Nalormas Communily Association 
P. O. BOX 1 362	 SACRAMENTO, CA 95813 

„ . 

December 3, 1981 

.1-

Diana Parker 
City Planning Department 
927 - 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: CREEKSIDE OFFICE PARK 

The South Natomas Community Association does not believe the Draft 
Environmental'Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Creekside Office Park 
adequately describes the severe impacts inherent in the project. The draft 
EIR's recommended mitigation measures do not adequately mitigate the impacts 
and damages this project will cause. 

Of primary concern to the ,SPPth_NANMa“ommunity Association is the 
preservation and protection Of'theloWer Bannon Slough. The South Natomas 
Community Plan calls for the preservation of the entire Bannon Slough between 
San Juan Road and Garden Highway for community recreational purposes. There 
already has been substantial intrusions into the Upper Bannon Slough including 
houses, landscaping, fences, and roads in excess of South Natomas Community 
Plan guidelines. The Creekside Office Park', as currently designed, provides 
for substantial destruction of the Lower Bannon Slough. This includes the 
construction of office buildings within the perimeter of the Slough, the 
removal of several landmark trees, and the destruction of one of the last 
remaining, self-propagating, oak groves in the Sacramento Valley. The Draft 
EIR does not adequately address the preservation and protection . of this 
valuable community resource. 

The Draft EIR also does not address"the cumulative impacts of the Creekside 
Office Park, Natomas Eastside, and the Gateway Center Office Parks. The EIR 
for these latter two projects described impacts and mitigation measures on a 
scale that will create havoc for the South Natomas Community. The Creekside 
Office Park EIR should include the cumulative impacts of the three projects in 
the areas of transportation, population, housing, public facilities and 
5-:....rvices, air quality, noise and energy. 

These cumulative impacts are necessary to ensure - all impacts of these projects • 
are known prior to beginning the decision process. 
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`-••-• 

The South Natomas Community Association is confident when : these impacts are 
carefully weighed, the decision will be to deny this project, and maintain' the -
viability of the South tomas Community Plan. 

Don Hi:sr-el, President 
South Natomas Community' Association 
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CIIEEKSIDE OFFICE PAI1K EIR 

Comments  

It is obvious.that the proposed project, Creekside 
Office Park, is a.hasty,-solution of-theresidential building 
slump. 

It is interesting to note that the developer already 
had his Planned Unit Development for residential units 
approved by the Planning Commission on November 21, 1979, 
two years ago.. At that time i. Creekside was a tentatively 
approved 672 residence PUD. It was not until June 9 of this 
year, 1981, that a notice of preparation for a Creekside 
Office Park EIR was distributed to the public. 

The multitude of inconsistencies relating to goals and 
objectives of the South Natomas Community Plan and the 
.Sacramento General Plan; the lack of policy justification; 
the failure to meet either SNCP and Sacramento Central City 
Plat] development criteria, all add up to an overwhelming case 
against the proposed project. 

Because so many inconsistencies and errors in judgment 
are apparent, I will not attempt to outline them all here. 
Instead, I will concentrate on the traffic impacts and the 
internal as well as external circulation problems inherent 
in the proposed project. 

On page one of Section B, it is written: -"A single 
major access to the site would be provided from West El Camino ... 
a total of 1,535 parking spaces is proposed." 

It is not difficult to envision 1,500 automobiles turning 
into this single access road at the start of every work day. 
But picture, at the sane time, tens of thousands of commuters 
glutting the corners of Truxel and West El Camino, of Truxel 
and the Garden Highway, and the through traffic on West El 
Camino en route to the CBI) and beyond. 	 The proposed project 
is a dangerous "traffic attractor," one that would act as a 
magnet for hundreds of vehicles entering South gatomas as the 
commuters from nearby residential neighborhoods would be trying 
to get out. 

-Furthermore, on page J12 we note: "A review of other
guidelines indicates a potential demand of over 2,000 (parking)
spaces	 Thus the potential exists for a shortaFa of parking 
spaces	 (and) may result in vehicles illegally parked, 
extensive use of . onestreet parking ... and loss of cUstomers 
by office park tenants ... " Office park parking would overflow 
into adjoining residential neighborhoods.

(more) 

• 121



Creekside EIR Comments (cont.) 

-2 

Secondary access to the site would be provided by a 
proposed east-west collector connecting to Truxel Road. 
This street would cut directly through a residential 
neighborhood, and would bisect the Bannon Slough Parkway; 
this is contrary to the SNCP. 

A parcel of land known as the ."Dennett Property," lies 
between the project site and 1-5. There is no access to this 
residential property except through the office site. Thus, 
residents entering or leaving this residential site would 
be forced to traverse streets heavy with office park traffic. 

Cumulative traffic impacts will not be assessed until 
the final EIR. However, it is safe to say that traffic bound 
for this proposed office park project would come into direct 
conflict with traffic generated by other office narks now in 
study,-as-well as traffic from the -rapidly growing South 
Natomas Community. 

The Draft EIR says, on page J15, that "The intersections 
of West El Camino with Azevedo Drive and Truxel Road would 
have unacceptable levels of service (E) under both the proposed 
project and the no-project alternative." 'This is no news to . 
those of us who have lived with development overthe-past-five 
or more years. We feel, however, that there is a better 
opportunity to alleviate "unacceptable" traffic volumes
caused by neighbors than that generated by people who come 
from outside the community. 

Our plans for public transportation and para-transit modes 
have better chances of success when we work with residents 
of the nearby community. As the Draft EIR proclaims (J16): 
"Trip reduction measures ... would need to be implementea by 
project tenants, and the City would find them difficult to enforce." 

As an aside, perhaps it would be valuable for Planning 
staff to re-analyze Appendix II, traffic volume impacts and 
two-way ADT volumes, as well as figures quoted on intersections, 
capacity. These figures do notseem to balance. 

Often it is useful to review the work that has been done 
by governmental agencies. In this case, the City Council, with 
adequate reinforcement by Planning staff, the Planning Commission, 
and the South Natomas community, passed the South Natomas 
Community Plan. I would like to read a few of the nearly 
three dozen goal objectives of the SNCP:' 

Li
	 (more) 

L_ 

, 

Li
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Creekside EIR Comments (cont.) 

•*	 Establish residential density minimums which 
accomodate increased numbers of people and 
retard the need for urban expansion to the. north 

• Design and phase utilities and streets to reduce the 
possibility of premature development . outside the 
planning area. 

• Prohibit the intrusion of incompatable land uses 
and disruptive traffic into new and existing 
residential areas. 

• Design all, business areas to reduce the potential 
for conflict with adjacent residential areas. 

• Limit industrial development to the area presently. 
zoned for this use; and ensure that the design reduces 
the pote:ritial for conflict with adjacent residential uses. 

Encourage physical develoument which promotes the 
conservation of fossil fuels hnd minimizes air, noise, 
and water pollution. 

;Ladies and gentlemen of the Planning Commission, these goal 
:objectives did not come half-baked from the oven. We tended 
'those fires together, you and 1, We were certain that we had 
'a good product.	 • 

But now let us . not allow someone to cote in and squash 
our cake before we have had a chance to sample It! 

• Please, let us have the proponent go back to his 
original PUD, and we can all work together once tore in 
approving that schematic, which will be more consistent with 
the South Natomas Community Plan and the 1974 General Plan, 
and will certainly enhance the CBD. • 

Sincerely, 

Robert V. Doyle 
Member 
South Natomas Community Associati 
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ORIN N. BENNETT 
STEVEN W. DECOU 

CUMMING COMSSIM 

OEC3- 1981 

RFCFIxtr) 

3 December 1981 

City of Sacramento 
Planning Department. 
929 9th Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, Ca. 95814 -• 
Attn.: Diana Parker 

Subject: Creekside Office Park. ER 

Dear Staff: 

As owners of the property adjacent to the west boundary of the proposed 
Creekside project, we have reviewed the draft EIR for the Creekside 
Office Park and have the following comments. 

The draft EIR assumes the zoning for our property will remain as high-
density residential, and proposes—a number of mitigation measures based 
on that assumption. As we believe that the highest and best use of our 
property is business professional, it can be expected that we would 
request . rezoning to that classification should the Creekside Office Park . 
project be approved. We as that this be considered in assessing the 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures as they relate to this 
project. 

Planning for the area between Bannon Sibugh and 1-5, south of West El 
Camino Avenue should be compatible. This can be achieved if zoning for 
our property is assumed to be equivalent to the final zoning for the 
Creekside project, or if some transition zone-to combine the use of these 
two properties is provided. 

We look forward to a response to these comments. We are available to 
met with staff, if desired, at your convenience 

Orin N. Bennett 

ONB:MJG 

6560 PHEASANT HILL COURT 	 ORANGEvALE • CALIFORNIA 95C62 (916) 908-9774k, 
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SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 0 6201 S Street, Box 15830, SacramenttayttpthiMaMBEV3211 

DEC 1 6 1981 

December 15, 1981 

DIANNA PARKER 
ASSISTANT PLANNER 
CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
927 TENTH STREET, SUITE 300 

• SACRAMENTO CA 95814. 

SUBJECT: DEIR CREEKSIDE OFFICE PARK 

Dear Ms. Parker: 

SMUD's staff has received the above DEIR and offers the following comments: 

1. It appears that the project's energy use exceeds SMUD's planned 
substation capacity requiring the probable installation of new 
facilities. This added load could have a chain effect on our bulk 
69kV substation in the area (for further information contact 
Floyd Smith, extension 276). 

2. Energy conservation, passive solar, and peak load reduction design 
standards could minimize the extent of the impact to SMUD with respect 
to energy consumption and demand, and the future cost of generation and 
distribution. SMUD liould welcome the review opportunity to encourage 
conservation, solar, and load management measures. The specific details 
of the project on energy design criteria are preferred over general ones. 

The annual energy consumption figures on Exhibit M-1 seem excessive. 
A worst case office building is about 143,000 Btu's (1.43 therms) per sq. ri 
ft. per year. An energy-efficient office building could be around 60,000 
Btu's (0,60 therms) per sq. ft. per year. Existing Title 24 energy 
conservation building standards would put a typical home at 50,000 Btu's 
per sq. ft. per year. For a 1,300 sq. ft. typical dwelling, this is 
about 650 therms per year per unit, nowhere close to 1,400 therms. 
Under the new revised T-24 standards, which go into effect next year, 
30,000 Btu's per sq. ft. per year is the maximum allowed; therefore, 
the same 1,300 sq. ft. home . will use less than 325 therms per year per 
unit. Under the circumstances, it is far more likely that homes will be 
built under the new standards; therefore, there is a considerable 
amount of unaccountable energy usage to arrive at 1,400 therms/unit 
in the exhibit.
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Cordially, 

-R044 
Susan Boyle ak 
Environment fl Coordinator 
Transmission Planning Group

Dianna Parker	 -2-	 December 15, 1981 

a

It is strongly urged that the details and assumptions be revised, 
as the energy comparison creates many questions and perhaps a false 
impression of the project - no project issue. .Based on 325 therm 
per home and using the figures above, the exhibit could read:

Annual 
AlternatiVe - Land - Ute -	 Quantity Factor Annual ThermsCons	 i ump r .—on 

614,000 sq,ft, 	 .6-1.43 therms 3684O0-
per s.q. ft„ 878,020 

No-Project	 Residential	 911 units	 325 therms/unit 296,075 

For further information contact Pete Hollick, extension 406, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 

Project
	

Office 

126



•Cri	 CC;01;:il 

December 23, 1981

	 DEC 24 1D31 

p . r; p v c 

	

MEMO TO:	 Diana Parker, Assistant Planner 

FROM:	 Jim Bloodgood, Assistant Civil Engineer4 

	

SUBJECT:	 Creekside D.E.I.R. 

Page J-1 

Existina_Roadyy_System 

Northgate Blvd. is presently a 4-lane arterial. 

Planned Roadway Improvements 

Right-Of-Way for Garden Highway in the vicinity of the project 
is 82'. Right-Of-Way for Truxel Road is 1001. 

	

Page J-4
	 re" 

Bisycle Access_
• 

Azevedo Drive between W. El Camino Avenue and San Juan Road is 
also on the bicycle master plan. 

.Page J-6 

R2adway_Ca2acity 

To be compatable with the traffic studies done for the south 
Natomas Business Parks on the west side of I-6, 1500 vehicles per 
lane, per hour should be used. This will lower anticipated levels 
of service, but will allow for better interaction between the 
various studies. 

Intersection Capacities and Levels of Service 

See above comments. 

Page J-I1 

Site Access & Circulation 

	

_	 . _ 

"Internal Circulation will be serviced by individual driveways." 
Internal circulation will not be served by a cul-de-sac stub. 

Page j-16 

Widen W. El Camino Avenue to 6 lanes from 1-5 past Truxel Road 

	

_	 _ _ _ _	 _ 

Eliminate comment by Bloodgood in the second paragraph. 

JB/c1
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
LI 
LI

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
927 TENTH STREET	 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
SUITE 300	 TELEPHONE (016) 440-5604 J

MARTYVANDUM 
PLANNING DIRECTOR 

October 30, 1981 

MEMORANDUM  

TO:	 Interested Parties 

FROM:	 City of Sacramento Planning Department 

SUBJECT:	 Draft Environmental Impact Report for Creekside 
Office Park 

The City Planning Department is forwarding this document for review 
and comment to all agencies, organizations and interested persons 
indicated on the attached distribution list. Reviewers should 
focus on the sufficiency of the EIR in discussing possible impacts 
upon.the environment, ways in which adverse effects might be 
minimized, and alternatives to the proposed project. 

A public hearing to receive comments on the Draft EIR will be held 
before the City Planning Commission on Thursday, December 3, 1981, 
at 5:15 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City Hall, 915 I Street, 
Sacramento, California. 

Reviewers who wish to comment on the Draft EIR are urged to submit 
written comments to this office prior to the public hearing. 
Failure to do so will not preclude your right to testify at the 
hearing. 

fl	 Oral testimony submitted at the public hearing and written comments 
will be incorporated into the Final EIR. 

Please contact Clif Carstens at 449-5604 or me at 449-5381 if you 
have any questions regarding this matter. 

With re ards, 

)7C)Idnla 
Diana Parker 
Assistant Planner 

DP lo 
attachment
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DISTRIBUTION LIST FOR CREEKSIDE OFFICE PARK DRAFT EIR 

Sacramento City Council 
City Hall. Room 205 
915 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Sacramento City Planning 
Commission 

927 10th Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Walter J. Slipe 

City Manager	 . 
City of Sacramento 

Ron Parker 
Engineering Department 
City of Sacramento 

Les Frink 

Traffic Engineering Div. 
City of Sacramento 

Officer R. Overton 
Police Department 
City of Sacramento 

Chief Marry Powell 
Fire Department 
City of Sacramento 

Director 

Dept. of Community Services 
City of Sacramento

Carmichael Branch Library 

5605 Marconi Avenue 

Carmichael, CA 95608 

Sacramento Central Library 

828 I Street 

Sacramento. CA 95814 

Del Paso Branch Library 

115 Grand Avenue 

Sacramento, CA 95838 

Martin Luther King 
Branch Library 
7340 24th St. Bypass . 
Sacramento, CA 95822 - 

• McClatchy Library 

2112-22nd Street 

Sacramento, CA 95822 

McKinley Library 

601 Alhambra Boulevard 

Sacramento, CA 95816 

The Library-Science/Tech. 

California State University 
2000 Med Smith Drive 
Sacramento, CA 95819 
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Section A

INTRODUCTION 

t-Th

Summary Comparison of AdOpted Plans and Proposed Project  

Adopted Plans  

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been pre-
pared to assess environmental impacts of the 52-acre Creek-
side office park proposed for the South Natomas community 
in the City of Sacramento. The Sacramento City General Plan 
designates the project site for residential land use. The 
General Plan,. adopted in 1974, is currently being updated 
by the City Planning Department. 

.The . South-Natomas community planning area consists of 
approximately 4,100 acres located about 3 miles north of 
the City of Sacramento's Central Business District. The. 
area's boundaries are the Interstate 880 freeway on the west 
and north, the Western Pacific Railroad tracks on the east, 
and the AMetiOan and Sacramento Rivers on the south. In 
March 1978, the City Council adopted the South Natomas Community 
Plan (SNCP) with the following goals:. 

o Maximize the long-term retention of open space land 
north of the Interstate 880 freeway for active agri-
Cultural production by establishing suitable planning 
parameters for urbanization in South Natomas. 

o Accommodate as many people as possible consistent 
with quality development and adequate open space. 

o Provide commercial and office districts of a size 
and location to adequately serve the existing and 
anticipated future population of the community, 
consistent with adequate circulation and trans-
portation facilities. 

o Provide a balanced cirCulation system that serves 
local residents and through-traffic with a minimum 
of congestion or conflict with residential neighbor-
hoods, shopping areas, and'other land uses. 

o Make South Natomas a public transit oriented community. 

Support a high level of environmental quality within 
the community.
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A complete list of SNCP goals and objectives is included 
herein as Appendix VI. A detailed description of the relation-
ship of the proposed projects with SNCP goals and objectives 
is provided in this report under LAND USE (Section D). The 
SNCP, consistent with the General Plan, designates the project 
site for residential use. 

In January 1980, the City Council adopted a schematic 
plan for a 39-acre parcel included within the project site. 
This schematic plan, known as the Creekside Schematic PUD, 
provides for 672 residential units in a variety of housing 
types consistent with the SNCP. The resolution approving 
this schematic plan is included herein as Appendix VII. 

Proposed Project  

The proposed project is a "suburban" office park with 
614,000 square feet of office space in 1- and 2-story struc-
tures. The proposed project represents a major deviation 
from the land use designations of the City's 1974 General 
Plan, 1978 South Natomas Community Plan, 1980 Creekside Schematic 
PUD, and zoning ordinance. Consequently, the project applicant 
has submitted applications to: 

o Amend the 1974 General Plan, changing the designation 
from residential to commercial and offices. 	 - 

o Amend the South Natomas Community Plan, changing 
the designation from residential to business and 
professional offices. 

0 Amend the Creekside Schematic PUD from residential 
to offices. 

O Request to initiate rezoning of 52 vacant acres from 
residential (R-3R-PUD, R-2A-PUD, and R-213-PUD) to office 
(0B-PUD).

EIR Requirement 

The proposed Creekside office park is considered to 
be a "project" as defined by the California Environmental 
Quality Act--State EIR Guidelines, Section 15037. The guide-
lines require preparation of an Initial Study to evaluate

• a project's . effect on the environment (Section.15080). After 
reviewing the Initial Study prepared for each project (Appendix 
VIII) the City's Environmental Coordinator determined that
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the project could have significant environmental impacts 
on their respective sites and surrounding area. 	 The City's 
Initial Study has indicated a number of potentially significant 
adverse environmental impacts that would result from approval 
of the Creekside office park. These include the following: 

o Land Use: the office park project is inconsistent 
with the 1978 SNCP and 1980 Creekside PUD, which 
designate the project site for residential use. 

o Population, Housing, and Employment: the project 
• would displace approximately 911 dwelling units from 

South Natomas, and would generate a . substantial amount 
of new employment, which could have growth-inducing 
impacts. 

o 'Public Facilities and Services: the project could 
adversely affect certain public facilities and services, 
and increase associated public costs 

o Transportation, Air Quality, and Noise: the project 
would increase traffic volumes, potentially adversely 
affecting the planned circulation system and increasing 
air pollution and noise levels. 

o Eydrology and Water Quality: increased runoff volumes 
and pollutant loads from the project could adversely 
affect the planned drainage system and receiving 
water quality. 

o Biology: the project could adversely affect the 
Bannon Slough area, which supports a valuable wood-
land habitat. 

o Cumul a tive Impacts : the impacts of the project, 
when considered in conjunction with similarly proposed 
office parks and development induced by the project, 
could be cumulatively significant: (Note: cumula-
tive impacts from the proposed project,- together with 
the Natomas Eastside and Gateway Centre projects, 
will be evaluated in the Final EIR for-the Creekside 
office park). 

Based on the findings of potentially significant effects 
identified in the Initial Study and due to public concern 
for the Potential environmental effects of the project, 
the Environmental Coordinator required the preparation of 
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to Section. 
15080(a), 15082(b) and (c), and 15084(a) of CEQA.
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-Report Scope and Organization. 

Report Scope 

As provided for in state EIR guidelines, the focus of 
the Draft EIR is limited to specific issues and concerns 
identified as possibly significant in the Initial Study of 
the proposed project. The EIR describes the likely environ-
mental consequences if the proposed project is approved. 
The EIR has been prepared pursuant to the California Environ-• 
mental Quality Act of 1970 (Public Resources Code 21000, 
Division 13), and to related state and City EIR guidelines. 
The EIR is an informational document to aid in the local 
planning and decision-making process. The EIR assesses the 
potential, individual, and cumulative effects that the project 
may have on the environment, lists ways"to minimize potential 
adverse effects, and evaluates alternatives to the proposed 
project. Although not required by CEQA, mitigation measures 
have been proposed for minor adverse impacts which may not 
:be significant. 

The Draft EIR'approach is to compare environmental con-
ditions that would occur if the proposed project is approved 
with environmental conditions that would occur if existing • 
City policies designating the site for residential use (the 
no-project alternative) are followed. Although certain'cumu-
lative impacts are addressed, the Draft EIR does not address 
the cumulative environmental impacts that would result if 
two other proposed South Natomas business parks (Natomas 
Eastside and Gateway Centre) are approved by the City. Such 
cumulative impacts will be evaluated in the Final EIR for•
the Creekside office park, once data from the South Natomas 
Business Parks Draft EIR are fully available. When possible, 
however, this Draft EIR uses impact assessment methods similar 
to those used in the South Natomas Business Parks Draft EIR 
to provide a common basis for evaluating all three projects. 

Report Organization  

The following section of the Draft . EIR (Section B) 
describes the proposed Creekside office park and the no-
project alternative, consisting of residential development 
of the project site consistent with SNCP policies. The next 
section (Section C) presents a summary, of impacts and miti-
gation measures, as well as a number of impact conclusions 
required by CEQA. The following 15 sections (D through R) 
are each devoted to a single impact topic; within each topic, 
relevant environmental setting data are presented; the impacts 
of the proposed project and the no-project alternative are • 
evaluated and compared; and suggested mitigation measures 
are presented. The last section of the Draft EIR (Section S)

A4 
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lists documents and persons consulted in preparing this docu-
ment. A number of appendices also are appended to the Draft 
EIR to provide the interested reader with further documentation 
regarding the project and selected impact assessments. 

Government Code Section 7800 Statement 

This EIR has been prepared by Jones & Stokes Associates, 
environmental consultants, under contract to the City of 
Sacramento (Contract No.81015) for a cost not to exceed 
$31,900 

U. 
C 
U.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Location  

The proposed Creekside office park is located in the 
South Natomas area within the northwest part of the City 
of SacraMento. The regional location of the project is illus-
trated in Exhibit B-1, and the location of the project within 
the South Natomas area is shown in Exhibit B72. 

The 52-acre project site is bordered by West El Camino 
on the north, Bannon Slough on the east, Garden Highway on 
the south, and a vacant parcel adjacent to 1-5 on the west. 
The project site is currently under agricultural use and 
possesses several stands of native oak trees. A Pacific 
Gas & Electric (PG&E) easement, approximately 80 feet wide, 
crosses the site from east to west in the northern portion 
of the site.

Description of Proposed Project 

Project Characteristics  

The proposed project is a "suburban" office park with . 
614,000 square feet of office space in 1- and 2-story structures. 
The schematic development plan for the proposed project is 
shown in Exhibit B-3, and selected features of the'proposed 
project are presented in Exhibit B-4. 

A single major access to the site would be provided 
from West El Camino. The site plan delineates four separate 
subareas within the site, each with its own parking. A tote]. 
of. 1,535 parking spaces is proposed. No structures are pro'- 
posed within the PG&E easement, but portions of the easement 
are proposed for parking. A 40-foot parkway is proposed 
adjacent to Bannon Slough at the eastern edge of the site. 

The South Natomas Community Plan (SNCP) designates the 
project site for residential use. The proposed office park 
is not consistent with this designation, and would require 
General Plan,'community plan, and schematic plan amendments, 
and a rezoning of the site.
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No-Project Alternative (Creekside) 

Alternative

Acres 

Gross Net
Bannon 
Slough Streets

Landscaped 
Corridors 

Proposed Project 52.6 44.2 2.0 5.5 0.9 

No Project 
- Creekside PUD 38.5 31.8 2.0 3.14 2.0 
- Site Remainderl 14.1 11.4 1.4 0.6 
- Total 52.6 43.2 2.0 4.54 2.6

Office Space	 Parking 
(sq. ft.)	 Units	 Spaces 

1,535 

672 1,008 
239 359 
911 1,3672

614,000

:27	 L__)	 ED CID =I	 =3 =1 ED	 C__/ 

Exhibit B-4. Comparison of Proposed Project With 

l Assumes average density of 17 units per gross acre. 

'Assumes dwelling unit to parking ratio of 1:1.5. 



Economic Considerations 

The demand for office space in South Natomas and potential 
effects of regional scale office Parks in South Natomas on 
the Sacramento Central Business District (CBD) have been 
analyzed in the Draft EIR for two proposed South Natomas 
business parks, Natomas Eastside and Gateway Centre, proposed 
west of 1-5 (Sacramento :City Planning Department 1981). For 
this reason, a separate economic assessment of the proposed 
Creekside office park was not undertaken in this EIR. 

The office market findings in the South Natomas Business 
Parks Draft EIR are, however, also generally applicable'to 
the Creekside office park because of the close proximity 
of the three projects and because all three are suburban 
business parks. The main findings of the economic assess-
ment conducted for the South Natomas Business Parks Draft 
EIR, and the implications of these findings for the Creekside 
office park project, are summarized in Exhibit B-5. In general 
the economic impacts of the Creekside project would be similar 
in nature to those of the proposed South NatomaS.business 
parks, but would be of lesser magnitude, since the Creekside 
project provides significantly less office space.(614,000 
square feet vs. 3.3 million square feet of office space pro-
vided by the proposed business parks). The 614,000 square 
feet represents 5.8 percent of existing Sacramento area 'office 
space and 23.6 percent of existing CBD office space. 

Exhibit B-5 indicates that sufficient office space demand 
would exist to make the proposed project a good real estate 
prospect. The project could, however, adversely.affect the 
CBD office market through decreasing the rate of CBD office . 
development (but not the overall level); decreasing CBD office 
space absorption rates and prices; or causing future tenant 
relocation from CBD offices. (These effects could occur 
even though the proposed project is a suburban office develop-
ment which would not directly compete with CBD office space, 
unless project objectives were to change.) If the Natomas 
Eastside and Gateway Centre projects are approved, the local 
and regional supply of office space would increase signifi-
cantly, potentially making it more difficult for the Creekside 
project to attract tenants. Approval of the two projects 
would also result in cumulative adverse impacts . on the CBD 
office market if the Creekside project is approved.

U. 

r•	 '



Exhibit B-5. Fin4ings of Economic Assessment for South Natomas Business Parks
Draft- EIR and Implications for Creekside Office Park 
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Findings of South Natomas Business 	 . Implications , for Creekside 

G
	

Parks Draft EIR
	

Office Park • 

A. Consideration of office demand and related site 
suitabilities indicate that projects at proposed 
location represent a good real estate prospect. 

B. Project effects on regional office-commercial 
development might include: 

• A decline in rate of office development (but 
not the overall level) in CBD/Capitol zone. 

• Less pressure for similar (office-oriented) 	 • 
projects in North Natomas-airport area, at 
least within the decade. 

• Slightly less diversification in other com-
peting projects,- i.e., less office space, 
especially developments proposed to include 
a range of buSiness park uses (light 
industrial, research and development, dis-
tribution, commercial office) at locations 

- along Highway 50 or closer to Placer County. 

C. Proposed rate of project office space absorption 
could result in adverse impacts on regional office 
market, decreasing space expansion, absorption, and 
rental rates in CBD, in suburban office concentra-
tions throughout the region, and in other regional 
projects. 

D. CBD office space market may be established and 
occupied to an acceptable degree before sub-
stantial project impacts occur; main effects 
of any "overbuilding" in Natomas area on CBD 
would occur at later date if significant 
relocation of tenants occurs.

A. Similai considerations 
apply. 

B. Effects of Creekside project 
would be similar but of 
lesser magnitude because of 

.the'project'ssmeller size. 

C. Effects of Creekside project 
would be similar but of 
lesser magnitude because of 
the project's smaller size. 

D. Effects of Creekside project 
would be similar but of 
lesser magnitude because 
of the projects smaller size.
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Description of No-Project Alternative  

For this EIR, the no-project alternative consists of 
• the currently-approved residential uses of the site consistent 
with the SNCP, at average densities (17 units per acre). It•
consists of the 39-acre Creekside Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) approved by the City Council.in January . 1980 on the 
southern three-fourths of the site, together with residential 
use of the northern quarter of the site consistent with the 
SNCP. The Creekside PUD schematic development plan is shown 

.in Exhibit B-6, and selected features of the no-project 
alternative are presented in Exhibit B-4. 

The Creekside POD calls for 672 residential units, 'con-
sisting of 404 apartments, 168 air-space condominiums, and 
100 townhouses. Average density would be 17• units per gross 
acre, and 21 units per net acre. A single access would be 
provided from West El Camino. A 40-foot parkway, with a 
10-foot bike trail, would be included along Bannon Slough. 
The remaining 13 acres of the site would accommodate about 
239 units, assuming a density of 17 units per gross acre. 
In total, the no-project alternative would provide approximately 
911 dwelling units. This would require 1,367 parking spaces, 
assuming 1.5 parking spaces per unit:
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Section C

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

This section presents a summary of project impacts and 
mitigation measures, and a number of impact conclusions 
required by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15143) 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

Exhibit C-1 presents a summary of the environmental 
impacts of the proposed project, as compared to the no-project 
alternative, and lists mitigation measures for identified 
adverse impacts. For detailed discussions of these impacts 
and mitigation measures, refer to the appropriate, sections 
of the text following this chapter. 

CEQA-Required Impact Conclusions  

• Changes in Growth-Inducing Effects  

Land Use. The proposed project would decrease the avail-
able residential vacant land in South Natomas by 52 acres, 
or 5.5 percent. It would decrease the South . Natomas Community 
Plan (SNCP) residential land allocation by 1.8 percent, and 
increase the SNCP office land allocation by 149 percent. 
Approval of the project would be likely •to increase the demand 
for additional South Natomas office development and higher-
density residential development. 

Population. The proposed project would directly reduce 
the South Natomas population by 2,277 residents, 4 percent 
of the projected 1980-2020 population growth, thereby increasing 
population growth pressures on surrounding communities. The 

. project would, however, result in new jobs which would add 
an estimated 2,130-3,780 residents to Sacramento, including 
570-1,020 residents added to South Natomas. 

Housing. The proposed project would directly displace 
911 dwelling units, but would result in new jobs which would 
add an estimated 850-1,510 households to Sacramento, including 
230-408 households to South Natomas, thereby increasing South 
Natomas housing demand and prices.

Cl 



Exhibit C-1. Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact of Proposed Project, as 
Impact Category
	

Compared to No-Project Alternative
	

Mitigation Measures 

Land Use Regional: 52-acre (1.8%) decrease in SNCP 
residential allocation and 52-acre (149%) 
increase in SNCP office allocation. 

Regional: increased demand for additional 
South Natomas office and higher-density 
residential development 

Local: potential conflicts with residentially-
designated parcels to east and west of site. 

Plan Consistency: inconsistent with SNCP 
policies discouraging regional-scale office 
development and with • NCP residential land 
use designation for site; inconsistent with 
Central City Community Plan policies 
encouraging Central City revitalization 
and exoansion; inconsistent With Creekside 
Schematic PUD, designating 39 acres of 
site for residential use.

Increase allowable densities on remain-
ing South Natomas residentially-
designated parcels. (i.pfr astructure_con-
straints may limit tae feasibility of 
this measure). 

Require increased buffering of contigu-
ous parcels to east and west. 

Require applicant to justify office 
demand. 

Implement a mixed-use_office/resi-
dential project. 

Population Direct: reduction in South Natomas popula-
tion by 2,277 residents 4% of the projected 
1980-2020 population growth. 

Indirect: increased growth pressures on 
surrounding communities. 

Indirect: new jobs would add 2,130-3,780 
residents to Sacramento population, 
including 570-1,020 residents to South 
Natomas population.

Increase allowable densities on 
'remaining South Natomas residentially-
designated parcels (infrastructure con-
straints may limit the feasibility of 
this measure). 

Housing Direct: displacement of 911 dwelling units, 
eliminating 5.5% of available South Natomas 
vacant residential land 

Indirect: new . jobs would add 850-1,510 
households to Sacramento, including 230.-408 
households to South Matomas, increasing 
South Natomas.housing . demand and prices.

Increase allowable densities on remain-
ing South Natomas residentially- . 
designated parcels (infrastructure con-
straints may limit too feasitirli'ty ei 
this measure). 

Implement housing clement measures 
to increase housing affordability. 

Employment Permanent: increase of 3,960-5,280 direct 
and Secondary jobs, of which 1,190-2,120 
would be new jobs for regional labor market. 

Construction: no net -impact, since no-project 
alternative would generate equivalent • 
construction employment.

None required. 
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Impact of Proposed Project, as 
Impact Category	 Compared to No-Project Alternative	 Mitigation Measures 

Public Facilities and Services Police: less demand for police protection 
services; potentially inadequate emergency 
vehicle access. 

Fire: increased fire flow requirements; 
potentially inadequate emergency vehicle 
access. 

Water: decrease of 135 acre-feet/acre/year 
(63%) in water demand. 

Sewer: decrease of 46,000 gallons per day 
sewage flow. 

Solid Waste: no net impact. 

Recreation and Open Space: elimination 
of requirement for 12.14 acres of parks; 
loss of $764,820 in developer park con-
tributions; provision of 40-foot-wide 
Bannon'Creek Parkway; project scale 
would reduce parkway's recreational 
attractiveness. 

Schools: decrease of 237 school children. 

Transit: decreased transit patronage; 
creation of land use pattern less amenable 
to efficient transit service. 

Drainage: increase in peak runoff flows 
by 1.4-5.2 cfs (6-50%).

Provide adequate lighting. 

Provide additional access to site. 

Consult with County Public Works 
Water Quality Division regarding 
collector sewer locations. 

Increase building setbacks from 
proposed 40-foot Bannon Slough 
Parkway. 

Eliminate east-west collector road 
from site plan. 

Provide designated bus turnout on the 
south side of West El Camino at Azevedo. 

Provide and maintain a bus shelter or 
covered waiting area for the above bus 
stop. 

Provide walkways throughout the project 
connecting directly to the bus stop. 

Payment of one-time drainage fee. 

Fiscal Impacts See PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 
and TRANSPORTATION mitigation 
measures. 

Municipal Services: one-time capital cost 
savings of $327,780; annual operation and 
maintenance cost saving of $73,560' 

Special Districts: no net fiscal effect. 

Revenue Generation: one-time revenue increase 
of $271,792; annual revenue decrease of 
$8,686. 

Net Fiscal Effect: savings of 8599,572 in 
capital (one-time) costs; savings of 
$64,874 in annual operating costs. 

Tranr.portation Traffic and Circulation: increase of 2,833 
trips per day, 44 16 more than no-project 
alternative; no significant impacts on 
roadway or intersection capacities; inter-
sections of West El Camino with Azevedo 
and Truxel at unacceptable level of service

Signalize the intersections of West El 
Camino/Azevedo, West El Camino/Truxel, 

• and Truxel Road/east-west local col-
lector. 

Widen El Camino to six lanes from 1-5 
past Truxul, improving levels of service 
for Azevedo and Truxel intersections 
front E to 0.	 (Feasibility and findnein9 
of this measure is uncertain.)
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Impact of Proposed Project, as 
Impact Category
	

Compared to No-Project Alternative 	 Mitigation Measures 

Transportation (cont'd.) (E) with or without project; potential 
circulation problems at West El Camino/ 
Azevedo and 30-foot driveway accesses 
to site. 

• Parking: consistent with City require-
ments, but shortage may exist as mea-
sured by other guidelines. 

Bicycle Access: opportunity for con-
struction of Bannon Slough bicycle 
path.

Implement trip reduction measures. 
(Difficult to enforce by City.) 

Design 30-foot driveway off West E]— 
Camino for right-in/right-out only. 

Widen 30-foot driveway off West El 
Camino to 35 feet. 

Prepare updated South Natomas trans-
portation study and comprehensive 
capital improvements program. 

Review proposed project parking 
requirements. 

Complete planning to Bannon Slough 
bicycle path. 

Construct bicycle path through project. 

Air Quality Ozone Precursors: minor increase in 
hydrocarbon and nitrous oxide emmissions 
from traffic. 

Carbon Monoxide: essentially no change 
in carbon monoxide concentrations at 
selected receptors caused by increased 
traffic.

Implement trip reduction measures, 
(Difficult to enforce by City.) 

Noise
	 Traffic Noise: essentially no change

	
Use of noise-reducing building designs 

in noise levels at selected receptors 	 and materials. (Construction of noise 
caused by increased traffic. 	 barrier.) 

Energy Annual Energy Use: decrease of 428,080 
therms/year (34%). - 
Transportation Fuel: increase of 
660,256 therms/year (44%). 

Net Impact: increase of 232,176 
therms/year (8.5%).

Implement energy conservation measures 
beyond Title 24 and UBE requirements. 

Implement trip reduction measures. 
(Difficult to enforce by City-) 

General Appearance: low-rise develop-
ment visible from adjacent roadways. 

Wall at Western Boundary: 6-foot wall 
would be visually unappealing and make 
residential use of adjacent property 
less desirable. 

1-5 Beautification Corridor: protection 
of 25-foot landscaped buffer consistent 
with . SNCP requirements. 

Natural Vegetation: loss of native 
'vegetation other than mature trees,

Increase building setbacks from proposed 
40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway. 

Maintain native vegetation along I-5 
right-of-way and PG&E transmission line 
easement, and within proposed 40-foot 
Bannon Slough Parkway. 

Avoid or minimize development within the 
riparian woodland habitat lying outside 
proposed Bannon Slough Parkway. 
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Impact Category
Impact of Proposed Project, as 
Compared to No-Project Alternative Mitigation Measures 

Hydrology/Water Quality Surface Water: increase in peak runoff 
flows of 1.4-5.2 cfs (6-50%); increase in 
nonpoint suspended solids of 2,600 lbs. 
per year (29%). 

Groundwater/Subsurface: risks from seepage 
conditions and high groundwater

Payment of one-time drainage fee. 

Implement measures to reduce nonpoint 
source pollutant loads. . 

Implement engineering measures to pro-
tect against seepage and high ground-
water. 

Geology and Soils Soils/Geologic Constraints: potential for 
soil erosion, expansive soils, subsidence, 
and liquefaction.

Implement standard construction 
practices to reduce erosion. 

Design structures to minimize soils and 
geologic hazards. 

Biology Fence Row Habitats: would be extensively 
modified or eliminated. 

Riparian Woodland Habitat: loss of 66% of 
Bannon Slough woodland present on-site 
caused by development; fragmentation of 
woodland habitat by east-west collector; 
threats to viability of retained mature 
trees; loss of woodland habitat other than 
trees within proposed 40-foot parkway.

Maintain native vegetation along I-5 
and PG&E transmission line easement, 
and within proposed 40-foot Bannon 
Slough Parkway. 

Avoid or minimize development within the 
riparian woodland habitat lying outside 
proposed 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway. 

Locate collector road crossing farther 
north where riparian woodland habitat 
is nonexistent or narrow. 

Avoid construction activities and irri-
gated landscaping within driplines of 
retained oak trees. 

Limit public access to areas of native 
woodland habitat. 

Archeology Participation of archeologists during 
• construction. 

Archcologic Sites: site has low 
archeological sensitivity.



C6 

Employment. The proposed project would create an estimated 
3,960-5,280 direct and secondary jobs, of which an estimated 
1,190-2,120 would be new jobs for the regional labor market. 
It would have no net effect on construction employment. 

Public Services and Facilities. The proposed project 
would reduce most public services and facilities requirements. 
It would reduce police and fire protection needs, water demand, 
wastewater generation, park requirements, demands on South 
Natomas schools, and transit patronage. Although park demand 
would be reduced, the proposed project would result in a 
loss of $764,820' in developer contributions to South Natomas 
parks, and reduce the recreational attractiveness of the 
proposed Bannon Slough Parkway. The project would increase 
peak runoff flows reaching storm drains between 6 and 50 
percent. 

Fiscal Impacts. The project would result in a savings 
of $599 , 572 in capital (one-time) costs and $64,874 in annual 
operating costs. 

Traffic and Circulation. Although the proposed project 
would increase trips generated from the site by 44 percent, 
no significant effects on roaday capacities or intersections 
are predicted from this added traffic. 

Unavoidable and Irreversible Adverse Impacts Which Are  
Potentially Significant  

Of the impacts listed in Exhibit C-1, the following 
impacts are considered to be potentially significant and 
either incapable of complete mitigation or irreversible in 
nature. 

Land Use. The proposed project would eliminate 52 acres 
of residentially-designated land, thereby increasing demands 
for additional South Natomas office and high-density residential 
development. It would also create potential conflicts with 
residentially-designated parcels lying east and west of the 
project site. 

Population, Housing and Employment. The project would 
simultaneously displace 911 dwelling units from South Natomas 
while adding an estimated 230-408 households and 570-1,020 
residents to South Natomas which would need to be accommodated 
off site. This would increase South Natomas housing demand 
and prices, and increase growth pressures on surrounding 
communities.
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Public Facilities and Services. The proposed project 
would reduce developer contributions to South Natomas parks 
by $764,820 . and reduce the recreational attractiveness of 
the proposed Bannon Slough Parkway. 

Aesthetics. The proposed project would require a .visually-
unappealing 6-foot wall at its western boundary, making residential 
use'. of the adjacent parcel less desirable. Both the pro-
posed project and no-project alternative would reduce the 
visual attractiveness of-the site by loss of native vegetation 
other than mature trees. 

Biology. Although both the proposed project and the 
no-project alternative propbse retention of existing mature 
trees on the site, both would result in losses and disturbance 
to the Bannon Slough riparian woodland habitat, reducing the 
existing high quality of the habitat; proposed mitigation 
measures can reduce, but are unlikely to completely eliminate 
this impact. 

Short-Term Uses of the Environment versus Long-Term 
Productivity 

Land Use. Both the proposed project and the no-project 
alternative would result in the loss of 52 acres of currently-
productive agricultural land. 

Air Quality and Noise. The project would produce , minor 
long-term increases in community carbon monoxide and noise 
levels caused by increased traffic. 

Energy. The proposed project would increase long-term 
energy use generated by the site by 8.5 percent. 

Aesthetics. The proposed project would have long-term 
adverse impacts on site aesthetics through construction of 
the 6-foot wall at its western boundary and through removal 
of native vegetation. 

Hydrology/Water Quality. The proposed project would 
create minor increases in peak runoff flows and nonpoint 
source pollutant loads. 

Biology. The proposed project and the no-project alter-
native would both have long-term adverse impacts on the fence 
row habitats and Bannon Slough riparian woodland habitat. 
Without disturbance, the entire Bannon Slough area would 
eventually become a mature riparian woodland ecosystem.



Effects Found Not to Be Significant  

In Initial Study. The City's Initial Study determined 
that a number of potential impacts of the proposed project 
were not significant. Refer to Appendix VIII for a listing 
of these impacts. 

Tr1._ Draft ETh. Of the proposed project's potentially 
significant impacts, the following impacts examined : in this 
EIR were determined to be minor and not significant (see - 
Exhibit C-1): 

o impacts on public Services and facilities other 
than recreation and open space 

o fiscal impacts . (determined to be beneficial) 

o transportation impacts 

o air quality impacts 

o noise impacts 

o energy impacts 

o hydrology and water quality impacts 

o geologic and sails impacts.

C8 
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Section D 

LAND USE 

fi

Setting 

Existing and Planned Land Use and Zoning. 

Regional Land Use. The project site is located within 
the South Natomas community planning area. Historically 
a productive agricultural area, the South Natomas area expe-
rienced increasing development pressures in the late 1960s 
and 1970s, eventually leading to the preparation of the South 
Natomas Community Plan (SNCP) in 1978. 

In the spring of 1977, 1,161 acres (26 percent) of the 
total South Natomas planning area of 4,540 acres were developed 
in urban uses. The SNCP ultimate development plan calls 
for primarily residential uses served by supporting commercial 
activities, schools, parks, and other public facilities. 
At ultimate development, 2,949 acres (65 percent) are proposed 
for residential use, 819 acres (18 percent) are proposed 
for open space use, 147 acres (3 percent) are proposed for 
schools, 131 acres (3 percent) are proposed for commercial 
or highway commercial use, 35 acres (1 percent) are proposed 
for office use, and the remaining 459 acres (10 percent) 
are proposed for other uses (industrial, freeways/streets, 
and Riverfront District). 

Local Land Use. The existing land uses of the site 
and its immediate vicinity are shown in Exhibit D-1, an 
aerial photo taken in April 1981. The project site is cur-
rently in agricultural use, and no structures are present 
on the site. The site is currently zoned R-3R (PUD) (light 
density multiple family), R-2A (PUD) (garden apartments), 
and R-2B (PUD) (garden apartments). 

As shown in Exhibit D-1, land in the site vicinity is 
either vacant or in residential use. Immediately to the 
west of the site, the Bennett parcel, covering about 5 net 
acres, is currently vacant, and zoned for agriculture. 
Immediately to the east of the site the Sammis parcel, covering 
about 62 acres is also currently vacant, and is zoned for 
residential and agricultural use. To the north of the site, 
across West El Camino, the Discovery Park apartments and 
Mill Creek single-family home subdivision have been completed. 
Land to the south of the site, across Garden Highway, is 
occupied by Discovery Park. Other parcels in the vicinity,
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but not contiguous to it, are also either j.n vacant or resi-
dential use. Most are zoned for either agricultural or resi-
dential use, with the exception of the southeast corner of 
West El Camino and Truxel, which is zoned for shopping center 
use.

The City Planning Department has a number of pending 
applications for South Natomas developments in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site. Specific projects have not 
been proposed for either the Bennett or Sammis properties 
contiguous to the site. Sammis Company applied in August 
1981 for a subdivision of its 82-acre property into four 
parcels, and for rezoning of the property to establish con-
sistency with the South Natomas Community Plan. 

West of the project site, across 1-5, the City has 
received applications for two business parks Natomas East-
side, located northwest of the 1-5/West El Camino interchange, 
proposes 137 acres of commercial/office use and 21 acres 
of residential use on an approximately 180 gross acre site. 
Gateway Centre, located southwest of the 1-5/West El Camino 
interchange, proposes 85 acres of commercial/office use on 
an approximately 90 gross acre site. Together, the two pro-
jects would provide about 3.3 million square feet of office 
space. A separate EIR is being prepared for the two business 
parks. 

East of the project site, across Truxel, the City has 
received two applications. A 9.5-acre shopping center has 
been proposed on the southeast corner of Truxel and West 
El Camino. East of the shopping center site, a 46-acre resi-
dential project called'Delta Point has been tentatively 
approved, consisting of 384 single-family and 232 multiple-
family units. 

Land Use Plans and Policies  

A number of City plans and policies affect the future 
land use of the site and its vicinity. The SNCP, a guide 
to the future growth and development of the South Natomas 
area, is the most important of these plans for purposes of 
project assessment. The basic goals of the SNCP are to provide . 
urban development which is coordinated with public service 
provision, to protect the livability of existing develop-
ment, to assure beneficial new development, and to harmonize 
the area's development and physical setting. The intent 
of the SNCP is to provide a residential neighborhood close 
to the Central Business, District (CBD), with limited amounts 
of commercial and office space, to serve the needs of South 
Natomas residents. 

The SNCP's goals and policies are embodied in the plan's 
future land use map. The map's future land use designations 
for the site and its vicinity are shown in Exhibit D-2. As 
shown, the site is designated as residential, with an average

D3 
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NOTE: Does not include amendments to SNCP from Natamas Oaks PUD.
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minimum density of 22 units per acre. Most of the . land within 
the vicinity of the site also is designated as residential, 
with the exceptions of commercial/office use west of 1-5 and -1 	 a shopping center on the southeast corner of West El Camino 
and Truxel. 

Several other City plans also apply to the proposed 
project. These are the 1974 Sacramento General Plan, the 
1980 Central City Plan, the 1975 American River Parkway Plan, 
and the 1980 Creekside Planned Unit Development (PUD) Sche-

n

matic Land Use Plan. 

Planning Approvals Required  

In order to approve the project, the City would have 
to undertake three major actions. The General Plan and SNCP 
would need to be amended to change the land use designation 
of the site from residential to commercial/business and pro-
fessional offices. The 1980 ordinance designating the Creekside 
PUD would need to be amended. Lastly, zoning of the site 
would need to be changed from residential to office building 
(0-B).

Impacts  

Proposed Project  

Regional Land Use Impacts. The project would change 
the SNCP's residential and office land use allocations. The 
SNCP allocates 2,949 acres for residential use, and the pro-
posed project would reduce this amount by 52 acres, or 1.8 
percent. The SNCP allocates 35 acres for office use, and 
the proposed project would increase this amount by 52 acres, 
or 149 percent. 

In addition to these direct land use changes, the pro-
posed project may have secondary effects on the South Natomas 
land use pattern. Approval of the project would constitute 
a precedent for allowing regional office park development 
east of 1-5, and this precedent would be likely to increase 
demands for additional office or commercial uses on residentially-
designated sites east of 1-5. Also, if the City seeks to 

.	 retain its goal of providing about 28,000 dwelling units 
in the South Natomas area, higher density housing would need 
to be provided on the remaining residentially-designated 
parcels. This would involve less emphasis on conventional 
detached single-family dwellings, and more emphasis on higher 
density half-plexes, townhouses, condominiums, and apartments 
These demands for increased office/commercial development 
and higher-density residential projects would be intensified 
if the City approves the Natomas Eastside or Gateway Centre 
proposals west of 1-5. 



Local Land Use Impacts. The proposed project would 
create potential conflicts with the planned residential uses 

. of the contiguous vacant parcels to the east and west of 
the site. The potential conflict is more serious with the 
Bennett parcel to the west.. The City zoning ordinance 
(Section 3[d][7]) requires a 6-foot-high masonry or brick 
fence separating nonresidential uses from abutting residential 
uses. This Wall, together with the required 1-5 sound wall 
along the west side of the Bennett parcel, would create a 
"fortress" effect which would reduce the marketability of 
residential units on the Bennett property, thereby increasing 
the likelihood of a nonresidential project being proposed for 
the site. Aside from the "fortress" effect, the proposed 
project would create additional traffic on Azevedo, the street 
providing access to the Bennett Parcel; the increased traffic 
also would decrease the desirability of residential use of 
the Bennett property. 

Potential conflicts with the Sammis property to the 
east are not as serious, since Bannon Slough would act as 
a buffer between the proposed project and a residential pro-
ject to the east. The proposed project, however, would gen-
erate additional traffic on the proposed east-west local 
collector connecting the two parcels, thereby decreasing 
the desirability of residential use of the Sammis property. 

Consistency with Land Use Plans and Policies. 

South Natomas Community Plan. The proposed project 
• would be inconsistent with the general intent of the SNCP 
to develop the South Natomas area as a residential community 
close to the CBD, as well as the SNCP's future land use map, 

.which designates the site for residential use. The SNCP 
does not recommend regional-scale office developments in 
South Natomas because of the proximity of South Natomas to 
the CBD, and because of potential impacts on the transporta-
tion system. 

The SNCP sets forth a number of specific goals, objectives, 
policies, and development criteria related to office develop-
ments. The consistency of the proposed project with these 
planning guidelines is summarized in Exhibit D-3. As shown 
by Exhibit D-3, the proposed project is not consistent with 
the SNCP's fundamental goals, objectives, and policies related 
to office development because it provides office space to 
serve regional rather than planning area needs. However, 
it is consistent or potentially consistent (depending on 
final site design) with the SNCP' . s more detailed develop-
ment criteria for office developments in South Natomas. 

Sacramento General Plan, Central City Community Plan, 
American River Parkway Plan, Creekside PUD Schematic Land  
Use Plan. Exhibit D-4 summarizes the consistency of the
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Exhibit D-3 

Consistency of Proposed project with South Natomas Community Plan Goals, Objectives, 
Policies, and Development Critetia Related to Office Development 

Goals and Objectives 

Provide commercial and office districts of 
a size and location to adequately serve 
existing and anticipated future population 
of the community, consistent with adequate 
circulation and transportation facilities. 
Limit commercial and office development to 
neighborhood and community services and 
retail sales. Do not permit regional 
scale developments, especially 
those which compete with the downtown 
Sacramento CBD. 

Design all business areas to reduce the 
potential for conflict with adjacent 
residential areas. 

Policies 

Support the SNCP standards and locations for 
all types of future commercial and office 
development as shown on the plan map. 

Require the proponent of additional com-
mercial and office development to clearly 
justify the demand to the satisfaction 
of the Planning Commission and City Council. 

Development Criteria  

Buffer/screening provisions on those sides 
of the development contiguous to residential 
property. 

Limited ingress and egress onto streets. 

Provisions which promote cross-site vehicular 
access between commercial activities rather 
than dependency on public streets. • 

Structures which are efficiently grouped and 
based on a common architectural theme in 
harmony with the surrounding area. 

Adequate parking in areas which are carefully 
landscaped with trees and other vegetation. 
Parking space requirements are subject 
to the zoning ordinance. 

Provisions which facilitate the use of 
bicycles, walkways, and busses. These 
include bike racks and storage facilities, 
bus shelters, and benches. 

Signs that are harmonious with the structures 
and conform to the City sign ordinance. 

Increased landscaped setbacks along major 
streets, including the use of earthen berms. 

Service/trash areas that are not located 
adjacent to residential uses.

Assessment of Consistency  

Not consistent: proposed office space 
is beyond that needed to serve South 
Natomas community needs.' 

Not consistent: 52-acre project may 
be considered regional scale. 

Not consistent: residential use of 
property to west impaired by required 
wall and increased traffic. Resi-
dential use of property to east 
impaired by increased traffic. - 

Not consistent: site not designated 
on plan map for office development. 

Not consistent: the proponent has 
not provided justification. 

Consistent: screening on the west 
would be achieved by a wall. Buf-
fering on the east would be achieved 
by Bannon Slough and possibly a wall. 

Consistent: a single major access at 
West El Camino is provided. 

Not applicable: since contiguous - 
properties are designated for: resi-
dential:use. 

Potentially consistent: depending 
on final site design. 

Consistent: parking areas are land-
scaped- Parking spaces meet zoning 
ordinance requirements: 

Potentially consistent: depending 
on final site design. 

Potentially consistent: depending 
on final site design. 

Consistent: a landscaped setback 
from West El Camino is -provided. 

Potentially consistent: depending on 
final site design.



Exhibit D-4 

Consistency of Proposed Project with General Plan, Central City Community Plan, 
and American River Parkway Plan - Policies 

08 

Sacramento General Plan Policies  

Support projects directed at retaining 
and improving the role of the CBD as the 
major retail trade and financial center 
for the region. 

Prevent incompatible, commercial develop-
ment adjacent to the American River Parkway.

Assessment of Consistency 

Consistent: a suburban office develop-
ment would not compete with CEO for 
major retail or major financial tenants. 

Consistent: :Garden . Highway would 
buffer the proposed project from 
the American River Parkway. 

Central City Community Plan Goals 

Encourage development of adjacent areas 
such a manner as to be compatible with 
developments in the Central City.

in Potentially inconsistent: to the 
extent that the project impairs 
marketability of Central City • 
office space. 

Potentially inconsistent: to the 
extent that the project impairs 
marketability of Central City 
office space. 

Potentially inconsistent: to the 
extent that the project impairs 
marketability of Central City' 
office space. 

Potentially inconsistent: to the 
extent that the project impairs 
marketability of Central City 
office space. 

Potentially inconsistent: proposed 
SNCP amendment is potentially 
inconsistent with the above Central 
City Plan policies. 

• 

Continue revitalization of the CBD as a 
major commercial center in the region. 

Encourage public and private office develop-
ment, Where compatible with the adjacent 
land uses and circulation system, in the CBD. 

Encourage full utilization of existing 
office areas in the Central City. 

Encourage coordination of City plans and 
programs based on the Central City Plan.' 

American River Parkway Plan Policies  

The City shall promulgate measures to Miti-
gate or eliminate adverse impacts of uses 
adjacent to the Parkway which may affect 
the Parkway-or other uses oUtside the 
Parkway. 

Creekside POD Schematic Land Use Plan  

39-acre PliD created for residential project.

Consistent: Garden Highway would 
buffer the project from the Parkway. 

Not consistent: office uses not 
consistent With adopted POD.
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proposed project with a number of City plans in addition 
to the SNCP. As shown, the proposed project is consistent 
with Sacramento General Plan policies related to the CBD 
and the American River Parkway. The proposed project, however, 
is potentially inconsistent with a number of Central City 
Community Plan goals encouraging revitalization and expansion 
of the Central City as a commercial/office center. To the 
extent that the proposed project impairs the marketability 
of Central City office space, through either direct competition 
with the Central City or through creating a "drag" on the 
CBD office market, the project would be inconsistent with 
Central City Community Plan policies; these potential impacts 
on CBD office space are reviewed in further detail in Section B, 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION. 

The proposed project is consistent with American River 
Parkway Plan policies . regarding impacts of uses adjacent 
to the parkway, as shown in Exhibit D-4. Lastly, the pro-
posed project is inconsistent with the 1980 Creekside PUD 
Schematic Land Use Plan, because the 39-acre PUD was estab-
lished as a residential project. 

No-Project Alternative  

Regional Land Use Impacts. Under the no-project alterna-
tive, the SNCP's residential and office land use allocations 
would not change, and additional project-generated demands 
for office development and higher-density residential develop-
ment in South Natomas would be avoided. 

Local Land Use Impacts. Under the no-project alternative, 
potential conflicts with neighboring residentially-designated 
properties to the east and west would be less serious since 
a wall at the western boundary of the project site would 
not be required and less traffic would be generated. 

Consistency with Land Use Plans. The no-project alternative 
would be consistent with SNCP policies encouraging a pre-
dominantly residential community, as well as the SNCP future 
land use map, which designates the site for residential use. 
The no-project alternative would generally be consistent 
with the applicable policies in r number of other City plans: 
the Sacramento General Plan, the Central City Community Plan, 
the American River Parkway Plan, and the Creekside PUD 
Schematic Land Use Plan.
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Comparion 

.	 The proposed project would have a nuffiber of major land 
use impacts, compared to the no-project.alternative:'a 1.8 
Percent decrease in the SNCP's residential allocation and 
a 149 percent increase in the SNCP's office allocation; in-
creased demands for additional office and higher-density 
residential development in South Natomas; potential conflicts 
with residential-designated properties to the east and west 
of the project site; and inconsistency with policies of the 
SNCP, Central City Community Plan, and Creekside Schematic 
POD Land Use Plan. . In comparison, the no-project alternative 
would avoid changes in the SNCP land use allocations; avoid 
increased demands for additional office space and higher- 

parcels; and be consistent with existing land use policies. 	 0 density development; reduce potential conflicts with contiguous 

Mitigation Measures
	 LL 

„	 _ 

Increase Allowable Densities on Remaining South Natomas Resi-
dentially-Designated Parcels  

To reduce the displacement of residential uses, densities 
for vacant residentially-designated parcels in South Natomas 
could be increased to provide 911 replacement dwelling units. 
According to Planning Department staff (Parker' pers. comm.), 
as of mid-1981, he total amount of residentially-designated 
land in South Natomas for which subdivisions have not been 

. approved is 889 acres, and this land could realistically 
accommodate 7,172 dwelling units. The average gross density 
of remaining residentially-designated land is thus 8.07 units 
per acre. If the 911 units displaced by the proposed project 
also were to be accommodated on this land, the average gross . 
density would increase to 9.09 units per acre.- • 

This measure would be effective in offsetting the dis-
placement of residential uses, but may not be feasible since' 
projects at densities higher than currently planned for may 
not be marketable. Also, higher-density residential develop-
ment could Create localized; site-specific adverse environ-
mental impacts such as less open space and increased traffic, 

. noise, and public facilities requirements. 

-4 According to the SoUth.Natomas Business Parks Draft 
EIR, South Natomas has basic limitations in sewerage capacity 
which could reduce the feasibility of increasing residential 
densities beyond those of the SNCP:
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"Even under the current SNCP development scenario, South 
Natamas sewage collection systems on both sides of 1-5 would 
be strained. Any additional urban intensification . . . 
would require construction of supplementary collector lines 
•	 •	 •

"Pump station capacity to the regional wastewater treat-
ment plant is limited. Although a new pump station is being 
constructed in South Natomas to transport sewage to the 
regional treatment plant, it would barely have sufficient 
capacity for SNCP development, and would not have capacity 
to accommodate the [Natomas Eastside and Gateway Centre] 
projects plus housing density offset measures. 

"A possible solution to South Natomas pump station limita-
tions would be to expand the scope of a current design study 
effort to convert the existing North Natamas treatment plant 
to a pump station. An expanded scope-of-study could enable 
plans to be made to accommodate a portion of South Natamas 
sewage at the new North Natomas pump station, thereby elimi-
nating pump station limitations in South Natomas. Study 
expansion could be funded by fair Share developer contri-
butions. 

"On the other hand, in comparing sewer impacts of such 
density increases with current SNCP impacts, it Should be 
noted that recent housing density adjustments from the SNCP 
to reflect actual development patterns (March 1981 city staff 
calculations) resulted in a greater increase in sewer demand 
than would the suggested density increases. This indicates 
that sewer improvements will probably also be needed with 
the current SNCP." 

Require Increased Buffering of Contiguous Parcels to East 
and West' 

To reduce the proposed project's potential land use 
conflicts with contiguous parcels, increased setbacks and 
landscaped buffers could be required for residential projects 
proposed on the two parcels. Also, the City could require . 
dwellings to be oriented away from the proposed project site 
to the extent feasible. 

Require Applicant to Justify Office Demand  

In conformance with SNCP policies, the applicant could 
be required to justify office demand in support of the pro-
ject. The applicant also could be required to demonstrate 
that adverse effects on the marketability of Central City 
office space would' not occur if the project is approved, 
through analysis of the specific tenant mix contemplated.



Implement a Mixed-Use Office/Residential Project 

A mixed-use office/residential project could be designed 
for the project site. To the extent that residential uses 
are increased, the major land use impacts of the proposed 
project would be reduced.

D12 



El 

Section E 

POPULATION 

Setting  

Existing Population and Recent Trends  

The 1980 populations of Sacramento County and City were 
770,200 and 270,400, respectively, based on 1980 census data. 
The annual population growth rate . in , Sacramento County between 
1970 and 1980 was approximately 2.2 percent. , The unincorporated 
areas grew at a considerably higher annual rate (2.4 percent) 
than the City of Sacramento (0.8 Percent). 

The 1980 population of the South Natomas coMmunity is 
estimated to be 12,230 (Sacramento CitY . Planning Department 
1980). This represents an increase of roughly 4,000 persons 
over the 1975 estimated population of 8,500 (Sacramento,City 
Planning Department, 1978). The annual growth rate in SoUth 
Natomas between 1970 and 1975 was 2.7 percent, second highest 
of all Sacramento communities. For 1975-1980 the area had 
the highest annual growth rate (8.8 percent) of communities 
within the City (Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). 

Projected Population 

Sacramento County is projected to increase in Population 
from 770,200 in 1980 to 816,000 in.198.5 and 976,700.ip the 
year 2000.. The City. of Sacramento is projected to grow from 
270,400 in. 1980 to 317,400 in 1985 (Sacramento City.:Planning 
Department 1981). 

The South Natomas area is projected to capture an 
increasing percentage of the City's population, from 3 percent 
in 1975 to 9 percent by 1995 (Sacramento City Planning 
Department 1978). From 1980-1 .985 the projected South Natomas 
annual growth rate is 6.1 . percent, the highest rate for 
communities within the City (Sacramento City Planning Depart-
ment 1981)._ The SNCPprojects the South Natomas population 
to increase from 12,500 in 1980 to 25,900 in 1985; 38,100 
in 1995; and 68,600 in the year 2020. The 1980 City !lousing 
Element projects a 1985 South Natomas population of 16,000, 
which is significantly lower than the SNCP 1985 projection 
of 25,900.
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Impacts  

Proposed Project  

Direct Impacts. The proposed project would result in 
the displacement of 911 residential units. At an average 
of 2.5 persons per dwelling unit the potential population 
of the South Natomas area would be reduced by 2,277 persons. 
This would repredent a reduction of 4.0 percent of the pro-
jected population increase of the community between L980 
and 2020. 

'Indirect Impacts. -Twoindirect -impacts would occur as 
a result of development of the proposed project. - First, - 
'a reduction in the' projected growth of the South_Natomas 
area would result in -increased-growth pressure'S:on surrounding 

— commtnities, including North Sacramento. - 

Second, the project would add a number of "new jobs" 
to Sacramento; resulting in additional pdpulation grOwth 

-riot accOunted for in current plans . (see Section G, EMPLOYMENT). 
The MOW diredt and- secondary jobs could result in an additional 

; 2130-3,780'residents-added to'the . 8acramento population, • 
using . aSsumptions_deVeloped in the South Natomas Business 

r: Parks Draft EIR (See Exhibit El). 

These new residents would be distributed throughout 
the Sacramento area. For population derived from direct 
employment, perhaps 30 percent of professional worker house-
holds and 20 percent of nonprofessional worker households 
could be expected to live in South Natomas; for population 
derived from secondary employment, predictions of residential 
.location are more difficult, • but the same assumption used 
for Population derived froth direct employment is not un- - 
reasonable (Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). There-

' fore, about 570-1,020 new residents generated by the projeCt 
would live in South Natomas, assuming 27 percent of the-pro-
ject employees are professional. 

No-Project Alternative  

The no-project alternative would result in an additional 
.911 dwelling'units . in the South Natomas area.- Based on an 
average of 2 ..5 perSons-per household, the no-project alter-
native would-increaSe the population of South Natomas by, 
2,277 persons'.
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Table E-1.	 Potential Growth-Inducing Impact 
of Proposed Project 

Iterrt

Low Estimate	 104/1 
(30% of Total.	 (40% 
Jobs = New Jobs)	 Jobs

Estimate 
of Total 
= New Jobs) 

''New" direct jobsl 790 1-,060 

Total jobs	 (based on secondary 
job multiplier of 1.5-2.0) 1,190 2,120 

New households, (based on 1.4, 
jobs/household) 850 1, 510 

Additional population (based 
on 2.5 persons/household 2,130 3,780

[11 New jobs represent that portion of total jobs added to the labor market area; the remainder represent project-generated jobs shifting 
' from other jobs that would have occurred elsewhere in the labor 

0	
market without the project. The Exhibit assumes that between 30 and 
40 percent of project-generated jobs are new jobs. This and other 
assumptions used for this Exhibit were developed in the South 
Natomas Business Parks Draft EIR (City of Sacramento Planning 0	 . Department 1981). 



Comparison  

Compared to the no-project alternative, the proposed 
project would reduce the potential population of South Natomas 
by 2,277, which would increase growth pressures in surrounding 
communities. The proposed project would, however, add 2,130-
3,7.80 residents to the Sacramento area because it would add 
a number of new jobs to Sacramento not accounted for in 
existing plans; of these, an estimated 570-1,020 would locate 
within South Natomas.

Mitigation Measures  

Increase Allowable Densities on Remaining South Natomas 
Residentially-Designated Parcels  

See LAND USE mitigation measures .. (Section D).
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HOUSING 

Setting  

Existing Housing Conditions and Recent Trends  

According to the 1980 census, the City of Sacramento 
had 114,700 households in 1980 located within 11 designated 
communities. The South Natomas and North Sacramento commu-
nities are both designated as "high growth" areas of the 
City, along with three other communities. Of the five growth 
areas, South Natomas had the fewest households in 1980 (4,600), 
and North Sacramento had the second highest number (13,300). 
As of mid-1981, 4,710 dwelling units had been constructed 
in South Natomas, with approximately 2,330 of these units 
built since 1976 (Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). 

South Natomas has been experiencing a rapid pace in 
subdivision activity. In 1980, South Natomas received sub-
division applications for 1,501 units, the second highest 
number in all Sacramento communities. North Sacramento 
experienced moderate activity, with applications for 298 
units. 

One indicator . of the housing market condition is the 
dWelling unit vacancy rate. The City of Sacramento's overall 
vacancy rate for all housing units in 1978 was 2.3 percent. 
The1979 survey of multiple family rental ' vacancy rates, 
prepared by the Sacramento HUD office, indicates that North 
Sacramento had the lowest vacancy rate at 1.7 percent, and 
South Natomas ranked fifth of all Sacramento communities, 
at 4.6 percent (Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). 

-New housing prices in South Natomas and North Sacramento 
are lower than most other growth areas in the City. A 1980 
survey of housing prices in new subdivisions indicated a 
range of $51,950-$77,990 for South Natomas and $43,300-$48,800 
for North Sacramento. These two communities also have rela-
tively low rental prices. In 1979 for 3- and 4-bedroom units, 
South Natomas had the lowest median prices of Sacramento .. 

'qommunities, $175-and $195 respectively, and North Sacramento 
had the third lowest median prices . , $220 and $250 respectively 
(Sacramento City Planning Department 1981).

Fl 
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Housing Projections  

The Sacramento City Housing Element projects the number. 
of households in the City to increase to 129,100 by 1985. 
For South Natomas, the SNCP projects the number of dwelling 
units to increase to 9,562 in 1985; 14,111 in 1995; 25,407 
by the year 2020; and 27,745 at plan build-out. Of the apProxi-
mately 25,000 units projected for the year 2020, 13,000 are 
planned for medium to high density development and 12,000 
for low density development. 

The 1980 City Housing Element projects a more modest. 
near-term growth in South Natomas housing Units, from 4,600 

- in 1980 to 6,600. in 1985. North Sacramento is projected 
to.grow . from 13,300 units to 14,250 over' the. same period. 

Impacts 

9 
Proposed Project  

The proposed project would displace a:total of 911-dwelling\ 
units. The effects of the project on. local and community 
local housing suppilies are shown in Exhibit F-1 belOw; 

Exhibit F-1. Effect of Proposed Project
on Local and Regional Housing Supply 

Percent Reduction of Dwelling Units  
• 1980	 1985	 Build-Out  

South Natomas	 19.8,	 13.81	 .3.32 

City of Sacramento	 0..79	 0.791	 - 

1 Based on Housing Element projections 
2 Based on SNCP.projections4 

According to Planning Department staff (Parker pers. 
comm..), as of mid-1981, the total amount of residentially-

' designated land in. South Natomas for which subdivisions had 
not been approved is 889 acres, with the proposed project 
.(for which a PUD has ' been approved) included, this average 
increases to 941. The proposed office park of 52 acres would 
thus eliminate 5.5 percent of available South Natomas resi-
dential land.



Although the proposed project would displace 911 units, 
its development would likely also have growth-inducing impacts 
on Sacramento area housing. As shown in Exhibit E-1, the 
proposed project would add an estimated 850-1,510 new house-
holds to the Sacramento area, attributable to new direct 
and secondary employees generated by the project. Of these, 
an estimated 230-408 households would locate within South 
Natomas.. The proposed project would thus increase the demand 
for housing in South Natomas, potentially increasing South 
Natomas housing prices and lessening the affordability of 
South Natomas housing for low and moderate income families. 

The residential land loss caused by the proposed project 
could also affect the type and design of housing units. The 
loss of residential land could result in increased construction 
of moderate and high density housing, to offset the lost 
residential land. 

No-Project Alternative  

Development of the no-project alternative would be con-
sistent with the residential land use designation for the 
site as designated in the SNCP. The policies of the SNCP 
require that all projects of 30 gross acres or more provide 
three or more housing types; this policy is also satisfied 
by the no-project alternative. 

Implementation of the no-project alternative could 
increase the housing stock available in close proximity to 
the downtown employment area. Also, this increase in housing 
would likely increase the affordability of housing in the 
South Natomas community and the City of Sacramento. Both 
of these impacts are beneficial, because they are consistent 
with policies set forth in the SNCP. 

Comparison  

The proposed project would displace 911 dwelling units 
that otherwise would be constructed, eliminating 5.5 percent 
of available residential land in South Natomas. The proposed 
project would add 850-1,510 new households to Sacramento, 
of which an estimated 230-408 would locate in South Natomas, 
thereby increasing housing demand and prices in South Natomas. 
The no-project alternative would retain 911 units on the site, 
and would be consistent with SNCP policies regarding residential 
densities, housing mix, provision of housing close to the 
Central City, and housing affordability.

F3 



Mitigation Measures . 

Increase Allowable Densities on Remaining South Natomas* 
Residentially-Designated Parcels  

,See LAND USE mitigation measures (Section D 

Implement Housing Element Measures to Increase Housing • 
Affordability  

The City's 1980 Housing Element sets forth a number 
of measures to. increase housing affordability, including 
the recently adopted condominium conversion ordinance, estab-
lishing criteria for increasing residential densities, and 
exploration of methods for expanding the use of prefabricated 
housing and public write-down options to reduce housing. costs 
Implementation of these measures would help mitigate the 
proposed project's adverse impacts on South Natomas housing 
prices.
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EMPLOYMENT 

Setting  

Sacramento Standard Metro olitan Statistical Area 

The metropolitan Sacramento area has a broad employment 
base- Service industries (personal, business, health, and 
education) account for about 27 percent of the labor force, 
and state, county and City government account for an 
additional 25 percent of the Standard Metropolitan Sta-
tistical Area (SMSA) labor force (Sacramento City Planning 
Department 1981). Employment in manufacturing has been 
declining in. recent years, whereas retail-related employ-
ment has continued to grow. 

'Unemployment rates for the Sacramento SMSA have been 
typically higher than national rates. In 1975, 1978, and 
1980, the national unemployment rates average 7-.2 percent, 
while for the same years Sacramento had an unemployment rate 
of 8.3 percent. Currently, the construction labor sector 
has the highest overall unemployment rate in the Sacramento 
area; it represents nearly 30 percent of all unemployed 
(Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). 

South Natomas Area 

Local employment in the South Natomas area is limited, 
consisting mainly of retail and commercial services. Agri-
cultural employment in the area totaled 34 farm. laborers 
in 1970 (Sacramento City Planning Department 1977). Unem-
ployment in the South Natomas/Northgate-Gardenland area was 
14.9 percent in 1980, compared with the national unemploy-
ment average of 72 percent (Sacramento City Planning Depart-
ment 1981).

Impacts 

Proposed, Project  

Permanent Employment.. The proposed project would involve 
construction of 614,000 square feet of office space. Based 
on Office of Planning and Research (1978) estimates of 3.5- 
4.5 employees per 1,000 square feet of office space, between 
2,149 to 2,763 permanent jobs would be created by the project.

G1 



An estimate of 4.3 jobs per 1,000 square feet of office space 
was used in the South Natomas Business Parks Draft EIR. Using 
this estimate, 2,640 jobs would be created by the project. 

The firms most likely to locate in the proposed project 
would involve computer programming and data processing; admini 
strative, clerical and research processing; and professional 
and business services. The project would tend to lower 
regional unemployment rates in these industries. 

A number of indirect employment effeCts also would result 
from construction of the proposed project. They include 
jobs resulting from additional spending by newly employed 
wage earners throughouethe region, and 'jobs resulting from 
the development of . secondary business activity in support 

' of the project. For every direct job, 0.5 to 1.0 indirect 
or secondary jobs can be expected (Sacramento City Planning 
Department 1981). Using the figure of 2,640 direct jobs, 
an additional 1,320 to 2,640 secondary jobs could be created, 
bringing the project's total possible employment impact to 
between 3,960 and 5,280 employees. Of this total, an esti-
mated 1,190 to 2,120 would be "new" jobs for the Sacramento 
regional labor market (see Table E-1). 

In 1980, an estimated 49,400 persons were unemplayed in 
the Sacramento SMSA (Sacramento City Planning Department 
1981). The "new jobs" created by the proposed project could 
reduce this total unemployment by 2.4 to 4.3 percent. 

Construction Employment. The proposed project would 
provide temporary jobs for a large number of construction 
workers. As shown in Exhibit G-1, an estimated 1,030 person-
years of construction employment would be generated. However, 
as shown by Exhibit G-1, the proposed project would have 
no net construction employment impacts because the no-project 
alternative would generate an equivalent amount of construction 
employment. 

No-Project Alternative  

The major employment impact from the implementation 
of the no-project alternative would, be on 'the construction 
industry. As shown by Exhibit G-1, the no-project alternative 
would generate an estimated 1,049 person-years of construction 
employment. 

Comparison  

The proposed project would generate an estimated 2,640 
direct jobs and 3,960-5,280 total jobs. (direct plus secondary); 
of the latter, 1,190-2,120 would be "new" jobs for the 
Sacramento regional labor market. The no-project alternative 
would forego this beheficial employment impact.
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Table G-1. Comparison of Construction Employment Impacts 

Estimated construction valuation($)1

Proposed 
Project

No-project 
Alternative 

42,980,000 43,737,400 
Estimated construction wages ($)2 25,788,000 26,242,300 
Construction person-years3 1,030 1,049 
Percent of 1985 Regional Construction Work Force4 2.5 2.6

1 SOURCE: See Appendix 1, Exhibit 1-7. Construction valuation of $70 per , square foot for 
proposed project and $48,010 per unit for no-project alternative assumed. Latter, assump-
tion based on 10 percent profit margin. 

2 Assumed to be 60 percent of construction valuation (Sacramento City Planning Department 
1981). 

3 Based on average salary of $25,000 per year (Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). 
4 Based on 41,000-person construction work force projected by the state for Sacramento, 
Yolo, and Placer Counties (Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). 



The proposed project and the no-project alternatives 
would both generate an equivalent amount of construction 
employment, slightly over 1,000 person-years. Both alterna-
tives would help reduce currently high levels of construction 
industry unemployment, accounting for about 2.5 percent of the 
projected 1985 regional work force. 

Mitigation Measures 

Because the proposed project's employment impacts are 
beneficial, no mitigation measures are required.

G4 



Section H 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Police Protection  

Setting  

The City of Sacramento Police Department is responsible 
for providing police protection from the downtown central 
station to the site. There are 512 sworn officers in the 
Sacramento Police Department, a ratio of approximately 1.85 
per 1,000 population. The ratio has declined in recent years, 
since the number of officers has remained constant while 
the City's population has increased. The average response 
time of the City Police Department is 9 minutes over a 24- 
hour-day period. 

Impacts  

Proposed Project. According to Sacramento Police 
Department staff (Overton pers. comm.) the present staff 
is capable of providing protection to the site. The main 
function of the police in the proposed office park would 
be to patrol the area and respond to occasional crime 
incidents. 

Concern was expressed that the crime potential of the 
site could be significant, given the proximity of low-income, 
high-crime neighborhoods to the east. The project's street 
layout does not encourage easy access to all parts of the site, 
and could result in an increase in response time. 

No-Project Alternative. According to Sacramento Police 
Department staff (Overton pers. comm.) there would be suffi-
cient staff capable of meeting the demands for police pro-
tection from the no-project alternative. The main function 
of the police in a residential project would be responses 
to crime, parking and circulation problems, and emergency 
calls. 

Comparison. The Police Department is capable of 
providing adequate protection to either alternative. Since 
demands for police protection would be greater for the no-
project alternative, compared to the proposed office park, 
the proposed project would have a minor beneficial impact 
in police protection services. Adequate access for both 
alternatives would be a problem.

Hl 
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Mitigation Measures  

Provide Adequate I,,ighting. Adequate lighting would 
deter potential crimes. 

Provide Additional Access to Site. The Police Depart-
ment has suggested that there should be a direct route to 
the Bennett property from West El Camino, and that the Pro-
posed site should be connected directly to Garden Highway. 
These additional access points, however, would be situated 
close to the I-5/West El Camino and' I-5/Garden Highway inter-
changes respectively, and therefore ,would cause potential 
circulation problems.

Fire Protection 

Setting 

The project area is currently served by two fire stations, 
one at Peralta and American' Avenue in South Natomas, and 
the other at Arden Way and Del Paso Boulevard in North Sacra-
mento. These service areas overlap and both stations respond 
to fires in South Natomas. The City of Sacramento Fire Station 
Master Plan proposes a relocation of the Teralta Avenue station 

. to the vicinity of Newborough Road and Truxel'Road. This 
new station should be completed by early 1982. The relocation' 
'is supported by the South Natomas Community Plan. Response 
time ,in the study area 'i's currently greater than the City 3-minute 
average; however, when the new fire station is built, the 
response time will be reduced to the City average. 

Impacts  

Proposed Project. According to City Fire Department 
staff (Powell pers. comm.) the office park development would 
likely-require'a fire flow,of approximatel 4,500 gallons 
per minute (gpm).. There is currently a probleth . in supplying 
this flow to the site. ...However, when the new 24-inch trunk 
line,acress the American River has been constructed .(fall 
1981), adequate fire flows would be available. 

Access to the site for fire protection is inadequate, 
according to Fire Department staff. A second access has 
been recommended off . West El Camino. 

. No-Project Alternative. The fire flow for residential 
developments averages 1,500 gpm; and existing waterlines 
can supply this flow to the site. The no-project alterna-
tive has fire protection access problems similar to the pro-
posed project.	 •
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Comparison. Fire flow requirements are considerably 
greater for the proposed office park than for the no-project 
alternative, but because the new trunk main across the American 
River will be capable of providing adequate fire flows for 
the proposed 'project, impacts of the proposed project are 
considered minor. Adequate access for both alternatives 
is a problem. 

Mitigation Measures  

Provide Additional Access to Site. See police protection 
mitigation measure.

Water 

Setting  

1Cdter is currently supplied to the project vicinity 
by a series of interconnecting wells. The City Division 
of Water and Sewers is in the process of constructing a 24- 
inch transmission water main crossing the American River, 
terminating at West El Camino. This main should be completed 
in fall 1981. It would supply water to the proposed project 
site. 

Impacts . 

Proposed Project. The proposed project would have an 
estimated water demand of 78 acre-feet per year, assuming 
a Unit water demand of 1.5 acre-feet per acre per year 
(Sacramento City Planning Department 1977). According to 
the City Water Division staff (Davis pers. comm.), present 
and planned facilities would be capable of meeting the water 
demands of the proposed project. The water mains internal 

• to the site, financed by the developer, would probably be 
8 or 10 inches to supply adequate water for fire protection. 

No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative 
would have an estimated . water demand of 213 acre-feet per 
year, assuming a unit water demand of 4.1 acre-feet per acre 
per year for high-density residential development (Sacramento 
City Planning Department 1977). City staff envisions no 
problems in supplying water to a residential alternative. 

. The water mains internal to the site, financed by the developer, 
probably would be 6 inches or 8 inches to supply adequate 
water for fire protection. 

Comparison. Water demands of the no-project alternative 
would be 2.7 times greater than water demands of the proposed 
project. Since current and planned facilities are capable
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of supplying water to the site for either alternative, beneficial 
i
the. proposed project, larger water mains would be needed . than	 0 impacts of the proposed project are considered minor. For 	 . 

for the no-project alternative due to increased fire flow 
requirements. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required.

Sewer 

Setting  

, The proposed project-mould connect to the 10-inch public 
sewer on Wet El Camino, which connects to the Natomas treat-
ment plant. The Natomas treatment plant is expected to provide 

. sewage treatment for most of South Natomas until completion 
of the Natomas interceptor and regional treatment facilities 
in south Sacramento. 

Impacts  

Proposed Project. The proposed project would generate 
79,200 gallons per day (GPD) of wastewater, assuming unit 
flows of 30 gallons per employee per-day (OPR 1978). Existing 
and planned sewerage facilities are capable of accommodating 
this flow (Weisenburger pers. comm.). -The applicant would 
be responsible for constructing local collector sewers, including 
a public sewer connecting to the vacant Bennett parcel west 
of the site.

No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative 
would generate 125,235 G pD of wastewater, assuming unit flows 
of 55 gallons per capita per day for multifamily' units (OPR 
1978). Existing and planned sewerage facilities are capable 
of accommodating this flow (Weisenburger pers. comm.). The 
applicant wduld be responsible for constructing necessary 
local collector sewers. 

Comparison. The proposed project would result in a 
37 percent reductiOn in wastewater flows, as compared to 
'the no-project alternative. Although existing and planned 
sewerage facilities can accommodate flows from either alterna-
tive, County Public Works staff has indicated concerns regarding 
the .ability of downstream gowerage facilities to accommodate 
wastewater flows from the South"Natomas Community Plan at 
build-out (Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). The 
reduction of wastewater flows resulting from the project 
is therefore considered a minor beneficial impact because . 
it would increase the capacity of downstream sewerage facilities.
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Mitigation Measures  

Consult with County Public Works Water Quality Division. 
The applicant should consult with County Public Works staff 
regarding precise rocation of collector sewers serving the 
,site.

Solid Waste. Management 

Setting  

The City of Sacramento Garbage Department is required 
• to collect putrescible wastes inside the city limit once 

a week. The City is required to service the site if it is 
developed as residential or if any food wastes are generated 
from the site (e.g., from a cafeteria). Paper wastes from 
an office complex could be collected by a private firm on 
an "as required" basis. 

Impacts  

Proposed Project. -The proposed office park could use 
either the City of Sacramento Garbage Department or a private 

. firm to collect the garbage. There are no problems in either 
case in supplying this service to the study area (Smilanish 
pers. comm.). 

No-Project Alternative. The proposed no-project alterna-
tive would rely on the City of Sacramento Garbage Department 
to collect residential wastes. In the design of the residential 
project, it would be necessary to have a 36-inch clearance 
to the backyard if this was preferred to frontyard collection. 
Other services provided by the department include yard debris 
removal and street sweeping. According to Garbage Depart-
ment'staff (Smilanish pers. comm.), there would be no problem 
in providing the study area with these services. 

Comparison. There would be no prOblems in providing 
adequate garbage collectiOn for either alternative, and impacts 
of the proposed project on solid waste management are considered 
minor. 

4iti9ation Measures  

None required.



Recreation and Open Space - 

Setting 

A number of parks are within a 1.5-mile radius of the 
site, including Northgate, a community park; Ninos, a neighbor-
hood park; and Discovery Park, a regional park. 

Bannon Slough, designated as a parkway in the South Natomas 
Community Plan and presently in the acquisition stage, con-
stitutes the eastern boundary of the Project site. The portion 
of the slough adjacent to the site is a link in the.overall 
development plan for the Bannon Slough Parkway. Stretching 
from the Garden Highway to San Juan Road, the comprehensive 
plan includes bikeways, open space, preservation of native 
oaks and wildlife habitats, picnic nodes, and major parks 
for use by the public. Once developed, the Bannon Slough 
Parkway would be the only safe off-street access to Discovery 
Park.

On the west side of the proposed site is part of the 
recommended 1-5 "Beautification Corridor". . This area is 
planned for permanent open space to improve the visual 
appearance along the freeway. Project impacts on the . 

• Beautification Corridor are discussed in Section N, 
-AESTHETICS. 

Im2acts 

Proposed Project. 

Need for Park Acquisition. The proposed project 
would not directly generate the need for additional parks 
in South Natomas, although office workers do create some' 
demand for recreation and open space, particularLy during 
lunchtime	 joggers, brown-baggers). The project would, 
however, result in the loss of developer contributions to 
South Natomas park development estimated to be $764,820; 
this would make acquisition of the parks called for in the 
SNCP financially more difficult. (See FISCAL IMPACTS section, 
Section I). 

Bannon Slough Parkway. The proposed project would retain 
Elle 40-foot Bannon. Slough Parkway envisioned by the SNCP, 
and the project applicant has indicated a willingness to . 
include a bike route through the parkway or elsewhere on 
the site (see TRANSPORTATION section, Section J). The 
recreational attractiveness of the parkway, however, would. 
be adversely affected by the scale of the neighboring office 
development and by the east-west collector road bisecting 
the parkway.
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'No-Project Alternative. 

Need for Park Acquisition. The no-project residential 
alternative . would generate'a requirement of 12,.14 acres of 
parks,. This dethand could:be accommodated by the proposed 
Bannon Slough Parkway and by other , South Natomas existing 
and planned parks:. 

• i3ann.bn Slough Parkway. The nb-project alternative also 
'retains a 40-foot Bannon slough Parkway and bicycle trail:. 
The scale of a residential project would be compatible with 
the adjacent proposed parkway. The parkway's recreational 
attractiveness would be reduced by the bisecting east-west 
collector road. 

Comparison. The proposed project would eliminate the 
demand for 12.14 acres of parks generated by the no-project 
alternative, but would also eliminate an estimated $764,820 
in developer contributions to development of South Natomas 
parks, a major adverse impact. Both projects retain the 
40-foot Bannon Creek Parkway called for in the SNCP. The 
proposed project's scale would reduce the parkway's recrea-
tional attractiveness, which also would be reduced by the 
east-west collector road included in both alternatives; these 
are considered major adverse impacts. 

Mitigation Measures  

Increase Building Setbacks from Proposed . 40-Foot Bannon  
Slough Parkway. Although most project office buildings are 
setback from the proposed parkway at least 5 feet (the minimum 
setback recommended by the SNCP), portions of some buildings 
shown on the site plan have no setback from the parkway, 
causing visual encroachment. The site plan could be revised 
to provide a uniform 5-foot minimum setback for all office 
buildings. 

Eliminate East-West Collector Road from Site Plan. This 
measure would maintain Bannon Slough Parkway as an uninterrupted 
linear recreational corridor. It is probably not feasible, 
however, because the collector road is required to provide 
sufficient east-west access to the site and the neighboring 
Bennett parcel to the west. Elimination of the collector 
road also would cause further congestion at the West El Camino 
Avenue/Azevedo Drive intersection. 

Schools  

Setting  

Children between kindergarten and 8th grade living in 
the project area would attend either Natomas School. or American 
Lake School in the Natomas Union District. Natomas School
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has six classrooms 'available, with a loading capacity for 
each class of 28. The American Lake SchoOl has seven class-
rooms available; it is currently (fall 1981) adding an addi-
tional five classrooms and, in January 1982,-a new permanent 
school will be completed on the American Lake School site. 
Children between the 9th and 12th grades living in the projeCt 
area would attend Norte Del Rio or Rio Linda Schools in the 
Grant aoint Union High School . District. 

-impacts  

.Proposed project -The proposed project would have no 
direct impact On the present school system.. If the employees 
of theoffiCe park-move their residences to Sputh.:Natomas 
this could indirectly influence the number-of children . . . 
attending area schools.. 

No-Project Alternative. The no-project alternative 
Calls fok 911 residential units. Using the 0.26 student/ 
househbld ratio currently used in South Natomas,-theAlo-
project alternativewould . add . 237 students to the area school 
system, 137 in grades kindergarten to 8th and 100 in grades 
9th • to 12th. According to Natomas Union District staff (Cross 
pers.. comm.) and the Grant Joint Union High School District 
(Matlock pers. comm;), schools serving the study area would 
have Sufficient capacity to accommodate this increase, once 
the new school is constructed on the American Lake School. 

' Comparison_ The -proposed project would reduce demands 
on community school requirements, compared to,the no-project 
alternative; and this is considered A minor beneficial impact 1 

Mitigation Measures 

None reqUired..

Transit 

Setting.  

The Regional Transit District of Sacramento (RT) would 
provide transit service to-the Project . site. - Bus ,route 14 
runs along 'West El Camino past the project site, providing' 
rush-hour service to downtown Sacramento every-30. minutes• 
and nonrush-hour service every 60 minutes. A new route, 
06-87, which started in June 1981 as a . trial service for 

• a year, runs along West El Camino past the project- site, 
and also - providesprimarily rush-hour service to downtown..,. 
Sacramento.. The newline was provided as. part of an experi 
.ment to increase public transit service to the rapidly
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developing South Natomas residential community. After 1 
year of operation this new line will be reviewed to deter-
mine the feasibility of permanent service (Martin pers. comm.). 

Impacts  

'Proposed Project. Existing bus lines have the capacity 
to serve the needs of the project. Peak use of bus service 
will be during the morning and evening rush hours. RT has 
indicated concern that conversion of South Natomas residentially-
designated lands to office use would create a land use pattern 
less amenable to efficient transit service. Discretionary 
transit trips in Sacramento are primarily made between resi-
dental areas and downtown, and it is less likely that transit 
would be used for a work trip to the proposed project since 
South Natomas would be served by only-one or two lines (Sacramento 
City Planning Department 1981). 

No-Project Alternative. Existing bus lines also have 
the capacity to serve the needs of the no-project alternative. 
Peak use of bus service also would be during morning and 
evening rush hours. The no-project alternative would generate 
greater commuter transit patronage than would the proposed 
project. 

Comparison. The proposed project would create a land 
use pattern less amenable to efficient transit service. Because 
less transit patronage would result under the proposed project, 
the continuation of the experimental route 8E-87 would be 
less financially feasible. Adverse impacts of the proposed 
project on transit service are considered minor. 

Mitigation Measures  

Provide Designated Bus Turnout on the South Side of  
West El Camino  at Azevedo. As suggested by RT, the turnout 
should preferably be on the far side of the West El Camino/Azevedo 
intersection. Buses should be able to stop entirely out 
of the travel lane. 

Provide and Maintain a Bus Shelter or Covered Waiting  
Area for the Above Bus Stop. RT recommends that maintenance 
of the shelter be the responsibility of the property owner. 

Provide Walkways Throughout the Project Connecting 
Directly to the Bus Stop. RT also suggests that building 
accesses be oriented toward the bus stop and walkways, and 
that office buildings be clustered near the street.



Drainag e  

Setting  

The project site is located within the Natomas Area 
, Storm and Sanitary Sewer Assessment District, administered 
'by the City of Sacramento. Drainage from the project site 
is collected by . a storm drain trunk line which eventually 
connects to the East Drainage Canal neat the 1-5/1-880, 
intersection. Runoff collected in the East Drainage . anal 
flows to the NatOmas Main Drainage Canal, which is operated 
and maintained by Reclamation District 1000. At the south 
end of the canal, flows are pumped into the Sacramento River 
by pumping plants lA and 13, With a combined capacity of 
871 cubic feet per second (cfs). 

Impacts 

• Proposed Project. Based on City' .design criteria of 
0.3-cfs per acre for commercial-industrial land uses, the 
proposed project would generate an estimated peak runoff 
flow of 15.6 cfs. This represents the local drainage from 
the site that niust be handled by City storm drains. This 
is a significant increase over current runoff from the site 
caused by introduction of impervious surfaces. 

Reclamation District 1000 has its own design criteria 
for . the . canals and pumping stations that serve the Natomas 
area on a regional basis. The district predicts a total 
of 24.44 cfs from a 100-year storm that would have to be 
handled by its canals and pumping stations (Betts pers..comm.). 
The district further indicates that this represents an increase 
of 11.44 cfs above 13.0 cfs, the 'amount that would be generated 
by low-density residential development. 

No-Project Alternative. Based on City design criteria 
of 0.2 cfs per acre for residential land uses, the no-project 
alternative would generate a peak runoff flow of 10.4 cfs, 
also representing a significant increase over current site 
runoff. Reclamation District 1000 indicates that the current 
SNCP residential density would result in 23.0 cfs, an increase 
of 10 cfs above 13.0 cfs, the amount that would be generated 
by low-density residential development. 

Comparison. The proposed project would generate local 
storm runoff flows 50 percent higher than under the no-project 
alternative, based on City design criteria. Reclamation 
District 1000 staff (Betts pers. comm.) has indicated that the 
project would generate only 1.44 cfs, or 6 percent more, 
than the no-project alternative. Using either estimate., 
the absolute increases in runoff are relatively small, and 
considered to be a minor adverse impact.
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In order to accommodate increased runoff from the proposed 
project, the district would have to add pumping capacity 
to its existing system and charge the developer a one-time 
drainage fee. This fee would be based on a comparison of 
project or no-project, alternative conditions to favor low-

. density residential land uses. Fees would be required in 
either case, although the amounts would differ. 

Mitigation Measures  

Payment of One-Time Drainage Fee. Reclamation District 
-J	 1000 will require the developer to pay a one-time drainage 

fee before it will approve the proposed rezoning. The district 
has estimated this fee to be $57,200 for the project, and 
$50,000 for the no-project alternative (Betts pers. comm.).
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•	 Section I 

FISCAL IMPACTS 

•	 Setting 

Fiscal Year 1981-1982 Budget 

The fiscal outlook of the City of Sacramento is reviewed 
in detail in Appendix I. Highlights of the City's preliminary 
fiscal year 1981-1982 budget of $149,519,000 are as follows: 

Overall 2.1 . percent increase over fiscal year 
1980-1.981 final budget. 

o No new programs or services proposed. 
Staffing in police and fire departments held at 
current levels. 
Slight reduction in general government appro-.	 . priations. 

o Fee increases for several enterprise funds 
(waste removal, sewers, parking) to'maintain 
their self - supporting status. 

o Annual tax override proposed to collect 
$850,000 tiq pay for 1965 Citywide drainage 
bonds. 

o Loss of approximately $2.8 million in state 
bailout assistance. 
A new City Department of General Services is 
created. . 

o Elimination of contributions to Community-based 
organizations is proposed. 

o 73 percent of general revenue-sharing funds from 
the federal government will be used for operating 
expenses. 

o The Capital Improvement Budget totalling $14 
million has been raised by $1 million to pro-
vide for a communications center and a new 
fire station in the Natomas area. 

Public Service Responsibilities 

A number of City departments and special districts would 
be responsible for providing public services to the proposed 
project. These agencies and their funding sources are shown 
in Exhibit I-1.



Exhibit I-1. Agency Responsibility • 
and Source of Funds for Public Service Delivery' 

Source of Funds 
Municipal Function
	

City or District
	

Operating and 
and Services
	

Responsibility
	

Capital Improvements
	

Maintenance 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
- Police
	

Police Department
	

Governmental
	

Governmental 
- Fire
	

Fire Department
	

Governmental
	

Governmental 

PUBLIC WORKS 
- Streets and Lights 

- Water 
- Sewer 
- Waste Removal

City Engineer Department 

City Engineer Department 
City Engineer Department 
City Engineer Department

Governmental 
Developer 

Developer 
Developer 
Fee

Governmental 

'Fee 
Fee 
Fee 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 
. - Park	 Community Services Department Governmental	 Governmental

Developer 

LIBRARY AND CULTURE 
- Library
	

Library Department
	

Governmental
	

• Governmental 

DISTRICT SERVICES 
- Schools 

- Public Transit 

- Drainage

Natomas Union District 
Grant Joint Union High 
School District 
Regional Transit District 

Reclamation District 1000

State Building Fund 

State Building Fund 
Federal Funds (UMTA)

• Local Funds 

Developer

State Subventions 

State Subventions 
Box Fares; City, 
County, State and 
Federal Funds

G

Assessment Distri 

Based on Fiscal Year 1981-1982 preliminary budget. Source of funds for some municipal functions 
can vary from year to year.



Impacts . 

Assumptions and Methods 

The objective of the fiscal impact assessment conduCted 
for this EIR was to compare the difference in fiscal impact 
between implementation of the proposed Creekside' office park 
project and implementation of the no-project residential 
alternative. The detailed methods and results . of the fiscal 
impact assessment are presented in . Appendix I.- 

•	 A number of .key assumptions were made. First, only, 
direct impacts were considered. , No secondary effects, such 
as additional ,revenues resulting from increases in value. 
of adjacent property, were considered-

, Second, estimates of costs and revenues were based-on 
current conditiCPS and are represented in . 1981 . dollars; that 
is, the projects were evaluated as if they were completed 
and operating today. Although it is recognized that costs 
will increase over the years because of inflation, it was 
assumed that inflationary increases in costs and revenues 
will be proportional. 

.	 Third, only local public costs and revenues were cdn-
sidered. Although the analysis identifies the responsible 
entity for all public improvement and operating costs, only 
the costs which would be paid for by local taxpayers were 

.considered. Because some municipal agencies operate as self-
supporting enterprise entities (e.g., water, sewer, and waste 
removal) different project demands on these services will 
not affect the local• taxpayer. Therefore, the difference 
in service demands for these services was not considered 
to have a fiscal effect on the City. 

Because of special funding conditions for the school 
districts, Regional Transit District, and Reclamation Dis-
trict 1000 (which provides drainage services), these entities 
were evaluated independently from municipal services. 

Most of the cost and revenue information for this analysis 
was obtained through interviews with local public officials. 
For some estimates, however, data from other fiscal studies 
prepared for the City of Sacramento were relied upon. 

Municipal Public Service Expenditures  

Implementation of either of the two project alterna-
tives would ' result in additional expenditures by municipal 
agencies and local districts. These expenditures include 
both one-time capital improvement expenditures and recurring 
annual operating and maintenance costs.

13 
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Exhibit 1-2 is a summary of the cost effect of imple-
menting the proposed project. As shown, for Municipal services, 
the proposed project would result in a one-time capital cost 
saving of $327,780, attributable to reduced parks develop-, 
ment expenditures, and an annual operation and maintenance 
cost Saving of $73,560, attributable to reduced expenditures 
for police and parks services. 

Net Effecton Special Districts  

Exhibit 1-3 is a summary of the net fiscal effect of 
implementing the proposed project on school district's, Regional 
Transit, and Reclamation District 1000. With the possible 
exception of the Natomas Union School District, the proposed 
project would have no net fiscal effect on any of these dis-
tricts, either because they rely primarily on nonlocal funding 
sources (school districts, Regional Transit), or because 
increased revenues would offset increased costs (Reclamation 
District 1000). 

Pubiic Revenue Generation 

Sources of revenue affected by the two alternatives 
include one-time taxes and fees, and annual revenue sources. 
Exhibit 1-4 is a summary of the proposed project's impact 
on public revenue generation. 

As shown by Exhibit 1-4, the one-time revenues generated 
froM implementation of the proposed project exceed the one-
time revenues from the no-project alternative by $271,792, 
primarily attributable to increases in the building permit 
.fee and construction excise tax. Annual revenues frOm imple-
mentation of the proposed project, however, are estimated 
to be $8,686 less than the annual revenues generated from 
the no-project alternative. This is primarily because the 
proposed project does not generate any additional revenues 
from population-based state subventions. 

Summary of Impacts 

The estimated fiscal effect on the City from implementa-
tion of the proposed project is shown in Exhibit 1-5. As 
presented, municipal costs, both one-time capital costs and . 
annual operating costs, are projected to be lower as a result 
of implementation of the proposed project. Also, implementa-
tion of the proposed project would result in an additional 
$271,792 in one'-time revenues. Annual revenues from imple-
mentation of the proposed project, however, are prOjected
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Total Cost Effect on Municipal Services from Implementation of Proposed Project 

District Services  

Schools No impact Increase enrollment by 
137 students in Natomas 
Union School District 

Increase enrollment by 
100 students in Grant 
Joint Union High School 
District 

Some increase in rider-
ship dep.r.ux1 

Increase storm runoff 
iximping requirements by 
11.44 cis

Increase ridership demand 

Increase storm runoff 
pumping requirements by 
10 cfs

Regional Transit 

DISAHJ9.:

Exhibit 1-2. Comparison of Impacts on Municipal Services and 
Cost Effect from Implementation of Proposed Project 

Comparison of Impacts  
Municipal Services	 Proposed Project	 No-Project Alternative

Difference in Impact 
as a Result of Imple-
mentation of Proposed 
Project

Cost Effect from Implementation 
of Proposed Project  

Annual Operation and 
One-Time Capital Cost
	

Maintenance Costs 

Police Protection 

Fire Protection 

Streets & Lights 

Water 

Sewer 

Waste Ramoval • 

Parks 

Library

Increase demand for traf-
fic control 

Require fire flow of 4,500 
gpm contribute to need 
for new fire station 

Increase use of roadways 
and need for street - 
maintenance 

Total consumption - 78- 
acre-feet per year 

Generate 79,200 gallons/ 
day 

Require pick-up and dis-
posal of additional 
solid wastes 

No significant impact 
since no additional 
demands on parks and 
recreational facilities 
would be generated 

Increase need for library 
services

Increase demand for ser-
vice calls 

Require fire flow of 1,500. 
gpm contribute to need 
for new fire station 

Increase use of roadways 
and need for street 
maintenance 

Total consumption - 213- 
acre-feet per year 

Generate 125,235 gallons/ 
day 

Require pick-up and dis-
posal of additional 
solid wastes 

Require acquisition, 
development d malr.- 
tenance of 12.14 acres 
of new parks 

Increase need for library 
services

Reduction of 1 sworn 
officer 

Increase fire flow 
.requirerrents by 3,000 
gpm 

Increase slightly 
need for street 
maintenance 

Reduction of 135 acre-
feet per year 

Reduction of 46,035 
gallons/day 

Similar to no-project 
alternative 

Eliminate need to 
acquire, develop, 
and maintain 11.35 
acres of new parks 

Decrease enrollment 
in local school 
districts by 237 
students 

Decrease in daily 
ridership demand 

Increase storm run-
off pumping require-
ments by 1.44 cfs

No effect 

No effect 

No effect 

No effect 

No effect 

No effect 

-327,780 

-327,780 

See Exhibit 1-3 

See Exhibit 1-3 

See Exhibit I-3

-$25,000 

No effect 

Minor effect - not 
quantifiable 

No effect 

No effect 

No effect 

-48,560. 

No effect 

-73,560 

See Exhibit 1-3 

See Exhibit 1-3 

See Exhibit 1-3 

Similar to no-project 	 No effect 
alternative



Exhibit 1-3. - Fiscal Effect on Districts From
Implem6ntation of Proposed Project 

Costs 
Revenues
	

One-Time Capital
	

Operating	 Net Effect 

Schools 
-Natomas Union 

School District

• 

-Grant Joint Union 
High School 
District 

Sacramento Regional
Transit District

Decreased state 
funds to district by 

.approximately $1,600 
per student annually 
or $219,200 

Decreased state 
funds to district by 
approximately $2,000 
per student annually, 
or $200,000 

Decrease fare box. 
revenues slightly

If permanent facility 
is not available, 
would eliminate need 
for lease of 9 new 
temporary classrooms 
at $2,000 per unit; 
if permanent facility 
is available, no 
effect 

No effect 

No effect 

$7,000 capital in-
vestment in pumping 
capacity

Would increase 
operating costs 
per student 

Would- increase 
operating costs 
per student 

No effect 

No effect

If permanent 
facility is not 
available, would 
eliminate cost 
of $18,000; if 
permanent facility 
is available, no 
net effect 

Because of de-
pendence on 
state funding, 
no net effect 

Because of pri-
mary dependence 
on external 
sources of 
funding, no 
significant 
effect . 

No net effect 
Reclamation District 
1000	 Increase one-time 

revenues by 
approximately $7,000 

I	 ,C=3 C=)	 II= ED	 C	  CID 	  CID C-1 CT)	 1



Local Share (33%) = 160,363 

30,588 
No effect 
14,490 
24,295 

229,736

+ 26,047 

- 30,588 

- 1,5- 96 
-1 2,549 

- 8,686 

Exhibit 1-4. Comparison of Project Impact on Public Revenue Generation 

Revenue Source	 Proposed Project ($)

Revenue Difference From 
Implementation of 

No-Project Alternative ($) Proposed Project ($) 

Une -Time Taxes & Fees 

- building Permit Fee 	 105,4801	 63,9002. 
' - Construction Excise Tax 	 429,800	 155,000 
- Sewer Connection Fee	 57,240	 103,320 
- Seismic Motion Instrumentation Fee 	 2,578	 1,086 

TOTAL ONE-TIME TAXES & FEES 	 595,098	 123,3063

+ 41,580 
+274,800 
- 46,080 
+ 1,492 

+271,792 

Annual Taxes & Fees 

- Property Tax 

- Subventions 
• State 
• Federal 

- Utility User Tax5 
Property Turnover Tax 

TOTAL ANNUAL TAXES & FEES

Total $564,880 4	 Total $485,950 
Local Share (33%)	 = 186,410 

No effect
No effect
12,894
21,746 

221,050

'Based on 40 buildings at an average of 15,350 square feet per building and an average permit, cost of $2,637 per building. , Construction cost = $70 per 
square foot. 

2 Based on 71 buildings at an average of 12,148 square feet per building and an average permit cost of $900 per building. Construction cost = $18 per 
square foot:. 

1 Does not include recreational development tax revenues and in lieu fees from parkland dedication ordinance which have been included in calculating the 
City's cost for acquisition and development of required new parks. 

` Market value based on $92 per square foot. 

'Based on cost per square foot per year for an all-electric source with heat pump: residential = $.336 per square foot per year; nonresidential = $.42 per 
square foot per year. Estimates provided by SMUD.
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Exhibit I-5. .Estimated Difference in Municipal Costs and 
Revenues From Implementation of the Proposed Project 

Difference From Implementation 
of the Proposed Project ($) 

Capital (One-Time)  

Savings in Capital 
Costs	 +327,780 

Revenues	 +271,72  

NET	 +599,572

18

Operating (Ongoing)  

Savings in Operating 
Costs	 + 73,560 

Revenues	 - .8,686 

NET	 + 64,874

0



to be $8,686 less than the no-project alternative. This 
is primarily due to the increase in population-based state 
subventions which would result from implementation of the 
no-project alternative. This revenue differential, however, 
is likely to be reduced as state subventions are reduced 
in the future. 

The cost and revenue projections in this analysis are 
considered reasonable estimates of the differences likely 
to result from implementation of the proposed project. Because 
no attempt has been made to estimate all project costs and 
revenues, these estimates should not be used to evaluate 
the total fiscal effect from implementation of the proposed 
project. Because the intent of this analysis has been to 
provide a relative comparison of the fiscal effect of the 
project alternatives, cost and revenue estimates have only 
been calculated where differences in public improvements, 
service demands, and revenue generation can be expected to 
have some local fiscal effect. 

Changes in the structure of local public finance and 
public service delivery are expected to occur. As a result, 
any assessment of project impacts on existing fiscal condi-
tions is likely to become rapidly outdated. 

Mitigation Measures  

Because the net fiscal impact of the proposed project 
would be beneficial, no mitigation measures are required_ 
Mitigation measures related to the delivery of individual 
public services have been presented in the PUBLIC SERVICES 
AND FACILITIES section (Section H), and the TRANSPORTATION 
section (Section J.).

19 
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Section J 

TRANSPORTATION 

in
Setting  

ri	 Traffic and Circulation  

Existing Roadway System. Regional access to the South 
Natomas area is provided by two major freeways, Interstates 880 
and 5. Three major arterials, El Camino Avenue, Garden Highway, 
and Northgate Boulevard, also provide regional access. Inter-
state 5 is eight lanes wide south of 1-880 and six lanes 
wide to the north. 1-880 is six lanes wide. The major arterials 
are currently two lanes wide in the South Natomas area. 

Planned Roadway Improvements. Under the circulation 
system proposed to implement the South Natomas Community 
Plan (SNCP), the arterials will be widened and new collector 
streets will be constructed. The following projects are 
called for in the SNCP circulation system, and are assumed 
as a base case (setting) for the traffic impact analysis 
in this section: 

o Widen El Camino Avenue from two to four lanes with 
turn pockets at intersections (120-foot right-of-
way) .and bicycle lanes. 

o Widen Garden Highway from two to four lanes with 
turn pockets at intersections (74-foot right-of-
way) and bicycle lanes. 

o Widen the balance of Truxel Road to four lanes 
with turn pockets at intersections and bicycle lanes. 

o Signalize the intersections of El Camino Avenue 
and Truxel Road; Garden Highway and Truxel Road; 
and the 1-5 offramp to West El Camino Avenue. 

Base Case Traffic Conditions. The base case used for 
assessing proposed project impacts consists of future traffic 
conditions that would result with build-out of the SNCP. 
Directional a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes under 
the base case are shown in Exhibits J-1 and J-2. The general 
traffic pattern shown indicates movement away from the project 
site at the morning peak and toward the project site at the 

U.
	 evening peak.
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Methods and assumptions used to generate Exhibits J-1 
and J-2 are discussed in Appendix II. The base case volumes 
are derived from a variety of sources, and are not based on a 
single firm foundation, but represent a reasonable background 
against which the proposed project can be evaluated. 

Transit Service. Sacramento Regional Transit District 
provides transit service to the project site via routes 14 
and 86/87. These routes, as well as potential impacts of 
the proposed project on transit service, are discussed in 
Section H (PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES). 

Bicycle Access  

Major existing east-west bicycle routes in the vicinity 
of the project site are located along Garden Highway and 
along the American River Parkway; the latter bicycle route 
provides access to downtown Sacramento. North-south routes 
in the vicinity of the site have not been developed to date; 
bicyclists must currently use Truxel Road for north-south 
trips. The City . Bikeway Master Plan calls for bicycle routes 
along Northgate Boulevard, Truxel Road, San Juan Road, West 
El Camino Avenue, and Natomas Oaks Drive, in addition to 

. the existing routes along Garden Highway and American River 
Parkway. 

The SNCP calls for a north-south bicycle path along 
Bannon Slough from San Juan Road to the north to Garden Highway 
to the South. Construction of this path, part of which .could 
run through the proposed project site, has not been initiated. 

J4 

.	 ,
Impacts - 

Proposed Project  

Traffic and Circulation. 

Trip Generation and Vehicle Miles Travelled. Impacts 
of the proposed project on trip generation and vehicle miles 
-travelled are shown in Exhibit J-3. The proposed project 
would generate 9,200 trips per day, 44 percent more 
than the no-project alternative, and 71,380 vehicle miles 
travelled per day/also 44 percent more than the no-project 
alternative.
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Exhibit t7. 3. Trip Distribution and Comparison of Vehicle Miles Travelled 

Origin-Destination	 Average	 Percentage

Vehicle Trips per Day 
Generated by 
Development of Project Site2

Daily Vehicle . Miles Travelled 
Generated by Development 
of Project Site 

Area ad Access	 miles	 of Project-	 No-Project	 Proposed	 No-Project	 Proposed 
'Route	 m Travelled	 Generated Trips'	 Alternative	 Project	 Alternative	 Project - 

West	 (1-880) 15 -5 320• 460 4,790 6,920 

South/Southeast	 (1-5) 9 45 960 1,380 8,610 12,440 

East (Northgate, etc.) 6 15 2,870 4,140 17,220 24,860 

North/Northeast	 (1-5, 
Northgate,	 etc.) 11 25 1,590 2,300 17,530 25,320 

Internal 2 10 640 920 1,280 1,840 

TOTALS 100 6,380 9,200 49,430 71,380

Net Change
	 +2,833	 +21,950 

1 Based on South Natomas Community Plan. 
2Based on 7 trips per dwelling unit per day for no-project alternative and 15 trips per 1,000 square feet office space per day 
for proposed project (Sacramento City Planning Department 1981). 

SOURCE: Jones & Stokes . Associates, Inc. 
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Peak-Hour Traffic Levels., Exhibits J-4 and J-5 , indicate 
changes in a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic levels that would 
result from implementing the proposed project. Peak-hour 
traffic impacts of the proposed project were estimated by 
determining differences between the traffic generated by 
the proposed project and the no-project alternative; assigning 
those traffic increments to specific routings; and adding 
or subtracting the increments from the base case volumes 
on each route. 

Should a mixed residential/office project be considered, 
its traffic . impacts can be roughly estimated by changing 
the increments shown in parentheses in Exhibits J-4 and J-5. 
For example, if a half residential/half office project were 
cOnsidered, the increments shown in Exhibits J-4 and J-5 
should be divided in half and the total traffic volumes 
increased or decreased accordingly. 

Roadway Capacity. As can be seen from Exhibits J-4 . 
and J-5, proposed project 'traffic impacts are less than 5 
percent in magnitude, except in the immediate vicinity of 
the project site. Under the proposed project, morning peak 
hour traffic away from the project site decreases, while - 
morning traffic coming to the project site increases, with 
the increases more than offsetting.the decreases (Exhibit J-4). 
The reverse of this directional pattern is seen in the evening, 
with increases also exceeding decreases (Exhibit J-5).. 

A comparison of the volumes indicated in Exhibits J-4 and 
3-5 with theoretical roadway capaC:ities Of about 1,80°.vehicles 
per lane per hour indicates that project-generated traffic 
increases: wouldcreate no capacity problems on roadway links 
between intersections or on freeways. 

Inters±271_2clEzcities and Levels of Service. Exhibit J-6 
indicates the effect of the proposed project on intersection 
capacities. As shown, the proposed project would have a 
minor impact on intersection capacities, affecting the p.m. 
peak hour capacities of critical intersections by 2 percent 
or less. Methods and assumptions for the intersection analysis 
are described in Appendix IT. 

Levels of service for critical intersections also are 
indicated, 	 Exhibit J-6. 'Levels of service are defined 
in Exhibit J-7; • the City requires an acceptable level of 
service of C for the design of.neWrojdways. 

As shown by Exhibit J-6, the proposed project would 
not result in diocernible changes-in levels of service. Even 
if a 1 or 2 . percent change were to occur at one of the 
defined breakpoints between service levels (for instance, 
a preproject level C condition at 77 percent capacity, 
compared to a postproject level D condition at 79 percent 
capacity) the difference would not,be perceptible.
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Exhibit J-6. Impact of Proposed Creekside Office Park 
on Selected Intersection Capacities and

Levels of Servicel 

Intersection

P.M. Peak Hour 
Levels of Service and 
Percentage of Capacity Used 
SNCP

Incremental 
.Change in 
Available 
Capacity 

1-5 Northbound Off ramp 
to Garden Highway A(42%) A(43%) -1% 

1-5 Southbound Off ramp 
to Garden Highway C(71%) C(69%) +2% 

1-5 Northbound off ramp 
to West El Camino B(60%) 13(61%) -1% 

Azevedo-West El Camino E(95%) -E(96%) -1% 

Truxel-West El Camino E(96%) E(95%) +1% 

Truxel-New Collector A(47%) A(46%) +1% 

Truxel-Garden Highway C(69%) C(67%) +2%

1 See Exhibit J-7 for definitions of levels of service. This exhibit assumes 
roadway improvements required by the SNCP circulation system. See Appendix II 
for limitations of intersection analysis. 

SOURCE: Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 



Exhibit J-7. Definition of Levels of Service 

Percentage of 
Available' 
Capacity Used 

Level of	 by Predicted 
Service	 Traffic Volume	 Definition 

A	 0%-56%	 Free-flow conditions. No signal phases fully 
utilized. No congestion. 

	

56%-67%	 Nearly free flow, with occasional flow restric-
tions within groups of_vehicles. Occasional 
signal phases fully utilized. Little to no 
congestion. 

	

67%-78%	 Stable operation, drivers may feel restricted 
within groups of vehicles. Some signal phases 
fully utilized and some vehicles may have to wait 
through more than one signal phase. Moderate 
congestion. 

	

78%-89%	 Approaching unstable 'flow, with dense .groups of 
vehicles. Most signal phases fully utilized, 
and•some delays may be substantial. Heavy 
congestion. 

	

89%-100%	 Unstable flow, with nearly all signal phases fully 
utilized and substantial delays. Long queues of 
vehicles may develop. Very heavy congestion. 

over 100%	 Jammed, forced :flow conditions.. All signal phases 
fully utilized, substantial delays, long queues. 
Actual volumes handled may be less than 100% of 
capacity due to jams. 

SOURCES: Highway Capacity Manual, National Academy of Sciences, 1965; Transportation 
Research Circular No. 212, National Academy of Sciences, 1980. 
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It should be noted that the intersections of West El 
Camino. Avenue with Azevedo Drive and with Truxel Road would 
be at capacity and operating at level of service E with or 
Without the project. These two intersections would be heavily 
congested, with long delays and queued vehicles. The pro-
posed project, however, would-have virtually no effect on 
this congestion. 

Internal Circulation. 

Site Access and Circulation. The proposed project would 
be primarily served by the extension of Azevedo Drive south 
of West El Camino Avenue. Secondary access to the site would 
be provided by a proposed east-west local collector connecting 
to Truxel Road. Local access to the north part of the site 
would be provided by a 30-foot driveway off West El Camino 
Avenue_ Internal circulation would be served by individual 
driveways and a cul-de-sac stub. 

Access to and circulation patterns within the Creekside 
office park appear to be generally adequate. Two potential 
problems are the expected congestion of the West El Camino 
Avenue/Azevedo Drive intersection (which would occur under 
either the proposed project or the no-project alternative); 
and conflicts of cars using the 30-foot driveway with West 
El Camino Avenue through traffic. Mitigation measures for 
these potential problems are suggested at the end of this 
section. 

Access to Bennett Property. The project site would 
provide the primary access for the planned residential develop-
ment on the Bennett parcel lying between, the project site 
and 1-5. The access would consist of a local collector inter-
secting the extension of Azevedo Drive about 800 feet south 
of West El Camino Avenue. More direct access to the Bennett 
parcel would be desirable for emergency vehicles and to reduce 
traffic volumes within the project site. However, a direct 
access to the Bennett parcel off West El Camino Avenue would 
be immediately adjacent to the •I-5 northbound off-ramp at 
West El Camino Avenue, and such a direct access would have 
a high potential for traffic accidents. 

Cumulative Traffic Impacts. The proposed project's 
traffic impacts have been analyzed on a cumulative basis, 
in that full development of South Natomas under the SNCP 
is assumed in both the base case and proposed project condi-
tions. Proposed departures from the SNCP could change these 
cumulative impacts. These include the proposed 52-acre Delta 
Point project, located southeast of the West El Camino/ 
Truxel Road intersection, and the Natomas Eastside and Gateway 
Centre business parks proposed west of 1-5; cumulative impacts 
of the business parks are not analyzed here, but will be 
assessed in the Creekside office park Final EIR.

J11 
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The proposed Delta Point project would have ]an average 
density of 11.85 units per net acre, eixceeding : the . SNCP minimum 
average required density of about nine unitsper -acre for 
the parcel. .Exhibit J-8 indicates changes in traffic volume 
that woUld result from projects at these two densities.- 
Assuming half of the indicated 68 vehicle peak-hour increase 
in traffic usesthe Truxel-Creekside office park collector 
intersectio.n, no capacity problems would arise, and none 
of the critical moves would be affected. Capacity analyses 
previously presented in prior analysed would be unaffected-• 

t Parking. The Creekside office park project proposes' 
.1,535 spaces, consistent with City of Sacramento zoning require-
ments (Exhibit J-9)	 A review of other guidelines.indicates 
a potential demand of over 2,000 spaces-	 a.and 
Traffic Engineering Handbook, Institute of Transportation 
Engineers 1976). Thus the potential exists for a shortage 
of parking spaces to develop. Such a . shortage may result 
in vehicles illegally parked, extensive use of on-street 
parking (if allowed), loss of customers by office park tenants, 
.increased fuel use and increased vehicle emissions. 

Bicycle Access. The proposed project site plan does not 
show a bicycle path along the Bannon Slough parkway, but 
the project applicant ha g indicated a Willingness to include 
a bicycle path through the site (Durling pers. comm-). This 
bicycle path would form the southern leg of the Bannan•Slough 
bicycle path shown in the SNCP. Until the Bannon Slough -
bicycle path is implemented, bicyclists travelling to the 
American River Parkway Would travel a circuitous route, going 
east on the east-west collector, south on Truxel Road-, and 
then either east or west on Garden Highway to a parkway entrance 

If the SNCP's Bannon Slough bicycle path is eventually 
implemented, bicycle crossings at West El Camino Avenue and 
Garden Highway would be required. At Garden Highway, options 
exist for the bicycle crossing location, which could either 
be at the southern end of the project site, as shown in the 
SNCP, or further east of the site, across from the existing 
entrance to Discovery Park. The latter option would have 
the advantage of providing a direct crossing from the site 
and adjacent properties to American River Parkway. 

No-Project Alternative 

. Traffic and Circulation. As shown by Exhibit J-3, the 
'no-project alternative would generate'6,380 . vehicle trips 
per day and 49,430 vehicle miles travelled per day. Remaining 
impacts of the no-project alternative are identical to the 
base case traffic conditions previously analyzed in this 
.section.
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Exhibit J-8. Estimated Traffic Increases Due to 
Delta Point Density Increase 

Number of	 Traffic	 Resulting 
Dwelling	 Generation	 Resulting	 P.M. Peak 

Density
	 Units	 Factor	 ADT	 Hour 

9 DU/Acre
	 468	 8 trips/DU	 3,744	 449 

11.85 DU/Acre	 616	 7 trips/DU	 4,312	 517 

Increase
	 571	 68



Exhibit J-9. Comparison of Parking Space Provision and Requirements 

Proposed Project	 No-Project Alternative 

Number of spaces provided 1,535 1,3671 

City zoning ordinance requirement 1,5282 911 3 

"True -demand" requirement4 2,016 1,367

'Consists of 1,008 spaces for Creekside PUD and 359 spaces for 13-acre remainder 
of site (see* Exhibit B-4). 

2
One space per 400 square feet gross floor area. 

3One space per dwelling unit. 
4
3•3 spaces for 1,000 square feet gross leasable area; 1.5 spaces per unit for 
multifamily one- and two-bedroom residential uses (SOURCE: Recommended minimum 
standards cited in Institute of Transportation Engineers 1976). 
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Parking. The no-project alternative would provide 1,367 
parking spaces, which is consistent with City requirements 
and other guidelines (see Exhibit J-9). 

Bicycle Access. The no-project alternative, like the 
proposed project, offers the opportunity for construction 
of the southern leg of the SNCP's Bannon Slough bicycle path. 

Comparison  

Traffic and Circulation. The proposed project would 
generate 2,833 additional trips per day and 21,950 additional 
vehicle miles travelled per clay, .a 44 percent increase com-
pared to the no-project alternative. However, the proposed 
project would have no significant impacts on roadway capacities, 
intersection capacities, and intersection levels of service, 
compared to no-project conditions. The intersections of 
West El Camino Avenue with Azevedo Drive and Truxel Road 
would have unacceptable levels of service (E) under both 
the proposed project and the no-project alternative. 

The proposed project has potentially minor access problems 
at the West El Camino Avenue/Azevedo Drive entrance because 
of traffic congestion, and at the proposed 30-foot driveway 
off West El Camino Avenue. The no-project alternative would 
encounter the former problem but not the latter, since a 
driveway is not proposed for the residential project. 

Parking. Both the proposed project and the no-project 
alternative would meet City parking requirements. However, 
the proposed project could experience a shortage of parking 
spaces as measured by other guidelines for parking space 
requirements, a potentially major impact. 

Bicycle Access. Both the proposed project and the no-
project alternative offer the opportunity for construction 
of the southern leg of the SNCP's Bannon Slough bicycle 
path, a beneficial impact. 

Mitigation Measures  

Traffic and Circulation 

Signalize the Intersections of West El Camino Avenue/  
Azevedo Drive, West El Camino Avenue/Truxel Road, and Truxel 
Road/East-West Local Collector. Signalization of these 
intersections would assist traffic flows in the vicinity 
of the project site. It would be needed under either the

J15 



proposed project or the no-project alternative. The West 
El Camino Avenue/Truxel Road intersection is on the City's 
priority list for signalization. 

Widen West El Camino Avenue to Six Lanes From 1-5 Past  
Truxel Road. Widening of West El Camino Avenue from 4-6 
lanes would raise the level of service from E to D at both 
the Azevedo Drive and Truxel Road intersections. The 
widening would need to extend from east of Truxel Road (end 
point not evaluated) to just west of Azevedo Drive. The 
roadway would narrow to 4 lanes at 1-5. The cost of this 
widening is estimated to be about-$100,000 (excluding right-
of-way costs) for the areas west of Truxel Road. Financing 
sources for these costs are uncertain. 

If West El Camino Avenue were to be widened, all addi-
tional right-of-way would have to be acquired on the south 
side of the street, since improvements are already in place 
on the north. Acquisition of this additional right-of-way . 
could be opposed by existing property owners south of West 
El Camino. Other potential problems with road widening noted 
by City traffic engineering staff (Bloodgood pers. comm.) 
include potential structural problems with the West El Camino 
bridge overcrossing at 1-5 (if the widening is extended as 
far as the bridge), and the possibility that the West El 
Camino off-ramp from 1-5 may need to be shortened. 

Implement Trip Reduction Measures. Trip reduction mea-
sures would . help reduce future unacceptable levels of service 
(E) projected for the intersections of West El Camino Avenue 
with Azevedo Drive and Truxel 'Road. Such measures include 
implementation of flex-time work schedules and carpooling 
programs by future tenants of the project. These measures 
would need to be implemented by project tenants, and the 
City would find them difficult to enforce. 

-Design 30-Foot Driveway off West El Camino Avenue for 
Right-In/Right-Out Only. To reduce potential conflicts between 
driveway traffic and West El Camino Avenue through traffic, 
a.turnout lane should be provided for the driveway, and the 
driveway should be designed to be right-in/right-out only. 

Widen 39-Foot Driveway Off West El Camino Avenue to  
35 Feet. This widening, which is permitted by City standards, 
would allow better secondary access to the project site. 

Prepare Updated South Natoma5 Transportation Study and 
Comprehensive Capital Improvements Program. As noted in 
Appendix II, the traffic, analysis suppOrting the SNCP haS 
become outdated since its preparation in 1977. Approval 
of the proposed project and other proposed -departures from
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the SNCP would further support the need for a new community-
wide transportation study and capital improvements program. 
AS suggested by the South Natomas Business Parks Draft EIR, 
fair-share contributions from project applicants could be 
used to help finance such a study. 

Parking 

Review	 c2,td=lpi ct_P._a_r_Lqq_cinReuirements. Once 
the final design of the project is completed and the nature 
of the future tenants is better known, a more precise deter-
mination of project parking requirements can be made. This 
review may indicate that more parking spaces are needed than 
the minimum number specified by the City zoning ordinance. 

Bicycles  

• Complete Planning for Bannon Slough Bicycle Path. The 
City should complete planning for the Bannon Slough bicycle 
path in order to determine the best bicycle path alignment. 
This should include selection of a preferred Garden Highway 
crossing. A crossing east of the site, across from the 
existing Discovery Park entrance, would provide a direct 
crossing to the American River Parkway; this crossing could 
be combined with a right-in/right-out local collector off 
Garden Highway to provide limited traffic access to both 
the project site and the adjacent Sammis property, thereby 
providing the opportunity for developer financing of the 
crossing. 

Construct Bicycle Path Through Project. This path would 
constitute the southern leg of the SNCP's Bannon Slough 
bicycle path.
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Section K

AIR QUALITY

Setting 

Urban emission sources in the Sacramento Metropolitan 
area contribute to two existing air quality problems. 
Federal and state air quality standards for ozone and 
carbon monoxide are currently being exceeded (Exhibit K-1). 
Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is formed 
through a complex series of chemical reactions involving 
other compounds which are di:ectly emitted. The time 
period required for these reactions makes ozone a regional 
pollution problem. Carbon monoxide (CO) is directly 
emitted from a variety of sources, with motor vehicles 
the dominant source inmost areas. CO problems are 
usually rather localized. Most CO problems involve high 
traffic volumes and significant traffic congestion. 

Impacts 

Proposed Project  

Air quality analyses of the proposed project focused 
on localized CO problems. Projected 1987 8-hour average 
CO levels at various locations are presented in Exhibit K-2. 
Modeling procedures and assumptions are discussed in 
Appendix III. Vehicle emission rates were determined using 
the California Air Resources Board's EMFAC 6C computer 
program. Dispersion modeling was performed using a 
programmable calculator version of the CALINE 3 model 
Benson 1979). The results presented in Exhibit K-2 do not 
show any CO problems. Traffic on local roadways will 
produce 8-hour CO levels below 4 ppmAparts per million) 
at all receptor sites. Assuming a "background" CO concen-
tration of 2-3 ppm from other sources not directly analyzed, 
total CO levels would be 6-7 ppm at the site showing the 
highest levels. This is still less than the federal 
8-hour CO standard of 9 ppm. 

.No-Project Alternative  

Development of the project site under the no-project 
alternative would involve residential rather.than.office 
development. projected 1987 CO concentrations at various



Exhibit K-1. Summary of Air QUality Data From: 
Monitoring Stations Near the Project' Area 

Nbnitorihg Station. Parameter
Carbon Monoxide Ozone 

1976 1977 -1978 1979 1980 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

1025 P Street Peak Hour Value' 17 13 15 11 12 0.15 0.16 0.14 0.13 0.14 
Peak 8-Hour Value l 11.3 8.3 7.0 7.1 7.6 NA NA '	 NA NA NA 
Days Exceeding 

Standard 2 2 0 0 0 0 ND ND 6 2 14 

Creekside School Peak Hour Value' 23 18 19 15 16 0.16 0.19 0.22 0.20 0.18 • Peak 8-Hour Value l 19.6 13.5 11.9 11.8 11.8 NA NA NA NA NA 
• Days Exceeding 

- • Standard 2 24 12 7 6 6 ND ND 15 2 30 

North Highlands Peak Hour Value' ND 10 10 8 10 ND 0.14 0.21 0.17 ND 

•
Peak 8-Hour Value l 
Days Exceeding

ND 6.6 6.0 4.9 5.5, NA NA NA NA ND 

Standard 2 ND 0 0 0 0 ND ND 17 5 ND

NOTES: 

NA = not applicable 
ND = no data 

1Parts per million, by volume (ppm) 	 • 	 •
• 

2For ozone, days with a peak hourly value exceeding the 0.12 ppm federal standard; for carbon monoxide, 
days with a peak 8-hour average value exceeding the 9 pp m federal standard- . 

DATA SOURCES: California Air Resources Board 1976-1980. 
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Exhibit K-2. Summary of Air Quality Modeling Results 

Carbon Monoxide Concentration (ppm) Produced by Highway Traffic
at Various Locations With Winds From Various Directions  
	No Project	 Proposed Project	 Difference Due to Project 

160°	 215°	 270°	 310°	 -160° 

Receptor #1: Northwest Corner of Bennett Parcel  

Interstate 5	 0.73	 0.83	 0.81	 1.01	 0.73 
Ramps at Garden Highway 0.11 0.17	 0.12 
Ramps at W. El Camino	 0.02 0.36	 0.50	 0.51	 0.02 
West El Camino	 0.05 0.75 
Azevedo
	

0.02	 0.02 
Truxel 
Collector .	 0.01
	

0.01 
Garden Highway
	

0.09
	

0.09 
TOTAL
	

0.98	 1.36	 1.36	 2.27	 0.99 

Receptor #2: Southern End of Project Site Near Freeway Ramps 

0.02 0.87 0.78 1.06 0.02 
0.69 0.29 0.44 0.16 0.74 

0.01 
0:02 

0.01 0.14 

0.21 0.56 0.21 
0.92 1.72 1.23 1.39 0.97

Interstate 5 
Ramps at Garden Highway 
Ramps at W. El Camino 
West El Camino 
Azevedo 
Truxel - 
Collector 
Garden Highway 

TOTAL 

Contributing 
Roadway 215° 270° 310° 160° 215° 270° 310° 

0.85 0.83 1.03 0.00 +0.02 +0.02 +0.02 
0.19 +0.01 +0.02 
0.33 0.46 0.47 0.00 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 

0.05 0.81 0.00 +0.06 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

1.37 1.34 2.31 +0.01 +0.01 -0.02 +0.04 

0.87 0.78 1.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 +0.01 
0.32 0.48 0.18 +0.05 +0.03 +0.04 +0.02 

0.01 0.00 
0.02 0.00 

0.01 0.16 - 0.00 +0.02 

0.56 0.00 0.00 
1.75 1.27 1.44 +0.05 +0.03 +0.04 +0.05



Exhibit K-2. -(cont'd.). 

Carbon MOnoxide Concentration . (pg) Produced by , Highway Traffic
at Various Locations With Winds From Various Directions  

Contributing	 No Project 	 Proposed Project	 Difference Due to Project 
Roadway	 1600	 215°	 270°	 310°	 160°	 215°	 270° 

Receptor #3: 100 Ft. South of W. El Camino/I-5 Off-Ramp Intersection  

Interstate 5	 . 0.14	 0.60	 0.51	 0.68	 0.14	 0.61	 0.52 
Ramps at Garden Highway 0.07 	 0.11 
Ramps at W. El Camino 	 1.05 0.63 0.62	 0.95 0.57 
West El Camino	 1.49	 1.13	 2.58	 0.72	 1.50	 1.14	 2.65 
Azevedo	 0.07	 0.08 
Truxel 
Collector 
Garden Highway	 0.10	 0.10 
TOTAL
	

1.87	 2.78	 3.72	 2.02	 1.93	 2.70	 3.74 
• 

Receptor #4:- 100 Ft. Northwest of W. El Camino/Azevedo Intersection  

Interstate 5	 0.37 0.34	 0.24	 0.37	 0.35 
Ramps at Garden Highway 	 0.04	 0.04 
Ramps at W. El Camino 	 0.21	 0.20 
West El Camino	 2.06	 1.90	 2.69	 0.02	 2.07	 1.91	 2.71 
Azevedo	 0.19	 0.13	 0.27	 0.21	 0.15	 0.28 
Truxel 
Collector	 0.07	 0.08 
Garden Highway	 0.02 0.01	 0.02 0.01 
TOTAL	 2.34	 2.47	 3.51	 0.26	 2.38	 2.48	 3.54 

1-= Nat (	 F-7.1	 1_71]

310°	 160°	 215°	 270°	 310° 

0.68	 0.00	 +0.01	 +0.01	 0.00 
' +0.04 

0.56	 -0.10	 -0.06	 -0.06 
0.79	 +0.01	 +0.01	 +0.07	 +0.07 

+0.01 

0.00 
-2.03	 +0.06	 -0.08	 +0.02+0.01 

0.24	 0.00	 +0.01	 0.00 
0.00

-0.01 
0.02	 +0.01	 +0.01	 +0.02	 0.00 

+0.02	 0.00	 +0.01 

+0.01 
0.00	 0.00 

0.26	 +0.04	 +0.01	 +0.03	 0.00 

cj
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Exhibit K-2. (cont'd.) 

Carbon Monoxide Concentration (ppm) Produced by Highway Traffic 
at Various Locations With Wands From Various Directions -  

No Project 	 Proposed Project'	 .	 Difference Due to Project 
. .160°	 215° - 270'	 310°	 160°	 215° 

Rece tor #5:' 100 Ft. Northeast of W. El Camino/Truxel Intersection. 

Interstate 5 0.29 0.22 0.12 0.29 
Ramps at Garden Highway 
Ramps at W. El Camino 0.10 
West El Camino 0.66 0.68 0.32 0.66 0.68 
Azevedo 0.05 0.03 
Truxel 1.01 0.89 1.00 1.04 
Collector 0.09 0.10 
Garden Highway . 0.08 0.08 

TOTAL 0.74 2.07 1.58 1.15 0.74 2:11 

NOTES:

Wind angles are the compass direction (relative to true north) from which the Wind blows: north = 0°, 
east = 90', south = 180°, west = 270°. 

See Appendix III for details of modeling procedure and schematic diagram of roadway/receptor locations. 

• Contributing 
Roadway 270° 310°. 160 0 215° 270° 310° 

0.22 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.10 0.00 
0.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.05 0.03 0.00 0.00 
0.94 1.06 +0.03 +0.05 +0.06 

+0.01 
0.00 0.00 

1.63 1.21 0.00 +0.04 +0.05 +0.06



locations are shown in Exhibit K-2. Predicted CO levels 
are almost identical with those predicted for the pro-
posed project. 

Comparison 
• 

Exhibit K-2. shows that there is essentially no 
difference in predicted 1987 8-hour CO levels on or near 
the project site for development under the proposed project 
or no-project alternatives. The contribution of the two 
alternatives to regional pollutant emissions is estimated 
in Exhibit K-3. The proposed project will increase regional 
pollutant emissions by incrementally minor amounts. 
Compared to the no-project alternative, there would be 
a 44 percent increase, inemissions from vehicle traffic 
associated with the project site. Thus, While the 
magnitude of the emissions increase would be small, the 
relative change between the proposed project and the 
no-project alternative would be more significant. 

Mitigation Measures  

1. Implement Trip Reduction Measures  

See TRANSPORTATION section (Section J)
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Exhibit K-3. Emissions From Vehicle Traffic 
Generated by Development of the Project Site 

.Pollutant

Emissions (Pounds Per Day) 
No-Project 
Alternative

Proposed 
Project

Increase Due 
to Project 

1987 2000 1987 2000 1987 2000 

Carbon Monoxide 801.00 1,648.89 1,156.69 2,381.10 355.69 732.21 

Reactive Organics 58.60 117.09 84,63 169.09 26.03 52.00 

Nitrogen Oxides 95.03 199.53 137.23 288.14 42.20 88.60 

Sulfur Oxides 7.63 21.79 11.02 31.47 3.39 9.68 

Particulates 12.21 32.69 17.62 47.21 5.42 14.52 

NOTES:

Year 2000 VMT from Exhibit J-3; 1987 VMT estimated as 35 percent of year 2000 VMT. 

Vehicle emission rates based on the EMFAC 6C computer program output provided by 
the California Air Resources Board. Emission rates based on.: 40°F air tempera-
ture for carbon monoxide and 80°F air temperature for other pollutants; a vehicle 
fleet mix of 69.1 percent autos, 22.5 percent light trucks, 2.3 percent medium 
trucks, 2.4 percent heavy duty gasoline trucks, 2.6 percent heavy duty diesel 
vehicles, and 1.1 percent motorcycles; a vehicle operating mode mix of 40.8 per-
cent cold start VMT, 18.5 percent hot start VMT, and 40.7 percent hot stabilized 
VMT. 

Vehicle speed mix accounted for as 5 percent VMT at 20 mph; 20 percent VMT at 
30 mph; 75 percent VMT at 55 mph-

-4 
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Section L

NOISE

Setting  

Noise levels are normally measured on a decibel scale. 
The nature of the decibel scale prevents a simple addition 
of decibel (dB) values when determining the sound level pro-
duced by a combination of different noise sources. In general, 
the composite noise level from two identical sources will 
be 3 db higher than either individual noise source. Most 
people judge . a 10 db increase in noise level to be a doubling 
in loudness. A large number of weighting schemes have been 
devised to reflect such factors as: the sensitivity of 
the human ear to specific sound frequencies; annoyance 
fActors for particular sound frequencies; or annoyance 
factors for sounds at particular times of the day (usually 
evening and night-time hours). 

The most commonly used decibel scale is the A scale 
(dBA). Exhibit L-1 indicates dBA levels associated with 
a vari . :ty of common noise sources. Typical noise levels in 
the 1:.roject vicinity are probably 60-65 dBA (City of Sacramento 
1975a). The Noise Element for the City of Sacramento uses 
the day-night noise level scale (Ldn) to assess th,.- c .mpati-
bilitv of land uses with overall noise levels in an ,c.ea 
(Exhibit L-2). The Ldn scale is based on dBA measur,1,,tents 
over a full day, with noise levels at night (10:00 p.m. - 
7:00 a.m.) weighted by an additional 10 dB. 

Impacts 

Proposed Project and No Project Alternatives  

•Future noise levels in the project site vicinity were 
analyzed using the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) 
traffic noise prediction model. Details of this analysis 
are presented in Appendix IV. Assuming buildout traffic 
and roadway conditions, there was virtually no difference 
in noise levels between proposed project and no project 
(residential development) conditions. Exhibit L-3 
illustrates peak hour noise levels on and adjacent to 
the project site under proposed project and no project 
conditions. The noise level contributions of various

Li 



Exhibit L-1. Weighted Sound Levels and Human Response 

SoUnd Source	 dB (A)	 Response Criteria 
150 

L2 

Carrier Deck Jet Operation 

Jet Takeoff (200 feet) 
Discotheaue 
Auto Horn (3 feet) 

Riveting Machine 

Jet Takeoff (2000 feet) 

Shout (0.5 feet) 

N.Y. Subway Station 

Heavy Truck (50 feet) 

Pneumatic Drill (50 feet) 

Freight Train (50 feet) 

Freeway Traffic (50 feet)

Painfully Loud 

Limit Amplified Speech 

Maximum Vocal Effort 

80	 Annoying 

70	 Telephone Use Difficult 

—140 

T
130 

t120 

11110 

1100

Very Annoying 

90	 Hearing Damage (8 hours) 

Intrusive 

Air Conditioning Unit (20 feet) — 60 

Lignt Auto Traffic (50 feet)

50	 Quiet 

• Living room 

Bedrcom 

Library 

Soft Whisper (15 feet) 

8roadcasting Studio

40 

30	 Very Qwet 

20 

10	 Just Audible 

0	 Thrr:shold tat Hearing 

• To.c31 A — t httl	 t3ken ” .th a sounil•levq1 ”letly and .p,,ssed 3s ccotels 
en :re scae. l:i	 ASC3 i c 30Pno..nl.itssir Irt:Clu .. .C/ $cauunsc ot	 nunt3n car. 

SOURCE: Council on Environmental Quality 1970..
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Exhibit L-2 

LI	 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE 

LAND USE
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EXHIBIT L- 3. PEAK HOUR NOISE LEVELS (cIBA) UNDER NO PROJECT 
OR 	 PROPOSED 	 PROJECT CONDITIONS 
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roadways at six locations in the project site vicinity 

[I	
are shown in Exhibit L-4, and the six analysis Locations 
are described in Exhibit L-5. Interstate 5 is the pre-
dominant noise source on most of the project site. West . 
El Camino Avenue is a significant contributor td noise levels 
along the northern side of the project site. 

The land use compatibility chart in the City's . Noise Element 
(Exhibit L-2) used to determine the acceptability of different 
noise levels for different land uses is based on the Ldn 
procedure. While Ldn noise levels have not been specifically 
calculated for the project site, they should be within . 1 or 
2 decibels of the peak hour noise levels shown in Exhibit L-3. 
According to Exhibit L-2, much of the project site is rated 
as category B (careful study of noise reduction measures) 
for both residential and office land, Uses. The Noise Element 
categorizes residential uses as "sensitive" and office uses 
as "moderately sensitive" to noise impacts. 

j

Comparison  

As shown by Exhibit L-4, noise levels in the project 
site vicinity would essentially be the same under both: 
proposed project and no-project conditions; increased 
traffic generated by the proposed project does not translate 
into noticeably different noise impacts, as modelled 
using FHWA procedures. The residential uses proposed by 
the no-project alternative would, however, be more sensitive 
to noise impacts from adjacent roadways than the commercial 
uses called for by the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measures 

Construction of Noise Barriers  

The most effective method of reducing highway noise 
involves construction of noise barriers (walls or berms). 
Such measures involve serious considerations of cost and 
aesthetics. Noise barriers are most effective for locations 
immediately behind the barrier. A noise barrier along the 
western boundary of the project site would be more effective 
in shielding the site than would a barrier adjacent to 
Interstate 5. 

Use of Noise-reducins Buildinu Desi n and Materials 

Noise levels inside buildings can be reduced by a 
variety of building design techniques and careful choice 
of building materials for sound-insulating properties. 
Although such techniques can be quite effective for 
commercial and office uses, they are less effective for 
residential areas Where significant activity may occur 
outdoors. 

II



Exhibit L-4 

PEAK HOUR NOISE LEVELS ROADWAY CONTRIBUTIONS TO	 (dBA) 

Receptor #1	 Receptor #2	 Receptor #3	 Receptor #4 Receptor #5 Receptor #6 

No	 ' Proposed No Proposed No Proposed No Proposed No Proposed
. 

No	 . Proposed 
Roadway Project Project Project Project Project Project project project Project Project Project Project 

Interstate 5 73.3 73.3 63.9 64.0 57.7 57.7 _ - 51.8 51.9 69.5 64.5 

Ramps at Garden Highway 53.4 53.4 - _ - 38.9 38.9 62.5 62.5 

Ramps at West El Camino 45.6 45.8 65.7 65.6 41.1 41.4 _ - - - 37.7 38.0 

West El Camino 46.5 46.4 65.0 64.7 63.4 63.4 60.9 60.9 44.0 44.1 42.8 42.7 

Azevedo 44.5 45.1 - 56.2 56.8 - - - 41.2 41.8 

Truxel 37.3 37.2 - 41.6 41.5 65.7 65.7 63.6 63.7 36.9 37.0 

Collector 39.8 40.4 - 39.9 40.5 41.6 42.2 48.7 49.3 

Garden Highway 48.6 48.7 47.5 47.5 70.3 70.4 57.8 57.8 

TOTAL 73.4 73.4 69.7 69.6 65.1 65.1 67.0 67.0 71.2 7.13 67.3 67.3 

Notes:

CID [_,). 

- = roadway contribution not analyzed for this receptor; contribution expected to be insignificant based on analyses of other receptor locations. 
All calculations performed using FRWA highway traffic noise prediction model (Barry and Reagan 1978); see Appendix Tv for additional details. 
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Exhibit L-5 

RECEPTOR LOCATIONS USED FOR NOISE MODELING 

RECEPTOR	 LOCATION 

1	 100 feet east of the outer lane of 
Interstate 5, midway between the north-
bound on-ramp from Garden Highway and 
the north-bound off-ramp to West El Camino 
Avenue 

2
	

100 feet south of the junction of West El 
Camino Avenue and the off-ramp from 
Interstate 5 

3	 100 feet southeast of the Azevedo/West 
El Camino intersection 

4	 100 feet southwest of the West El Camino/ 
Truxel intersection 

5	 100 feet northwest of the Truxel/Garden 
Highway intersection 

6	 100 feet northeast of the north-bound 
on-ramp to Interstate 5 from Garden 
Highway, at the point where the on-ramp 
turns toward the freeway



Section M 

ENERGY 

Setting  

Electricity services for the South Natomas community 
are provided by the Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
(SMUD). Natural gas is provided by the Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E).

Impacts  

Proposed Project  

Annual Energy Use. With the development of the pro-
posed office park, the annual energy requirements are esti-
mated to be 847,320 therms (see Exhibit M-1). (One therm 
is equivalent to 100,000 British Thermal Units 1BTUs) of 
heat, 10 kilowatt hours of electricity, or 0.74 gallons of 
gasoline.) This includes energy for lighting, heating, cooling, 
ventilation, and appliances. 

Transporation-Related Energy Consumption. The proposed 
project would generate over 26 million vehicle miles annually, 
which is equivalent to an annual energy value of about 2.15 
million therms (see Exhibit M-2). 

No-Project Alternative  

Annual Energy Use. The no-project alternative would 
require an estimated 1.28 million therms per year for lighting 
heating, cooling, ventilation, and appliances (see Exhibit 
M-1).

Transportation-Related Energy Consumption. The no-
project alternative would generate over 18 million vehicle 
miles annually, which is equivalent to an annual energy 
value of about 1.49 million therms. 

Comparison 

When both energy uses are combined, the proposed project 
would use an- estimated 2,994,162 therms , of energy per year. 
This is 8.4 percent greater than the no-project alternative, 
which would use an estimated 2,761,986 therms annually. 
This increase is considered to be a minor adverse impact.
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Exhibit M-1. Comparison of Estimated Annual Energy Consumption 

Alternative Land Use	 Quantity Factor	 Annuall Therms	 Annual Consumption 

Project	 Office	 614,000 square feet	 1.38 therms/sq. ft.	 847,320 
a 

No-Project	 Residential	 911 units	 1,400 2 therms/unit	 1,275,400 

1SOURCE: California State Energy Commission - as cited in South Natomas Business Parks 
Draft EIR. 

Assuming all units have uniform energy consumption characteristics. 

C:-3	 CD. CD CD CD  
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Exhibit 14-2. .Comparison of
Transportation -Energy Consumption 

Project	 .No-Project 

"See Section J - TRANSPORTATION. 
2 0.74 gallon = 1 therm.

M3 

Traveled" Vehicle Miles 

.	 .	 .	 -

26,054,06 
(71,881 
daily).

18,041,220 
(49,428 
daily)	 . 

-Average . Energy Consumption .16,4 16.4 
(Vehic1P Pcb4), 

Total Annual Fuel Consu.MPtion 
(gallons)

1,588,6-63 -1;100074 

Energy Value of Total Annyi 2l46,842 -1,486586 
Fuel Consumption (therms)

Th
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Mitigation Measures  

Implement Energy Conservation Measures Beyond Title 24  
and UBC_Requirements 

[l 
All new commercial-industrial construction in the state 

must meet minimum energy conservation standards set forth 
in Title 24 of the California Administrative Code and the 
Uniform Building Code. Implementation of measures beyond 
these requirements should be considered because the annual 
energy use of the proposed project is significant, even though 
it is somewhat lower than the no-project alternative. Some 
of these additional energy conservation measures have been 
identified in the South Natomas Business Parks Draft EIR. 

Implement Trip Reduction Measures  

See TRANSPORTATION section (Section J).



Section N 

AESTHETICS 

Setting  

The proposed site is currently a flat vacant lot used 
for agricultural production. Bannon Slough, the eastern 
boundary of the site, supports a visually attractive linear 
corridor of oak trees and native shrubs. Oak trees and native 
shrubs are also located in a linear corridor along the PG&E 
easement in the north part of the site; native shrubs may 
also be found adjacent to the 1-5 right-of-way at the south-
western edge of the site. 

To the south of the site beyond Garden Highway is the American 
River Parkway; to the north beyond West El Camino are resi-
dential developments; to the west across 1-5 and to the east 
beyond Bannon Slough is agricultural land. The flat site 
is clearly visible from the three roads that border it. Garden 
Highway is built on a levee that overlooks the site. From 
1-5, the entire site is clearly visible from the Garden Highway 
overpass. 

Along Bannon Slough and the section of Garden Highway 
bordering the site, established oak trees reduce the visibility 
of the site from the south and east. There is a PG&E trans-
mission line running east to west along the northern part 
of the site. In the northeast corner of the site another 
transmission line runs south. Only a small section of the 
latter line is on the proposed site, the rest lying east 
of Bannon Slough.

Impacts 

Proposed Project  

General Appearance. The proposed project design is 
currently conceptual and specific architectural details have 
not been determined. Following Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) approval, the specific building designs would be decided. 
According to the project applicant, the theme of the project 
would blend into the area and be consistent with the archi-
tectural design of the surrounding projects. The project 
would be clearly visible from the north and southbound lanes 
of 1-5 and along West El Camino. Only that part of the site 
not obscured by oak trees would be visible from Garden Highway.
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Wall at Western Boundary. A 6-foot high masonry or 
brick wall would be required by the City zoning ordinance 
along the western boundary of the proposed site. The wall 
would be aesthetically unapkealing. The combination of this 
wall and the required sound wall on the west end of the Bennett 
property would create a "fortress effect", making residential 
use of the Bennett property less desirable. 

Theoretically, the City zoning ordinance would require a 
wall at the eastern boundary-of the site as well, separating 
the project site from the residentially-designated Sammis 
property. However, Bannon Slough provides considerable buf-
fering between the two parcels, and because construction of 
a wall would have adverse effects on slough biology, it is 
likely a variance from the wall requirement would be considered. 

1-5 Beautification Corridor. Where the project borders 
the 1-5 interchanges at the south and the north, a 25-foot 
landscaped buffer zone is proposed. This would form part 
of the I-5 "Beautification Corridor". The aim of the corridor, 
to be landscaped with native trees and wildflowers, is to provide 
a visually attractive buffer along the 1-5 entryway to the 
City. The proposed width of the 1-5 buffer zone along inter-
changes; as described in the South Natomas Community Plan, 
is 25 feet beyond the existing right-of-way. The proposed 
project is consistent with this 25-foot requirement. 

Loss of Native Vegetation. Although the project site 
plan calls for preserving mature trees on the site and a 
40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway, •the site's visual attrac-
tiveness would be reduced by elimination of natural vege-
tation other than mature trees adjacent to the 1-5 right-
of-way, along the PG&E transrhission line corridor, and along 
Bannon Slough. Within the Bannon Slough area lying outside 
the 40-foot retained parkway, the proposed project would 
eliminate 66 percent of the riparian woodland habitat found 
on the project site, a major adverse visual impact. For 
further details, refer to the BIOLOGY section (Section Q). 

No-Project Alternative  

General Appearance. The design of the no-project alter-
native is currently conceptual. Its theme would be consistent 
with the residential development in the area. Similar to 
the proposed project, the no-project alternative would be 
visible from I-5 ., West El Camino and Garden Highway. 

Wall at Western Boundary. In the case of the no-project 
alternative, no wall would be required along the western 
border of the project site.
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1-5 Beautification Corridor. In the southern portion 
of the site where the project borders the I-5/Garden Highway, 
a 100-foot buffer zone was proposed in the Creekside Schematic 
PUD. This buffer zone would form part of the 1-5 Beautification 
Corridor, and its width would exceed requirements of the 
SNCP.

Loss of Native Vegetation. The no-project alternative, 
like the proposed project, calls for preserving mature trees 
on the site and a 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway, but the 
site's visual attractiveness would similarly be reduced by 
elimination of native vegetation other than mature trees. 
For further details, refer to the BIOLOGY section (Section Q). 

Comparison 

Both alternatives would change the current open space 
appearance of the project site to one of low-rise development. 
The proposed project would require an aesthetically unappealing 
wall at the western boundary of the site. Both alternatives 
would retain buffer zones adjacent to the 1-5 interchanges 
consistent with SNCP requirements, and both would eliminate 
significant amounts of Bannon Slough native riparian woodland 
at the western edge of the site, a major adverse visual impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Increase Building Setbacks From Proposed 40-Foot Bannon Slough  
. Parkway  

See PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES section (Section H). 

Maintain Native vegetation Along 1-5 Right-of-Way and PG&E  
Transmission Line Easement, and Within Pro osed 40-Foot 
Bannon Slough Parkway  

See BIOLOGY section (Section Q). 

Avoid or Minimize Development Within the Riparian Woodland 
Habitat Lying Outside Proposed 40-Foot Bannon Slough Parkway 

See BIOLOGY section (Section 0).



Section 0 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Setting  

Surface Water  

No'permanent surface waters exist on the 'project-site. 
Bannon Slough, forming the eastern boundary of the'site; 
has standing'water only during the rainy season, and is dry 
the rest Of the year.- 

The project site is currently in agricultural use. Runoff 
from agricultural areas typically contains relatively high 
concentrations of turbidity, pesticides, nutrients, and salts. 
Runoff from . the site 'is'collected by storm sewers and eventually 
reaches the Sacramento and American Rivers via the East Drainage 
Canal and ' Natomas Main Drainage Canal. 

Groundwater and Subsurface Conditions 

The 'South Natomas area is not an important recharge 
area for the groundwater basin underlying Sacramento (Sacramento 
City Planning Department 1977). Therefore, the project site 
is not considered to be a significant groundwater recharge 
area. While some recharge probably occurs from rainfall 
and agricultural irrigation, the major sources of recharge 
in the area are the Sacramento and American Rivers. 

Theliatomas area has preViously been an area of ground-
water oVerdraft due to agricultural pumping. . A cone of 
depression is located in the vicinity of the prOject site 
(DWR 1974): 

As noted in the South Natomas Community Plan Draft EIR, 
portions of the project site adjacent to Garden Highway are 
subject to recurrent seepage conditions, creating a saturation 
of the ground surface and, at times, standing water. Seepage 
is caused by river water seeping directly through permeable 
gravels underneath levees, and occurs only during prolonged. 
periods of high river flows. 

Flood Hazard 

-1

	

	 According to the 1978 Flood Insurance Study for the 
City of Sacramento, 100-year floods will be contained within
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the Sacramento River levees and within the drainage channels 
in the Natomas area. The project site is thus adequately 
protected from 100-year floods, assuming adequate drainage 
facilities are provided discharging to the drainage channels. 

Impacts  

Proposed Project 

Surface Water. The proposed project would increase 
peak runoff from the site because of the introduction of 
impervious surfaces. As shown in Exhibit 0-1, peak flows 
are estimated to be 15.6 cfs under City criteria, and 24.44 
cfs under Reclamation District 1000 criteria. The proposed 
project also would tend to increase nonpoint source pollutant 
loadings. An estimated 11,440 pounds per year of suspended 
solids would be generated (see Exhibit 0-1). 

Groundwater and Subsurface Conditions. Groundwater 
overdrafts would cease as remaining agriculture is replaced 
by urban development, and water is supplied from surface 
sources. Lawn irrigation and natural recharge could aggra-
vate high water table conditions and cause property damage. 

Groundwater seepage adjacent to Garden Highway could 
interfere with project construction and the placement of 
underground utilities, and could cause property damage once 
the project is constructed. 

No-Project Alternative 

Surface Water. As shown in Exhibit 0-1, the no-project 
alternative would generate peak runoff flows of 10.4 cfs 
using City design criteria, or 23.0 cfs using Reclamation 
District 1000 criteria, and would generate a nonpoint source 
suspended solids loading of 8,840 pounds per year. 

Groundwater and Subsurface Conditions. Groundwater 
and subsurface conditions would pose potential risks similar 
to those encountered by the proposed project. 

Comparison  

The proposed project would generate peak runoff flows 
6-50 percent higher than the no-project alternative, depending 
on the criteria applied; the impact of the increased runoff 
on Reclamation District 1000 facilities is discussed in the 

. puBLic FACILITIES AND SERVICES (Section H).
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Exhibit 0-1. Peak Runoff Flows and Runoff Pollutant Loadings: 
Proposed Project Compared to No-Project Alternative

Percent 
Increase 
Project 

Proposed	 No-Project	 vs. 
Project	 Alternative No-Project 

Peak Runoff Flows (cfs) 
- City Design Criteria l 15.6. 10.4 50 

Peak Runoff Flows (cfs) 
- RD 1000 Criteria 2 24.4 23.0 6 

Total Suspended Solid Pollutant 
Loading	 (lbs/year) 3 11,440 8,840 29

'Based on City design criteria of 0.3 cfs per acre for commercial uses 
and 0.2 cfs per acre for residential uses. 

2Betts pers. comm. See PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES section (Section H), 
drainage subsection for basis. 

3Based on emission rate of 220 lbs. per acre per year for commercial uses 
and 170 lbs. per acre per year for multifamily residential uses (Sacramento 
City Planning Department 1981, based on unpublished data of Sacramento 
County Regional Sanitation District). 



The proposed project is estimated to generate nonpoint 
source pollutant loads 29 percent higher than the no-project 
alternative. The absolute amount of this increase, 2,600 
pounds per year, is relatively small compared to the total 
Urban runoff pollutant load to the Sacramento River of 17.8 
million pounds per year (Sacramento City Planning Department 
1977). 

Both alternatives would be subject to risks from seepage 
conditions and high groundwater. 	 . 

Mitigation Measures  

Payment of One-Time Drainage Fee 

See PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES section (Section H). 

Implement Measures to Reduce Nonpoint Source Pollutant Loads 

Although the individual contribution of the proposed 
project to urban runoff pollutant loads is relatively small, 
cumulative increases in nonpoint source pollutant loads 
from developments throughout the Sacramento River drainage 
could be significant. For this reason, measures to reduce 
npnpoint source pollutant loads, such as frequent street-
sweeping and catch basin cleaning, greater on-site retention 
of runoff, on-street parking restrictions, and effective 
litter control may be considered. 

Implement Engineering Measures to Protect Against Seepage 
and High Groundwater  

These measures should include proper site grading to 
facilitate drainage, proper design of foundation structural 
details, and installation of subsurface tile drainage systems 
(Sacramento City Planning Department 1977).
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Section P 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

' Setting  

Geology and Seismicity  

The Creekside office park study area is located.in  the 
broad structural trough of the Sacramento Valley. The .surface 
post-Eocene deposits, which consist of beds of gravel, sand 
silt, clay, tuff, conglomerate, sandstone, silkstone and 
clayStone, lie unconformably over sedimentary rocks and 
deposits of either Cretaceous or Eocene age. 

There is no evidence of faults underlying the'Sacramento 
metropolitan area; however, there are faults and fault zones 
in close proximity to Sacramento. These include: the -. 
Dunnigan Hills fault about 30 miles to the southwest, the 
Midland fault 35 miles to the southwest, and a number of 
small faults to the east along the Sierra Nevada foothills 
(Greensfielde 1974). Urban structures in the study area 
will lie on unconsolidated sediments and are therefore subject 
to liquefaction, causing more severe ground deformation through 
seismic activity than areas on consolidated material (Sacramento 
City Planning Department 1977). 

Soils 

The soils of the study area are of the Columbia series. 
The Columbia series consists of alluvial soils recently 
accumulated from mixed igneous and sedimentary rock material. 
In the study area the Columbia soils overlie the darker, finer-
textured soils of the Sacramento series. Soils of the Columbia 
series are light brown and friable; they do not puddle easily 
and may be worked at high moisture contents (U. S. Soil Con-
servation Service 1954). 

The soils contain some clay, which shrinks or swells 
with changes in moisture content. Potential shrink-swell 
problems would be more prevalent on the north portion of 
the site, where more clay is located. Rapid withdrawal of 
water from these soils will cause subsidence.
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Expansive Soils. The site's low-to-moderately expansive 
soils,' on, which all the buildings will be constructed, are 
prone to differential movement, causing cracking of founda-
.tions and pavements with seasonal changes in moisture content. 
The larger the building; the more sensitive it will be to 
these expansive soils.

Impacts . 

Proposed Project 

Soil Erosion. Construction will expose soil surfaces, 
presenting a potential for soil erosion on the study area. 
The erosion hazard is expected to be less than significant. 

Subsidence and Liquefaction. The subsidence potential 
is minimal. If during construction . it is necessary to with-
draw substantial quantities of water from the soil, then 
State and federal programs that require groundwater replace-

• ment should be implemented. The potential for liquefaction 
occurring is also minimal. • However, if there was a severe 
earthquake damage could occur. 

No-Project Alternative • 

Geological and soil constraints, similar to those described 
above, would be present for the no-project alternative. 

Comparison  

Geological and soils constraints would be similar for 
both the proposed project and the no-project alternative, 
and are capable of mitigation by the measures listed below. 

Mitigation Measures  

Implement Standard Construction Practices to Reduce Erosion 

A number of standard construction practices will reduce 
the potential for erosion. These mitigation measures include: 

1) Minimizing the length of time that the surface 
is exposed. 

2) Periodic sprinkling of the disturbed area. 

3) Covering disturbed soils with a mulch to retard 
erosion.



4) Limiting and enforcing low speeds of vehicles on 
exposed soil surfaces. 

Desi n Structures to Minimize Soils and Geolo ic Hazards 

Development on expansion-prone soils is not unusual 
and can be mitigated by routine engineering design procedures. 
The problem of liquefaction can be mitigated by strengthening 
the building foundation (Sacramento City Planning Department 
1974); design level geotechnical studies should be made to 
evaluate liquefaction potential for each project structure. 
Lastly, implementation of 1973 Uniform Building Code require-
ments adopted by the City would reduce the potential for 
severe damage sustained by a large magnitude earthquake.
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Section Q 

BIOLOGY 

,Settihg. 

The biological setting of the project site is described 
in detail.in.Appendix V. -Three habitat types are present . 
on the site: agricultural, fence row, and riparian woodland. 

Agricultural Habitat  

Agricultural habitat occupies about 45 acres (87 percent) 
of the project site. A nonirrigated safflower crop occupies 
about 39 acres, and a waste field of past agricultural opera-
tions occupies about 6 acres. The biological value of this 
habitat type is relatively low. 

Fence Row Habitat 

• About 2 acres of fence row habitat -occupies the 1-5 
right-of-way along the southwestern portion of the site and 
the PG&E transmission line rights-of-way. V Strips of oaks, 
elderberry shrubs, and tall grasses found in these,loCations 
provide habitat for a variety of bird species, as well as 
small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians. . 

Riparian-Woodland Habitat/Bannon Slough  

Riparian woodland occupies about 5 acres (10 percent) 
of the project site. The total Bannon Slough woodland area 
south of West El Camino Avenue . is 9 acres, with the remaining 
4 acres found on the Sammis property bordering the project 
site to the east. 

'The riparian woodland is dominated by a tree overstory 
consisting of over 30 mature oak trees (greater than 6 inches) 
and several large cottonwoods. The oak trees are in vigorous 
condition, with good form and color; although some have been 
fire damaged, all are viable and expected to survive for 
a substantial period to time under present conditions. Natural 
oak regeneration is represented by abundant oak saplings 
and seedlings throughout the slough area. In addition to 
the oaks and cottonwoods, other vegetation found in the slough 
area includes black walnut and fig trees, and blue elderberry, 
button bush, and blackberry shrubs.
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The riparian woodland provides suitable habitat for 
numerous wildlife species, including a large variety Of bird 
species such as mourning dove, scrub jay, western .kingbird, 
ring-necked pheasant, and American kestrel, all of which • 
were observed in field visits to the site. 

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered S•ecies 

No rare, threatened, or endangered species are believed 
to inhabit or use the site (see Appendix V). Although the 
South Natomas Community Plan indicates the possible presence 
of the giant garter snake, a state-listed rare species, its 
typical habitat is open water bordered by grasses and forbs, 
and this habitat is absent from the project site. 

Impacts  

Proposed Project  

Agricultural Habitat.. The proposed project will have 
minor impacts on biological resources of the agricultural 
habitat type. Few naturally occurring species use the agri-
cultural 'fields at this time. Loss of the agricultural fields 
will remove foraging habitat for some species (e.g.,. ring-
necked pheasant, black-tailed jackrabbit) that also use fence 
row and riparian woodland habitats for nesting and cover. 

Fence Row Habitat. The , proposed project may have .a 
major impact on the present fence row habitats. A landscape 
corridor is proposed for the edge of the project site along 
1-5. If the present naturally occurring fence row.vegetation 
(small trees, shrubs, dense clumps of grasses and weeds') 
is replaced by ornamental irrigated plants, species presently 
using fence row habitat would be replaced by species adaptable 
to urban environments (e.g. ., modkingbird, house sparrow), 

Along the PG&E transmission line corridor, several -oak 
trees are proposed to be retained, according to the site plan. 
Although some wildlife use of this area Would thereby be 
retained, use by sothe species could not continue, and the 
viabilitY of the retained oak trees would be threatened by . 
construction activities and irrigation; these considerations 
are discussed in further detail in the following section 
discussing potential impacts on the Bannon Slough oak trees.
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Exhibit 0-2. Loss of Riparian Woodland Habitat Caused by Proposed Project 

Acreage 
(approximate)

Percent of 
Project Site 
Woodland

Percent of 
Total 
Woodland 

Habitat loss caused by project: 
- office park development 3 60 33 
- roadway across slough area 0.3 6 3 

Habitat to be retainedby 40- 
foot Bannon Slough Parkway 1.7 34 19 

Present habitat on project site 5 100 55 

Present habitat on adjacent 
property	 (Sammis parcel.) 4 45 

Total riparian woodland 
habitat in Bannon Slough 
area between Garden Highway 
and West El Camino Avenue 9 100

SOURCE: Jones & Stokes Associates; Inc.
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Fragmentation of Habitat by Roadway. Construction of 
the roadway in the proposed location across the Bannon Slough 
area would fragment the largest contiguous area of existing 
woodland habitat. This fragmentation would disrupt the habitat 
corridor from Discovery Park to the Bannon Slough Parkway 
north of West El Camino Avenue. Wildlife diversity in the 
parkway north of El Camino Avenue would decrease as the habitat 
connection to the Discovery Park, a source area for migrations, 
is broken. . 

Viability of Retained Mature Trees. Construction activities 
and irrigated landscaping could threaten the mature trees 
retained within the proposed project. Oak tree root systems 
inhabit generally that area demarcated by the downward vertical 
project of their foliage canopies. The outline of a tree 
canopy is called . the tree's dripline. Construction activities 
(e.g., foundations, ditches, grading) within a tree's dripline 
will destroy portions of the tree's root system, often causing 
its death: Furthermore, oak trees are susceptible to root 
fungi attack when irrigated; naturally they occur in non-
irrigated environments. Commonly, irrigated landscaping 
within an oak tree's dripline causes death of the tree 
(Heritage Oaks Committee 1976;• Rogers 1980). 

Loss of Habitat Within Proposed 40-Foot Bannon Slough  
Parkway. A parkway 40 feet wide outward from the property 
line (i.e., the centerline of Bannon Slough) has been proposed. 
Such a parkway could maintain some riparian woodland habitat, 
depending on how it was managed. If ornamental landscaping 
with a recreational bike trail through the parkway were under-
taken, the present woodland habitat value would be eliminated. 
Elimination of dense understory vegetation and disturbance 
by human recreation and domestic pets would cause this habitat 
value loss. The present wildlife species diversity would 
be reduced, and urban-adapted species would replace wildland-
adapted species. 

No-Project Alternative  

Because the no-project alternative also calls for pre-
servation of only a 40-foot parkway corridor along Bannon 
Slough, impacts caused by the proposed project (discussed 
in previous section) also would result from the no-project 
alternative. The impacts of outdoor recreation and domestic 
pets on retained woodland habitat would be greater with a 
residential development than with the proposed office park.
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Comparison 

Both alternatives would have similar major adverse impacts 
on biological resources through eliminatiOn or majdr modi-
fication of fence row habitats; direct loss of 66 percent 
of the high quality Bannon Slough woodland habitat present 
on the Site; fragmentation'of'the Bannon Slough woodland 
habitat by the east-west collector road; threats to the viability 
of the mature trees retained by the alternatives; and loss 
of habitat within the proposed 40-foot Hannon SloLigh Parkway. 
The no-project alternative would cause greater disturbance 
to. wildlife habitat retained by the proposed 40-foot parkway 
because of increased use by the public and domestic pets. 

' Mitigation Measures' 

Fence Row Habitat  

Maintain . Native "Vegetation Along  1-6 and PG&E Trans-
mission Line Easement. Wildlife species . native to these 
fence-row habitats could be maintained under a program.of 
native , vegetation management in these areas, redtcing replace-

' merit by urban adapted wildlife 

Riparian Woodland Habitat  

Avoid or Minimize Development Within the Riparian' 
Woodland Habitat Lying Outside Proposed 40-Foot Bannon Slough 
Parkway. This measure could best be implemented by redrawing 
the boundaries of the proposed 40-foot Bannon Slough Parkway 
tá conform more closely to the existing boundaries of the 
riparian Woodland habitat. With this Measure -, the present 
high habitat quality and high wildlife species diversity 
would be maintained to a large degree. Opportunities to 
observe native wildlife and "natural" areas would be available 
to local residents and visitors 	 Expertise is available 
to maintain native vegetation in a manner compatible with 
aesthetics and human safety. Savings in energy and labor 
may result from such natural landscape management. 

The financial feasibility of expanding the Bannon Slough 
Parkway is uncertain. If the site plan were revised to provide 
for an equivalent amount of office space using more 2-story 
structures, the project could still be financially feasible. 
Also, building could be allowed closer to the property line 
at the northern portion of the parkway, where the 40-foot 
boundary currently includes small acreages of agricultural 
habitat.



Q8 

Locate Collector Road Crossing Further North Where 
Riparian Woodland Habitat is Nonexistent or Narrow. A 
relatively large contiguous area of riparian woodland 
habitat could be maintained if the road were relocated; 
wildlife species requiring the larger habitat area, as 
opposed to separated small areas, would be maintained. 
This measure could, however, conflict with City policies 
discouraging cul-de-sacs longer than 500 feet, because the 
Azevedo Drive cul-de-sac could exceed 500 feet if the collec-
tor road were moved further north. 

Avoid Construction Activities and Irrigated Landscaping  
Within Driplines. of Retained Oak Trees. Maintaining the 
integrity of oak tree root systems during construction, and 
management of native nonirrigated vegetation beneath oak 
trees, would ensure the oak tree's continued existence on 
the project site. The Sacramento City Heritage Tree Ordinance 
recommends such measures. 

Maintain Natural Vegetation Occurring Within Proposed  
40-Foot Bannon Slough Parkway. Some wildlife species native 
to riparian woodland habitat could be maintained under a 
program of native vegetation management within the 40-foot 
Bannon Slough Parkway. This measure would require elimination 
of artificial landscaping and the Bannon Slough bike trail 
within the parkway. The bike trail could be located along 
the edge of the retained habitat, or along planned roadways. 

Limit Public Access to Areas of Native Woodland Habitat. 
Barriers to human and pet access, such as dense 'shrubbery 
or fences, could be used to limit the disturbance of retained 
woodland habitat. Wildland adapted and disturbance susceptible 
species could be maintained by this measure, and replacement 
by urban adapted species would be reduced. Total elimination 
of public access would be inconsistent with the recreational 
objectives for Bannon Slough Parkway envisioned by the SNCP. 
If a limited number of access points to the parkway and a 
marked footpath were provided, the parkway could be used 
for hiking, nature study, and picnicking without causing 
major disruptions to wildlife.

Li 
fl 



LI
Ri 

Section R 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Setting  

A cultural resources investigation and record search 
was undertaken for this EIR by the California Archeological 
Site Survey (CASS) regional office. The records search found 
that two surveys had been carried out on the vicinity of 
the proposed site by Steven B. Dondero and Ann Peak and 
Associates. The investigation concluded that no previously 
recorded cultural resources, either prehistoric or historic, 
are known to occur on the project site. 

Impacts  

Neither the proposed project nor the no-project alter-
native is likely to adversely affect cultural resources, 
given the low sensitivity of the project site. 

Mitigation Measures 

Participation of Archeologists During Construction  

The CASS regional office recommends that "if during 
construction unusual amounts of historic, glass, ceramics, . 
metal, nails, etc., or prehistoric artifacts such as arrow-
heads, beads, mortar or human bones are discovered work should 
be halted immediately until a professional archeologist can 
be called in to assess the find and determine its significance. 
This would include recommendations for the preservation or 
mitigation of the remains if they are judged to be signifi-
cant". 

ci
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Appendix I 

FISCAL. IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Setting  

Introduction  

Since the passage of Proposition 13., several important 
changes have occurred in'the way which local governments.. 
provide for new development. Because local governments can 
no longer rely upon primarily property tax revenue to offset 
additional punic service expenditures, higher .development 
fees and assessments are now typically levied. In addition, 
most local jurisdictions require some developer responsibility 
for project-related public improvements.- 

increasingly, local ' governments have become more depen-
dent on external sources of government funds. Since Pro-
position 13, state "bailout funds" have been made available 
to local governments to ease the impact of property tax 	 • 
reductions. In this.pat year, the state surplus has been 
exhausted. This situation, in conjundtion with a slowing 
economy and the changed administration in Washington, have 
contributed to considerable revenue uncertainty at the local, 
level. 

Planning for revenue uncertainties requires new and 
innovative approaches to local public financing. Concepts 
such as mutual benefit districts and capital improvement 
development funds are being investigated as alternatives 
for financing'capital projects such as fire stations and 
libraries. Additional developer requirements for on-site 
features such as sprinklers and security patrols can help 
reduce the demands on key public services. As conventional 
sources of funding become more difficult to obtain, these 
new approaches to local government financing are increasingly 
.likely to be considered. 

Assumptions and Methods  

The objective of this analysis is to compare the difference 
in fiscal impact between implementation Of the proposed Creek-
side office park project and implementation of the no-project 
residential alternative. To accomplish this, the following 
assumptions have been made.
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First, only direct impacts are considered. No secondary 
effects such as additional revenues resulting from increases 
in value of adjacent property have been considered. 

Second, estimates of costs and revenues are based on 
current conditions and are represented in 1981 dollars; that 
is, the projects are evaluated as if they were completed 
and operating today. Although it is recognized that costs 
will increase over the years because of inflation, it is 
assumed that inflationary increases in costs and revenues 
will be proportional. 

Third, only local public costs and revenues are con-
sidered. Although the analysis identifies the responsible 
entity for all public improvement and operating costs, only . 
the costs which would be paid for by local taxpayers are 
considered. Because some municipal agencies operate as self-
supporting enterprise entities (e.g., water, sewer and waste 
removal) different project demands on these services will 
not affect the local taxpayer. Therefore, the difference 
in service demand for these services is not considered to 
have a fiscal effect on the City. 

Because, of special funding conditions for the school 
districts, Regional Transit District and Reclamation District 
1000 (which provides drainage services), these entities were 
evaluated independently from municipal services. 

' Most of the cost and revenue information for this analysis 
was obtained through interviews with local public officials. 
For some estimates, however, data from other fiscal studies 
prepared for the City of Sacramento have been relied upon. 

Current (Fiscal Year 1981-1982) Budget Highlights  

The following Exhibit I-1 and budgetary highlights are 
excerpted from the preliminary Fiscal Year 1981-1982 budget 
for the City of Sacramento. Budgetary highlights are as 
follows:

o Overall 2.1 percent increase over Fiscal Year 
1980-.1981 final budget. 

o No new programs or services proposed. 

o Staffing in police and fire departments held at 
current levels. 

o Slight reduction in general government appropriations.
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Exhibit I-1. Preliminary-,FY 1981-82 City of Sacramento Budget 

Final 
Budget 
1980-81

Preliminary 
, Budget 
1981-82

Change From 
,	 1980-81	 Budget 
.Dollar	 Percentage 

General	 Government 7,547,786 $	 7,155,449 $	 (392,337)	 (	 5.2%) 

Public Safety 44,982,429 45,809,965 827,536 1.8% 

Public Works • 38,309,939 36,066,737 (2243,202) (	 5.9%) 

Community 'Services 12,403,106 12,545,306 142,200 1.1% 

Li brary & Culture 6,787,569 6,839,000 51,431 .8% 

General	 Services -0- 4,294,044 4,294,044 

Non-Departmental 2,494,628 22,688,727 (805,901) (	 3.4%) 

Operating Total $133,525,457 $135,399,228 $1,873,771 1.4% 

Capital	 Improvements 12,861,200 14,120,050 1,258,850 9.8% 

Grand Total $146,386,657 $149,519,278 $3,132,621 2.1%

SOURCE: City of Sacramento Preliminary Fiscal Year 1981-1982 Budget. 



Fee'increaSeS fOr - several -enterpri:se funds (waste 
reffioval, sewers, parking) to maintain their self-
supporting status.' 

Annual tax override propOsed . to collect $850,000 
to pay for 1965 Citywide- drainage bonds. 

Los's of approximately $2.8 million in state bailout 
.assistance. 

o 1\ new •City Department of General Services is created. 

Elimination of contributions to community-based 
organizations is propoSeth 

0 Seventy-three percent of general revenue-sharing, 
funds from the federal governMent will bd'used for 
operating expenses. 

.0 The capital improvement budget totaling$14 million 
ha S been raised by $1 million to provide for a. 
communications 'center and a new fire station in 
the Natomas area. 

Assessment of Impacts  

Public Service Exeenditures  

Implementation of either of the two project alternatives 
would result in additional expenditures by municipal agencies 
and local districts. These expenditures include bothone-
time capital improvement expenditures and recurring annual 
operating and maintenance costs. Exhibit 1-2 shows agency 
responsibilities and sources of funds for public service 
delivery and Exhibit 1-3 shows the cost effect of imple-
menting the proposed project. 

Municipal Agencies. 

Police. Development of the proposed site under either 
alternative would not necessitate any additional capital 
improvements to the downtown central police station which 
services the site. As shown on Exhibit I-3,-the proposed 
project would require some additional traffic control Services 
This increase in police services, however, would be more 
than offset' by an increase in service calls under the no-
project alternative. The net result from implementation 
of the proposed project would be the reduction of one addi-
tional sworn officer at an annual salary of approximately



Exhibit and Source of Funds for Public Service Deliveryl 1-2. Agency Responsibility 

Source of Funds 
Municipal Function City or District Operating and. 
and Services Responsibility Capital Improvements Maintenance 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
- Police Police Department Governmental Governmental 
- Fire Fire Department Governmental Governmental 

PUBLIC WORKS 
- Streets and Lights City Engineer Department Governmental Governmental 

Developer 
- Water City Engineer Department Developer Fee 
- Sewer City Engineer Department Developer • Fee 
- Waste Removal City Engineer Department Fee Fee 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 
- Park Community Services Department 	 Governmental Governmental 

Developer 

LIBRARY AND CULTURE 
7 Library Library Department Governmental Governmental 

DISTRICT SERVICES 
- Schools Natomas Union District State Building Fund State Subventions 

Grant Joint Union High 
School District State Building Fund State Subventions 

- Public Transit Regional Transit District Federal Funds	 (UMTA) 
Local Funds

Box Fares; City, 
County,	 State and 
Federal Funds 

- Drainage Reclamation District 1000 Developer Assessment District

rl	 I-5 

'Based on Fiscal Year 1981-1982 preliminary budget. 
can vary from year to year.

Source of funds for some municipal functions 



Exhibit 1-3. Comparison of Impacts on Municipal Services and 
Cost Effect from Implementation of Proposed Project 

Increase demand for traf-. 
fic control 

Require fire flow of 4,500 
gpm contribute to need 
for new fire station 

Increase use of roadways 
and need for street 
maintenance 

Total consumption - 78- 
acre-feet per year 

Generate 79,200 gallons/ 
day 

Require pick-up and dis-
posal of additional 
solid wastes 

No significant impact 
since no additional 
demands on parks and 
recreational facilities 
would be generated 

Increase need for library 
services

Increase demand for ser-
vice calls 

Require fire flow of 1,500 
gpm contribute to need 
for new fire station 

IncreRse use of roadways 
and need for street. 
maintenance 

Total consumption - 213- 
acre-feet per year 

Generate 125,235 gallons/ 
day 

Require pick-up and dis-
posal of additional - 
solid wastes 

Require acquisition, 
development and main-
tenance of 12.14 acres 
of new parks 

Increase need for library 
services

Difference in Impact 
as a Result of Inple-
Nentation of Proposed 
Project 

Reduction of 1 sworn 
officer 

Increase fire flow 
.requirements by 3,000 
gPm 

Increase slightly 
need for street 
maintenance 

Reduction of 135.acre-
feet per year 

Reduction of 46,035 
gallons/day 

Similar to no-project 
alternative 

Eliminate need to 
acquire, develop, 
and maintain 11.35 
acres of new parks 

Similar to no-project 
alternative

Cost Effect from Implementation 
'of Proposed Project  

Annual Operation and 
One-Tire Capital Cost
	

Maintenance Costs 

No effect	 -$25,000 

No effect
	

No effect 

NO effect
	

Minor effect - not 
quantifiable 

No effect
	

No effect 

No effect
	

No effect 

NO effect
	

No effect 

-327,780	 -$48,560 

No effect
	

No effect 

-327,780	 -$73,560 

Municipal Services 

Police Protection 

Fire Protection 

Streets E. Lights 

Water 

Sewer 

Waste Removal 

Parks 

Library

Comparison of Impacts 
Proposed Project	 No-Project Alternative 

Total Cost Effect on Municipal Services from Implementation of Proposed Project 

District Services 

No impact 

Some increase in rider-
ship demand 

Increase storm runoff 
pumping requirements by 
11.44 cfs

Increase enrollment by 
137 students in Natomas 
Union School District 

Increase enrollment by 
100 students in Grant 
Joint Union High School 
.District 

Increase ridership demand' 

Increase storm runoff 
pumping requirements by 
10 cfs

Decreae enrollment 
in local schoor 
districts by 237 
students 

Decrease in daily 
ridership demand 

Increase storm run-
off pumping require-
ments by 1.44 cfs

Schools 

Regional Transit 

• DraindyQ

See Exhibit 1-4
	

See Exhibit 1-4 

See Exhibit 1-4
	

See Exhibit 1-4 

See Exhibit 1-4_	 See Exhibit 1-4
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$28,000. To the extent that additional administrative costs 
would be incurred from hiring one additional officer, this * 
annual cost (based solely on annual salary) would beunder-fl  

Fire. Development of the proposed site under either. 
alternative would contribute to an existing need for one 
additional fire station in the South Natomas area. Because 
public improvement expenditures for water laterals to provide 
adequate fire flows to the site would be borne by the developer, 
no additional costs to the City would be incurred. -Operating . 
costs for fire protection under both alternatives would be 
affected similarly.* 

Streets and Lights. Standard-roadway improvements (e.g., 
street widening, curbs; gUtters ., sidewalks) on arterials 
adjacent to the proposed development are typically the respon-
sibility of the developer. Where arterials are greater than • 
40 feet in width, the City. generally. reimburses the developer 
for improvements to the roadway such as-medians and inside • 
lanes. Although expenditures for signals are usually made 
•by the City, in some cases, developers have been required 
to install them. Both projects would result in similar needs 
for street and light_improvements, which would likely be 
a shared responsibility between the developer and the City. 

Implementation of the proposed project would generate. 
some additional traffic; as a result, maintenance require-
ments for streets and lights could be increased slightly. 
This increase, however, would not have a significant effect. 
on annual operating costs of the City. 

Water. Capital . expenditures for laterals to hook up 
to the water main currently being extended to. the South Natomas 
area are borne by the project developer. As a result, no addi-
tional costs would be incurred by the City if either project 
were implemented... 

The City's annual operating and maintenance require-
ments for water service are met through fees which essentially 
offset the costs. As a result, implementation of either 
project would not impose any additional costs on the City. 

Sewer. Sewer connection fees are imposed on all new 
developments to cover costs for regional trunklines, inter-. 
ceptors and treatment. Sewer connection fees represent the 
"buy-in" cost to the . regional system. No additional costs 
would be incurred by the City. Because sewer service is 
operated on a fee basis, implementation of either alternative 
would not impose additional operating costs on the City. 

1-7 
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Waste Removal.. If the proposed project is implemented, 
waste removal could be provided by either a private collector 
or the .City. Waste removal under the no-project alternative 
would be provided by the City. Because the City charges 
a waste removal fee which covers both capital and operating 
expenditures, additional demands on waste removal .services 
from either project would . not result in any additional municipal 
cost.,

Parks. The City uses 5 acres per 1,000 population as 
a standard for determining park needs. To acquire and develop 
new parks, a parkland dedication ordinance and a recreational•
development tax are applied to new residential development. 
Under a worst case situation, City staff (Linggi 'pers. comm.) 
estimates that only 70 percent of the acquisition and develop-
ment costs of new parks are currently provided by the parkland 
dedication ordinance and recreational development tax. At 
a cost of approximately $90,000 per acre, each new acre 
of parkland would therefore cost the City approximately $27,000, 
with the developer responsible for the remaining. $63,000. 

The net result from implementation of the proposed project 
would therefore be to eliminate a•one Ttime capital expenditure 
by the City for 12.14 acres of park,' at a savings of $327,780. 
Although the proposedproject would avoid City parks-related 
capital costs, the reduction of $764,820 in developer con-
tributions would make it more difficult to finance the park 
system planned by the sNcp. 

In.addition to eliminating the need for acquisition 
and development of parks, implementation of the proposed 
project would avoid additional costs for operation and main-
tenance of the parks. Current costs of operation and main-
tenance are estimated at $4,000 per acre; implementation of 
the proposed project would thereby effectively reduce.the 
City's annual operating budget for parks by $48,560. 

Library. Development of either alternative would in-
crease the need for library service in the South Natomas 
area. Although residential use is generally considered more 
important in determining the need for new library facilities, 
some office complexes have special research needs which 
libraries try to accommodate. Implementation of either 
project would thus affect annual operation and maintenance 
costs of libraries similarly. 

Special Districts. Fiscal effects of the proposed pro-
ject on special districts are summarized in Exhibit 1-4. 

School Districts. Implementation of the proposed project 
would not place additional demands on the school districts. 
Implementation of the no-project alternative would affect 
both the Natomas Union School District and the Grant Joint - 
Union High Scnool District.
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Exhibit 1-4. Fiscal Effect on Districts From
Implementation of Proposed Project 

COsts 
Revenues	 *One-Time Capital . 	 Operating

	 Net Effect 

Schools 
-Natamas Union 

School District 

-Grant Joint Union 
High School 
District 

Sacramento Regional 
Transit District 

Reclamation District 
.1000

Decreased state 
funds to district by 
approximately $1,600 
'per student annually 
or $219,200 

Decreased state 
funds to district by 
approximately $2,000 
per student annually, 
or $200,000 

Decrease fare box 
revenues slightly 

Increase one-time . 
revenues by 
approximately $7,000

If permanent facility 
is not available, 
would eliminate need 
for lease of 9.new 
temporary classrooms 
at $2,000 per Unit; 
if permanent facility 
is available, no 
effect 

No effect 

NO effect 

$7,000 capital in-
vestment in pumping 
capacity

.Would increase 
operating costs 
per student 

: Would increase 
operating costs 
per student' 

No effect 

NO effect

If permanent . 
facility is . not 
available, would 
eliminate cost of 
$18,000; if per-
manent facility is 
available, no 
net effect 

Because of de-
pendence on 
'state funding, 
no net effect 

Because of pri-
mary dependence 
on external.. 
sources of 
funding, no 
Significant 

'effect 

No net effect



Natomas Union School District. The Natomas Union School 
District provides schooling for students from kindergarten. 
through the 8th grade. Based on a student generation rate 
of 0.15 elementary school students per household, the no-
project alternative would generate approximately 137 students. 

The district currently uses temporary classroom facili-
ties which are leased from the state at a cost of $2,000 per 
unit. District funds, obtained primarily from state funds 
(90-95 percent), with some local property tax money (about 
5 percent), are used to lease the classrooms. The developer 
has been an additional source of funds for classroom facili-
ties; a state law allows for assessment of impact fees on 
new homes when schools are at capacity. To date, however, 
the Natomas Union District has not applied for impact funds, 
but rather has relied on voluntary contributions from developers. 
Because of carryover funds from previous years , , the district 
will not require contributions from developers for the 1981- 
1982 fiscal year.

* 

Although state disbursements for permanent classrooms' 
are provided eventually, they typically lag several years 
behind need. As a result, temporary classrooms are common, 
Based on a need factor of 55 square feet per student for 
kindergarten through 6th grade and 75 square feet per 
student for grades 7 and 8, the additional 137 students, 
assuming 80 percent for grades K through 6th and 20 percent 
for grades 7 and 8, would require 8,075 square feet of class-
room. At 960 square feet per classroom, the additional 
students would require 9 new temporary classrooms. The lease 
cost to the district at $2,000 per classroom would be $18,000. 
Because no additional state funds would be provided, this 
cost would be met from existing funds of the district. If 
permanent school facilities are available, the lease cost 
to the district would be avoided. 

Grant Joint Union High School District. The Grant Joint
	 J 

Union High School District provides schooling for students 
in grades 9 through 12. Based on a student generation rate 
of 0.1 student per household, the no-project alternative 
would generate approximately 100 students. At present, excess 
capacity exists within the school district; no plans to build-
or add on are currently being considered (Matlock pers. comm.) 

. District funds are provided primarily by state sub-
ventions through a complex formula involving approximately 
80 percent state funds and the remainder based indirectly 
on local property tax assessments. The current revenue limit 
for the district is $1,982 per student. Although increases 
in local assessed value from additional residential develop-
ment do not directly change the revenues per student re-
ceived from the state, an increase in local assessed value 
does make the district less vulnerable to variable state 
financing.



Two options would be available to the district if 
financing problems occur. First, an impact fee could be 
imposed on new residential . development to cover costs. The 
second option would be to borrow money from the state. The 
Leroy Greene School fund has been established to provide for 
such school district borrowing. 

Summary. The proposed project would have no net effect 
on local, school district financing. Because of the school 
districts' dependence on state funds, any reduction on state 
funds from implementation of the proposed project would be 
essentially offset by reductions on total operating costs. 

Regional Transit District. Currently, the Regional 
Transit District of Sacramento provides transit services 
to the project area. Two lines, routes number 14:and.number 
86-87, service West El Camino adjacent to the project site. 
Route number 86-87 is a 1-year experimental route funded 
by the state. 

As shown on Exhibit' I-5, it is projected.that approxi-
mately 32 percent of Regional Transit's revenues for the . . 
Fiscal Year 1981-1982 would come from the fare box. The 
remainder would come from a variety of local, state and 
federal sources. 

If the proposed site is developed, the developer would 
be required to deposit $5,000 per required shelter in a trust 
account with Regional Transit. This money would be used 
to construct and to help maintain the new bus shelters. • 
According to a Regional Transit spokesperson (Martin pers. 
comm.), the fee charged ($5,000 per shelter) is no longer 
sufficient to cover construction and improvement cost of 
shelters. An increase in this fee is likely in the near 
future. 

The proposed project would result in a reduced number 
of riders. This difference in demand could play some role 
in determining the viability of line 86-87, because line 
86-87 would have to be funded locally following the 1-year 
experiment. 

Drainage. Reclamation District 1000, a special district 
which serves the northwest quadrant of the metropolitan area, 
would collect stormwater drainage from the site and pump 

' it to the Sacramento River. Reclamation District 1000 pro-
vides this service based on a 1973 agreement with the City. 

Development of either the proposed project or the no-
project alternative would result in runoff in excess of that 
which the district had agreed to accept from the site. The
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Exhibit 1-5. Projected Source of Funding for Regional 
Transit District Fiscal Year 1981-1982 

Source	 % of Total Operating Budget 

Fare Box	 32.3% 

Local General Funds 
(City of Sacramento and 
County of Yolo)
	

<1% 

Contractor Jurisdictions 
(Davis, Woodland, Rose-
ville, Yolo County)
	

2.3% 

Local Transportation Funds 
(1/4 of 1 of sales tax 
within County of Sacramento)
	

39% 

State Transit Assistance Fund 
(Gasoline tax fund)
	

4.4% 

State Money From Demonstration 
Project in South Natomas Area 	 >1% 

Federal Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration (UMTA)
	

17.6% 

Nontransportation Revenues 
(Interest from investments)
	

>1% 

TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET
	

98.6%1 

Capital Program - 80% Federal Funds (UMTA) 
20% District Earmarked Funds 

Does not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

SOURCE: Sacramento Regional Transit District.
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1973 agreement was based on development of the site for low 
density residential units. Implementation of either the pro-
posed project or the no-project alternative would require addi-
tional pumping capacity. At approximately $4,000-$5,000 • 
for each additional cubic foot per second, it is estimated 
that the proposed project would be required to pay a one-
time drainage fee of $57,200; the one-time drainage fee for 
the no ,-project alternative is estimated at $50,000 (Betts 
pers. Comm.). 

General capital expenditures and ongoing operation and 
maintenance costs for Reclamation District 1000 are met through 
fees levied on ratepayers in the assessment district. These 

(71)

	 fees . are unlikely to be affected by either the proposed project 

Li
	 or the no-project alternative. 

Public Revenue Generation 

Sources of revenue affected by the two alternatives 
include one-time taxes and fees, and annual revenue sources. 

'One-Time Taxes and Fees. One-time taxes and fees include 
building permit fees, construction excise tax, recreational 
development tax, sewer connection fee, and seismic motion 
instrumentation tax. .With the exception of the recreational 
development tax, the effect on these taxes from implementation 
of the two alternatives is presented in Exhibit 1-6. Project 
effect on the recreational development tax has not been in-
cluded in Exhibit 1-6 because it was previously considered 
in determining municipal costs for acquisition and develop-
ment of parks. This tax, however, has been estimated separately 
and is discussed below. 

Building Permit Fees. Building permit fees are cal-
culated based on construction cost. A graduated fee schedule 
is used for construction costs up to $100,000. A fee of 

fl $2.30 is charged for each $1,000 or fraction thereof in excess 
of $100,000. 

For residential developments,, the fee is calculated 
on the basis of $18 per square foot construction cost,. which 
is approximately 50 percent of actual construction cost. 
The fee is assessed on each individual building. For non-
residential development, the fee is calculated on the actual 
construction cost. A 65 percent plan-check supplement is 
also charged for nonresidential developments. This addi-
tional fee, however, is used to hire consulting engineers 
to review plans and therefore only offsets additional costs. 

EL



Exhibit 1-6. Caparison of Project Impact on Public Revenue Generation 

Revenue Source '	 Proposed Project($)

.Revenue Difference From 
Implementation of 

No-Project Alternative ($) Proposed Project ($) 

One-Time Taxes & Fees 

-- Building Permit Fee 105,480' 63,9002 • + 41,580 
- Construction Excise Tax . 429,800 155,000 4274,800 
- Sewer Connection Fee -574240 103,320	 . - 46,080 
- Seismic Motion Instrumentation Fee 2,578 1,086 1 +	 1,492 

TCTAL ONE-TIME TAXES & FEES 595,098 323,3063 +271,792 

Annual Taxes & Fees

Total $564,880"
.

'Total $485,950 ' . - Property Tax
Local Share (33%) =': 1864 410	 . Local Share (33%): = 160,363	 - + 26,047 

- Subventions 
•	 State No effect	 -- 30,588 -30,588 . 
•	 Federal No effect No effect 

- Utility User Tax' 12,894 . :14,490 7	 1,596 
- Property Turnover Tax • 21;746	 - 24,295 -.	 2,549 

TOTAL ANNUAL TAXES & FEES 221,050 ' 229,736 -	 8,686

'Based on an buildings at an average of 15,350 'square feet per building and an average permit cost of $2,637 per building. Construction.cost - 70 per 
square foot.	 •	 . 

2Based on 71 buildings at an average of 12,148 square feet per building and'an average permit cost of $900 per building. Construction cost th. $lp per 
square foot.	

.7 

3Does not include recreational development tax revenues and in lieu fees from parkland dedication ordinance which have been included in calculating the 
City's cost for acquisition and development of required hew parks. 

"Market value based on $92 per square foot. 

5Based on cost per square foot per year for an all-electric source with heat, pump: residential = $.336 per square.foot per year; nonresidential = $.42 per 
square foot per year. Estimates provided by SMUD. 

	

.	 . 
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As shown in Exhibit I-6; the proposed project would • 
generate $105,480 in building permit fees; the no-project. 
alternative would generate $63,900. The revenue difference 
from implementation of the proposed project is $41,580. 	 ,.• • 

Construction Excise Tax. The construction excise tax 
is calculated at the rate of 1 percent of construction and 
development costs for nonresidential developments , . For resi-
dential developments, the tax is also 1 percent of construction 
costs based on $18 per square foot construction cost. 

As shown in Exhibit 1-6, the proposed project would 
generate $429,800-in construction excise taxes; the no-project 
alternative would generate $155,000. The revenue difference 
from implementation of . the proposed . project,is . $274,800. 

Sewer Connection Fee. The sewer connection fed repre-
sents a one-time charge for hookup to the regional system. 
The fee is $120 per housing unit and $1,080 per.acre for 
nonresidential development. 

As shown in Exhibit 1-6, the proposed project would 
generate $57,240 in sewer connection fees; the no-project 
alternative would generate $103,320. The- revenue difference 
from implementation of the proposed project is a loss of 
$46,080. 

Seismic Motion Instrumentation .Fee. The seismic motion 
instrumentation fee is calculated on the basis of $0.07 for 
each $1,000 of construction cost. Residential construction 
cost is based on $18 per square foot; nonresidential con-
struction cost is based on the actual construction cost. 

As shown in Exhibit 1-6, the proposed project would 
generate $2,578 in seismic motion instrumentation fees; the-
no-project alternative would generate $1,086. The revenue 
difference from implementation of the proposed project is 
$1,492. 

Parkland Dedicdtion Ordinance. The parkland dedication 
ordinance requires new residential developments to "dedicate 
land for a local park sufficient in size and topography to 
serve the residents of the subdivision". The land required 
under the ordinance is calculated based on the number of 
acres and maximum allowable densities in each zoning classi-
fication. In many cases, in lieu fees are substituted for 
a portion or all of the land dedication requirements. The 
in lieu fees are calculated by multiplying the amount of land 
required for dedication by the fair market value (per acre) 
of the property to be subdivided.
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Recreational Development Tax. The recreational develop-
ment tax is levied on new residential developmentto offset 
development costs of new parks'. The residential development 
tax in conjunction with the park land dedication ordinance 
provides approximately 70 percent of acquisition and develop-
ment costs of parks. 

The recreational development tax is calculated on the 
basis of bedrooms per unit. It is estimated that the no- 
project alternative would generate $247,250 in recreational 
development taxes. 

Annual Revenue Sources. Annual revenue sources include 
-property taxes, state and federal subventions, utility user 
taxes,' property turnover taxes, sales taxes, business license 
taxes, and business inventory funds. Because sales taxes 
are based on gross receipts, it is not expected that either 
project would generate significant revenues from this tax. 
In addition, revenues from business license taxes are not 
expected to be significant even though a portion of these 
tax revenues are collected from businesses on other than 
a gross receipts basis. As a result, sales taxes and business 
license taxes are not considered in this analysis. 

.because of the recent repeal of the tax on business 
inventories, local governments no longer receive' tax revenues 
on the basis of individual business inventories. Instead, 
local governments are reimbursed by the state for the lost 
tax revenues based on a set formula, which increases annually 
at a 2 percent rate. As a result, implementation of either 
project would have no significant effect on the City's business 
inventory revenues and is therefore not considered in this 	 • 
analysis. 

Property Taxes. The current property tax rate is $4.00. 
per $100 of assessed value or'$1.00 per $100 of market value. 
The market value of the proposed project is estimated at 
$56,488,000 (Exhibit 1-7). This would yield an ' annual pro-
perty tax of $564,880 of which 33 percent or $186,410 is 
received by the City. 

The market value of the no-project alternative is esti-
mated at $48,592,740 (Exhibit 1-7). This would yield an 
annual property tax of $485,950 of which the City's share 
(33 percent) would be $160,363. The property tax revenue 
increase from implementation of the proposed project would 
thus be $26,047. 

It should be noted that the estimated differential in 
property tax revenues of the two projects is likely to 
decrease over time. This is because the assessed property
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Exhibit I-7. • Comparison of Project Data 

• Proposed-Project. 0	 No-Project Alternative 

Acres 

Dw.elling Units1 

Population - Increase (2.5 persons per 
dwelling unit) . 

EmployMeht (4.3 employees per 1,000 
square feet) 	 - 

Square Feet 

Office Replacement Value ($70 per 
square foot) ($) 

Office Land -Value ($140,000 per 
acre) ($) 

Office Market-Value ($92 per square 
foot)2($) 

Residential .Value ($53,340 per unit) ($) 

	

53	 53 

911 

2,277 

• 2,640

	

. 6140001.
	 862,5404 

42,980,000. 

":	 7,420;000 

56,488,000

. 48,592,740 

l Includes 404 apartments, 407 condominiums, and 100 townhouses. 
2 Includes replacement value at $70 . per square foot, land value at $12 per square foot, and 
profit at $10 per square foot.	 , 

3 Assumes average sales . price . of $35,000 for apartments, $65,0 0 0 for condominiums, and 
$80,000' or townhouses. 	 .	 . 

4 Assumes average square feet - per unit as follows: apartments, 705 square feet; 
condominiums, 1,100 square feet; townhouses, 1,300 square feet.
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value (the basis for determining property tax revenues) of 
the residential alternative is expected to increase at a 
faster rate than the assessed value of the proposed project. 
Under provisions of Proposition 13, the growth in assessed 
property value is limited to 2 percent annually unless the 
property is sold, at which time the property is reassessed 
at its current value. Since the turnover of commercial/ 
office property is estimated to occur . approximately once 
every 6.5 years as compared to approximately once every 
5 years for residential property, the growth in assessed 
value (and therefore property tax revenues) of the proposed 
project will lag behind the growth in assessed value of the 
residential alternative. This would result in a slower rate 
of growth in annual property taxes under the proposed project. 

, State Subventions. Several state subventions, such 
as the cigarette tax, motor vehicle in-lieu fees, and gas 
tax are population based. In Fiscal Year 1980-1981, the 
population-based state subventions were $24.00 per capita. 
Because of the recent enactment of Senate Bill 102, several 
sources of state subventions (e.g., highway carriers tax, 
liquor license, bank tax fees and motor vehicle in lieu fees) 
have been reduced or eliminated. As a result, it is estimated 
that state subventions are likely to be reduced to $13.43 
per capita for the current 1981-1982 fiscal year. Since 
the proposed project would directly decrease the City's popu-
lation by an estimated 2,277 persons, this would reduce the 
annual state subventions to the City by an estimated $30,588. 
(Indirect growth-inducing effects of the proposed project 
are not considered here, but to the extent the project induces 
additional population growth through provision of "new" jobs, 
reductions in population-dependent revenues would be lessened.) 

It should be noted that the state is expected to continue 
its current trend toward reducing state revenues distributed 
to local jurisdictions. To the extent that future state 
subventions are reduced, the .$13.43 per capita estimate would 
be overstated. 

Federal Subventions. Federal subventions, such as general 
revenue sharing funds and community development block grant 
funds, are based on formulas which consider a variety of 
need factors. Thb primary factors, however, are per capita 
income of the area and the level of taxation. According 
to a spokesperson in the City Manager's office (Medema pers. 
comm.), the population factor plays a very small role in 
determining theCity's share of federal subventions. Since 
implementation of either project is not expected to change 
the overall per capita income of the City, it is assumed 
that federal subventions would not be affected by project 
implementation.
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, Utility Users Tax, The City of Sacramento levies, a	 - 
5 percent municipal tax on all utility bills. On.the 
of average cost per square foot per year utility user taxes 
for both residential and nonresidential developments can 
be estimated. 

Assuming an average annual cost per square foot of $0.336 
for residential developments (Hook pers. comm.) and $0.42 
for nonresidential developments (Rohrer pers. comm.), the 
annual utility users tax is estimated to be $12,894 for the . 
proposed project and $14,490 for the no-project 'alternative. 
The annual revenue difference in utility user taxes from 
implementation of the proposed project is a loss of $1,596. 

Property Turnover Tax. Property turnover taxes are 
calculated on the basis of 14 of $0.01 of the sale price of 
property on the day of sale. Assuming that residential property 
would be sold on the average of once every 5 years and commer-
cial/office property would be sold on the average of once 
every 6.50 years, property turnover taxes can be calculated.' 
Based on present market values, and assuming that both - develop-
ments would increase in value at the same rate, the proposed . 
project would .generate $2,549 less than the no-project alter-
native on an average annual basis. 

Summary of Revenue Difference From Implementation of  
the Proposed Project. The one-time revenues generated from 
implementation of the proposed project exceed the one-time 
revenues from the no-prOjec =t alternative by $271,792. Annual 
revenues from implementation of the proposed project, however, 
Are estimated to be less by $8,686 than the annual revenues 
generated from the no-project alternative. This is primarily 
because the proposed project does not generate any additional 
revenues from population-based state subventions. As pre-
viously noted, the current level of state subventions (approxi-
mately $13.43 per capita) is likely to be reduced over the 
next few years. The effect of reductions in state subventions 
would be to reduce the projected annual revenue difference 
between the two alternatives. 

Conclusions  

The fiscal effect on the City from implementation of 
the proposed project is shown in Exhibit 1-8. As presented, 
municipal costs, both one-time capital costs and annual 
operating costs are projected to be lower as a result of 
implementation of the proposed project. Also, implementation 
of the proposed project would result in an additional $271,792
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Exhibit 1-8. Estimated Difference in Municipal Costs and 
Revenues From Implementation of the Proposed Project 

Difference From Implementation 
of the Proposed Project ($) 

Capital (One-Time)  

Savings in Capital 
Costs	 +327,780 

Revenues	 S	 +271,792 

NET	 +599,572 

Operating (Ongoing)' 

Savings in Operating 
Costs	 + 73,560 

Revenues	 - 8,686 

NET	 + 64,874
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in ode-time revenues. Annual revenues from implementation 
of the proposed project, however, are projected to be $8,686 
less than the no-project alternative. This is primarily 
due to the increase in population-based state subventions 
which would result from implementation of the no-project 
alternative. This revenue differential, however, is likely 
to be reduced as state subventions are reduced. 

The cost and revenue projections in this analysis are 
considered reasonable estimates of the differences likely 
to result from implementation of the proposed project. Because 
no attempt has been made to estimate all project costs and 
revenues, these estimates should not be used to evaluate 
the total fiscal effect from implementation of the proposed 
project. Because the intent of this analysis has been to 
provide a relative comparison of the fiscal effect of the 
project alternatives, cost and revenue estimates have only 
been calculated where differences in public improvement and 
service demands and revenue generation can be expected to 
have some local fiscal effect. 

Changes in the structure of local public finance and 
public service delivery are expected to occur. As a result, 
any assessment of project impacts on existing fiscal conditions 
is likely to become rapidly outdated.
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Appendix II 

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Base Case Traffic Volumes  

The traffic analyses in this EIR compare SNCP conditions 
(base case) to the altered conditions that would exist with 
the proposed Creekside office park. An updated description 
of base case traffic conditions apparently does not exist 
(Spiers pers. comm.). The traffic analysis presented in 
the 1977 Draft EIR for South Natomas Community Plan apparently 
is outdated in that no progress has been made on a Truxel 
Road interchange with 1-880, and some changes in land uses 
have occurred. 

The base case for traffic analysis of the Creekside 
office park project was drawn from analyses performed for 
the South •atomas Business Parks Draft EIR (which were of 
limited detail east of 1-5); the South Natomas Community 
Plan Draft EIR; and recent traffic counts by Caltrans and 
the City of Sacramento. Exhibit II-1 documents the key data 
sources and assumptions used to generate base case, proposed 
project, and no-project alternative traffic volumes. The 
various sources often required considerable adjustment to 
prevent obvious discontinuities in traffic volumes and to 
assign turning movements for later evaluation of intersection 
capacities. The base case values as presented in this EIR 
are therefore not based on a single firm foundation, but 
are 'rather developed from available data and projections - 
to represent a reasonable background against which the Creek-
side project can be evaluated. 

Because base case traffic volumes include traffic that 
would be generated at SNCP build-out, they include traffic 
that would be generated by residential development of the 
currently-vacant Bennett, Sammis, and Delta Point parcels 
at densities called for in the SNCP. The cumulative traffic 
impacts analysis in Section J assesses potential traffic 
impacts of approving a project exceeding SNCP minimum den-
sities on the Delta Point parcel.
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Exhibit II-1. Traffic Analysis Data Sources and Assumptions 

Base Case  

o ADTs per 11/77 Draft EIR, South Natomas Community Plan  

o 1-5 ADTs from 1979 Caltrans 1979 Traffic Volumes on 
California State Highways, plus SNCP-induced traffic 
from Draft EIR, SNCP, or estimated by Jones & Stokes 
Associates. 

o Peak-hour volumes from CH2M Hill analysis in South 
Natomas Business Parks Draft EIR. 

o Azevedo and internal collectors estimated by Jones & 
Stokes Associates from Draft EIR, SNCP. 

o Truxel estimated by Jones & Stokes Associates from 
City counts.

Impacts of Alternatives  

• Percent of volume in morning and evening peak hours: 

Morning; residential, 9.5 percentl 
office, 8 percenti 

Evening: residential, 11.3 percent2 
office, 10 percent` 

o Percent in and out: 

Morning: residential, 25 percent in,' 75 percent outl 
office, 80 percent in, 1 20 percent out' 

Evening: residential, 66.3 percent in, 2 33.7 percent out2
office, 20 percent in, 2 80 percent out2 

• All values rounded to nearest 10. All 5's rounded to 
give highest volume. 

Source: 

1 Jones & Stokes Associates, based on review of Institute of 
Traffic Engineers, Transportation and Traffic Engineering  
Handbook and other sources. 

2 CH2M Hill, South Natomas Business Parks Draft EIR.
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Proposed Project Traffic Volume Impacts  

Peak-hour traffic volume impacts were . estimated using 
the souces and assumptions shown inExhibit II-1. As an 
indication of traffic volume impacts On a 24-hour basis, . 
average daily traffic (ADT) impacts-bf . the proposed project 
were also estimated. Postproject ADT'volumes are shown in-
Exhibit 11-2.

Intersection Capacity Analysis  

Intersections in the vicinity of the project were reviewed 
to estimate the effects of the proposed project. The evening 
peak hour was selected for analysis, since volumes are highest 
at,this time, and any capacity problems should be readily 
apparent. Capacities were analyzed on a . basis essentially 
consistent with that used in the South Natomas Business Parks 

. Draft ETR. Assumptions were made as to turning movements 
and through movements at each selected intersection. Sum-
mations of Critical traffic movements (unadjusted) were then 
made for base case and project conditions. The results were 
compared to theoretical capacities, and increases or dedreases 
in capacity were estimated. Total capacity (120 percent). 
was assumed equal to 1,800 Vehicles per hour for the sum 
of the' critical' moves (two-phase signal), 1,720 vehicles 
per- hour, (three-phase signal), or 1,650 Vehicles per hour 
4fotir or more phase signal.).. 

The intersection analyses are. presented in Exhibits 
II-3 through II-8, and roadway geometricS assumptions for 
these analyses are presented in Exhibit. 11-9. The .results 
of the analyses, summarized in Section J,, indicated.-that 
the proposed project would affect intersection capacities 
by 2 percent or less in the 'evening peak hour. Inspection . 
of morning traffic volumes indicated that results for the 
morning would be similar, and it 'wasconcluded that no useful 

.purpose would be served by repeating the analysis for the 
morning peak hour, nor by refining the evening peak hour 
critical movement analysis : to follow detailed adjustment 
procedures. 

The capacity percentages and levels of service shown 
in Section J are highly dependent on the assumptions upon 
which they are based.. As previously disobssed, the base 
case estimates are not firmly based. Further tenuous assump-
tions are involved (in both base case and project conditions) 
in assuming turning movements and intersection striping. 
An attempt was made to identify the sensitivity of both the 
capacity percentages and the incremental change in available 
capacity (the latter of which measures the projeet's itpact).
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SNCP Creeks ide  

Exhibit 11-5	 II- 7 

West El Camino/Truxel Intersection: P.M. Peak Houx* 

*NOTE: Because of hich traffic volume, it is assumed that two left-turn lanes 
will be needed for eastbound vehicles on West El Camino turning left on Truxel.
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Exhibit 11-6

Truxel/New East-West Collector Intersection: P.M. Peak Hour 

SNCP
	

Creeks ide



SNCP Creekside 

Exhibit 11-7 

Garden Highway/Truxel Intersection: P.M. Peak Hour

11-9 
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Exhibit 11-8 

Garden Highway/I-5 Interchange: . P.M. Peak Hour 

Creekside

L._ 

SNCP

Li
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AZ EVEDO 
WEST EL CAMINO— I-5	 WEST EL CAMINO — 

INTERCHANGE (OFF RAMP) 	 TRUXEL 

TRUXEL — NEW EAST — WEST	 GARDEN HIGHWAY— M— 5 
COLLECTOR	 INTERCHANGE 

EXHIBIT 11-9. ROADWAY GEOMETRICS 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR INTERSECTION 
ANALYSES
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By changing assumptions, it was possible to vary the capacity 
percentages by as much as 20 percent. However, the incre-
mental change in capacity never changed by more than 1 or 
2 percentage points, and never exceeded a value of +2 or 
-2 percent. 

From these analyses it was concluded that the project's 
impact on intersection capacity was 2 percent or less, sometimes 
beneficial, and sometimes adverse. It was further concluded 
that further refinement of the capacity calculations is un-
warranted.



Appendix III 

AIR QUALITY 

Modeling Procedures  

' Air quality analyses performed for this EIR „focused 
on potential carbon monoxide problems on or near the project 
site. A programmable calculator version Of the . CALINE 3	 - 
line source dispersion model (Benson 1979) was used for 
these analyses. 

CALINE 3 is a gaussian dispersion model intended for 
analyzing pollution levels caused by highway traffic. •The 
term gaussian dispersion refers to a general type of 
mathematical equation used to describe the horizOntal and 
vertical dilution of pollutants as they are carried away 
from the pollution source. This dilution is the-result of 
emissions being mixed with and thus dispersed into the 
surrounding air. The basic gaussian dispersion methodology 
was developed to evaluate discrete emission sources which 
could be treated as if they were a fixed point. In 
analyzing vehicle traffic on a roadway, CALINE 3 divides the 
highway into a series of short segments. Each roadway 
segment is then treated as a separate source producing a plume 
of pollutants. This plume spreads - horizontally and vertically, 
with resultant dilution of pollutant concentrations, aS it 
is carried downwind. Pollutant concentrations at any specific 
location are calculated as the total contribution from over-
lapping pollution plumes originating from the sequence of 
roadway segments. 

When winds are essentially parallel to the roadway, 
pollution plumes from all roadway segments overlap, producing 
high pollution concentrations near the roadway, but low	 - 
concentrations well away from the highway. When winds are 
at an angle to the highway, pollution plumes from distant 
roadway segments make essentially no contribution to the 
pollution concentration observed at a specific location.- 
Under such cross-wind situations, pollutant concentrations 
near the roadway are usually lower, while pollutant concentra-
tions away from the highway are generally greater than under 
parallel wind conditions. 

The CALINE 3 model employs a "mixing cell" approach 
to estimating pollutant concentrations on the roadway itself.
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The size of each mixing cell along a roadway is based on 
the width of the highway. As used in the CALINE 3 model, 
each mixing cell is 10 feet high with a square base. The 
size of the mixing cell base is equal to the width of the 
total traffic lanes on the highway plus 10 feet on either 
side. Parking lanes and road shoulders do not count as 
traffic lanes. Pollutants emitted along the roadway are 
treated as being well mixed within the mixing cell volume 
due to mechanical turbulence around the moving vehicles and 
convective mixing due to the temperature of the vehicle 
exhaust. Pollutant concentrations downwind of the mixing . • 
cell are determined by horizontal and vertical dispersion. 
rates which are a function of various meteorological and 
ground surface features. 

Exhibit III-1 presents a schematic diagram of the 
roadway system analyzed for this EIR. Also shown are 
the 5 receptor locations used for the analysis. The 
roadway coordinate system reflected in Exhibits III-1 
and 111-2 was developed by scaling distances and angles 
from a variety of maps and aerial photographs at different 
scales. A series of commercially available coordinate 
geometry surveying programs were then used to develop a 
consistent coordinate system for the roadway segments 
and receptor points. 

Exhibits 111-3 through III-10 identify the data 
•input used to run the programmable calculator version of 
the CALINE 3 model. Meteorological conditions reflect 
a strong ground level temperature inversion and low wind 
speeds. Wind directions were selected on the basis of 

. typical wind directions (Riggins, 1971) and general modeling 
considerations. Winds in the Sacramento area are primarily 
from the south or west; the lowest average wind speeds, 
however, are associated with infrequent northeast winds. 
Wind directions of 160° and 270° were selected because 
of their relatively high frequency of occurrence and to 
provide parallel wind situations for Interstate 5 and 

• West El Camino Avenue. Wind directions of 215° and 310° 
were selected to provide cross-wind analyses. 

Wind direction input to the programmable calculator 
version of the model must be given as the angle (limited 
to a range of 0°-90°) between the highway link and the 
wind vector. These values are identified for each highway • 
link in Exhibits III-6 through III-10.
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Exhibit 111-2

Link Characteristics

Link Coordinates Length 
(M)

Map Azimuth True Azimuth 
Node 1 Node 2 0	 t 0 

Interstate 5 & Ramps 

(0,	 -2000) (0,	 0) 609.60 0 00 00 -20 00 00 
(0,	 0) (0,	 1000) 304.80 0 00 00 -20 00 00 
(591,	 -104) (502,286) 121.93 -12 51 18 -32 51 18 
(502,	 286) (0,	 1000) 266.03 -35 06 37 -55 06 37 
(-564,	 -205) (-588,	 194) 121.84 -3 26 32 -23 26 32 
(-588,	 194) (0,	 1000) 304.10 36 06 43 16 06 43 
(0,	 1000) (0,	 1760) 231.65 0 00 00 -20 00 00 
(0,	 1760) (0,	 2040) 85.34 0 00 00 -20 00 00 
(0,	 2040) (0,	 3320) 390.14 0 00 00 -20 00 00 
(0,	 1760) (74,	 2531) 236.08 5 28 57 -14 31 03 
(74,	 2531) (575,	 3150) 242.73 38 59 08 18 59 08 
(0,	 2040) (-141,	 3214) 360.41 -6 50 55 -26 50 55 
(-141,	 3214) (-959,	 3604) 276.21 -64 30 34 -84 30 34 
(0,	 3320) (0,	 3708) 118.26 0 00 00 -20 00 00 
(-372,	 3430) (-290, 3708) 88.34 16 26 03 -3 33 57 
(-290,	 3708) (0,	 3708) 88.39 90 00 00 70 00 00 
(0,3708) (0,	 4920) 369.42 0 00 00 -20 00 00 
(0,	 4920) (119,	 7317) 731.51 2 50 32 -17 09 28 

West El Camino 

(-2876,	 4172) (-959,	 3604)	 . 609.41 106 30 16 86 30 16 
(-959,	 3604) (-372,	 3430) 186.61 106 30 40 86 30 40 
(-372,	 3430) (575,	 3150) 301.00 106 28 17 86 28 17 
(575,	 3150) (1497,	 1991) 451.41 141 29 50 121 29 50 
(1497,	 1991) (3468,	 1134) 655.09 113 29 59 93 29 59 
(3468,	 1134) (5302,	 337) 609.51 113 29 18 93 29 18

	  F-1 	  



Exhibit III-2 (cont ) 

Link Coordinates Length 
(M)

Map Aziimith - True Azimuth 
Node 1 Node 2 0 II 0 

Azevedo 

(446,	 791) (900,	 1626) 289.69 28 32 01 8 32 01 
(900,	 1626) (1497,	 1991) 213.28 58 •	 33	 • 32 38	 • 33 32 
(1497,	 1991) (1974,	 3038) 350.68 24 29 36 4 29 36 

• (1974,	 3038) (1161,	 4178) 426.78 -35	 • 29 42 -55 29 42 
(1161,	 4178) (1432,	 6109) 594.34 7 59 20 -12 00 40 

Truxel 

(2790, -425) •	 (3129,	 354) 258.95 23' 31	 • 03 3 31 03 
(3129, 350 (3468,	 1134) 259.23 23 29 26 3 29 26 
(3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 609.63 23 30 52 3 30	 . 52 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 828.55 99 15 03 79 •	 15	 • 03 

Garden Highway 

(-1316,	 -479) (-564, -205) 243.95 69, 58 49 49 58	 , 49 
(-564,	 -.205) (0,	 0) 182.91 70 01 30 50 01 30 
(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 182.90 99 58 48 79 58 48 
(591,	 -104) (2790, -425) 677.36 98 18 18 78 18 18 
(2790,	 -425) (4787,	 -844) 621.94 101 50 59 81 50 59



III-6 

Exhibit I11-3. Parameter Values Used For
All CAL1NE 3 Analyses 

Parameter	 Value 

Wind speed	 1 meter per second (2.237 miles 
per hour) 

Surface roughness factor	 175 centimeters (68.898 inches) 

Averaging Time	 60 minutes 

Receptor height	 1.524 meters (5 feet) 

Atmospheric stability class 	 Class 6 (F class stability) 

Wind directions*	 1600, 215°, 270°, 310° 

NOTES: 

*Wind directions are specified as the compass bearing (rela-
tive to true north) from which the wind blows.

B 

U.
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Exhibit 111-4

Link Inputs for CALINE 3: No Project 

Link Coordinates Height 
(M)

Mixing Cell 
Width (M)

Average 

.VOlume
Average 
Speed

1987 Emission 
Rate (gulArd) Node 1 Node 2 

Interstate .5 & Ramps

6.1 
6.1 

0

44.4 
51.7 
13.3

4,776 
4,776 

726

55 
55 
35

19.93 
19.93 
23.09 

(0,	 -2000)- 
(0,	 0) 
(591,	 -104)

(0,	 0) 
-(0,	 1000) 
(502,286) 

(502,	 286) (0,	 1000) 0 13.3 726 45 19.76 
(-564,	 -205) (-583,	 194) 0 13.3 1,013 35 23.09 
(-588,	 194) (0,	 1000) 0 13.3 1,013 45 19.76 
(0,	 1000) (0,	 1760) 0 51.7 4,624 55 19.93 
(0,	 1760) -(0,	 2040) 0 51.7 3,527 55 19.93 
(0,	 2040) (0,	 3320) 0 44.4 3,313 55 19.93 
(0,	 1760) (74,	 2531) 0 9.7 1,097 37 22.09 
(74,	 2531) (575,	 3150) 0 9.7 1,097' 24* 31.73 
(0,	 2040). (-141,	 3214) 0 9.7 214 45 19.76 
(-141, 3214) (-959,	 3604) 0 9.7 214 35 23.09 
(0,	 3320) '(0,	 3708) 0 44.4 3,313 55 19.93 
(-372,	 3430) •	 (-290,	 3708) 6.1 9.7 478 35 23.09 

3708) (0,	 3708) 3.0 9.7 478 45 1976. 

(0,	 3708) (0,	 4920) 44.4 2,835 55 19.93 
(0,	 4920) (119,	 7317) 51.7 2,835 55 19.93 

West El Camino 

(-2876,	 4172) (-959,	 3604) 13.3 1,800 26 29.76 
(-959,	 3604) •-372,	 3430) 0 13.3 1,586 -26 29.76 
(-372,	 3430) (575,	 3150) 6.1 13.3 2,064 14* 47.94 

(575,	 3150) (1497,	 1991) 0 13.3 2,239. 17* 41.16 
(1497,	 1991) (3468,	 1134) 0 13.3 2,250 17* 41.16 I-4 

(3468,	 1134) (5302,	 337) 0 13.3 1,221 28 27.99 I-1 

--J



Exhibit 111-4 (contid.) 

Link Coordinates Height 
(M)

Mixing Cell 
Width (M)

Average. 
Volume

Average 
Speed

1987 EMisSion 
Rate (gmiemi) Node 1 Node 2 

Azevedo 

(446,	 791) (900,	 1626) 0 13.3 349 25 30.72 
(900,	 1626) (1497,	 1991) 0 13.3 349 25 30.72 
(1497,	 1991) (1974,	 3038) 0 13.3 461 25 30.72 
(1974, 3038) (1161,	 4178) 0 13.3 394 25 30.72 
(1161,	 4178) (1432,	 6109) 0 13.3 225 25 30.72 

Truxel 

(2790, -425) (3129,	 354) 13.3 1,260 29 27.16 
(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 0 13.3 1,283 24* 31.73 
3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 13.3 1,479 23* 32.80 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 13.3 383 25 30.72 

Garden Highway 

(-1316,	 -479) (-564, -205) 13.3 1,558 41 20.59 
(-564, -205) (0,	 0) 13.3 1,243 38* 21.65 
(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 13.3 1,243 38* 21.65 
(591,	 -104) (2790, -425) 13.3 1,440 42 20.33 
(2790, -425) (4787, -844) 13.3 900 44 19.92

MOTES: 

= Speeds reduced by 5 mph from calcUlated value to account-for delays at intersections. 

Etission rates (grams per vehicle mile) developed by the California Air Resources Board's EMFAC 6C computer 
program.

L	 	 J CT) [ J 
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Exhibit 11175

Link Inputs for CALINE 3: With Project 

Link Coordinates Height 
(m)

Mixing Cell 
Width 00

Average 
Volume

Average 
Speed

1987 Emission 
' Rate (gm/m1) Node-1 Node 2 

Interstate 5 & Ramps 

(0, -2000) (0,	 0) 6.1 44.4 4,804 '55 19.93 
(0,	 0) (0,	 1000) 6.1 51.7 4,804 55 19.93 
(591,	 -104) (502,286) 0 13.3 771 35 23.09 
(502,	 286) (0,	 1000) 0 13.3 771 45 19.76 
(-564,	 -205) (-588,	 194) 0 13.3 1,114 34 23.66 
(-588, 194) (0,	 1000) 0 13.3 1,114 44 19,92 
(0,	 1000) (0,	 1760) 0 51.7 4,652 55 19.93 
(0,	 1760) (0,	 2040) 0 51.7 3,628 _55 19.93 
(0,	 2040) (0,	 3320) 0 44.4 3,392 .55 19.93 
(0,. 1760) (74.,	 2531) o 9.7 1,024 39 21.25 
(74,	 2531) (575,	 3150) 0 9.7 1,024 -25* 30.72 
(0,	 2040) (-141,	 3214) o 9.7 236 45 19.76 
(-141,	 3214) •(-959,	 3604) 0 9.7 236 35 23.09 
(0,	 3320) (0,	 3708) o 44.4 3,392 55 19.93 
(-372,	 3430) (-290,	 3708) 6.1 9.7 546 35 23.09 
(-290,	 3708) (0,	 3708) 3.0 9.7 -546 44 19.92 
(0,	 3708) (0,	 4920) '0 44.4 2,846 55 19.93 
(0,	 4920) (119,	 7317) 0 51.7 2;846 55 19.93 

West El Camino 

(-2876,	 4172) (-959,	 3604) 0 13.3 1,811 -	 26	 . 29.76 
(-959,	 3604) (-372,	 3430) 0 13.3 1,575 26 29.76 
(-372,	 3430) (575,	 3150) 6.1 13.3 -	 2,121 13* 50.96 
(575,	 3150) (1497,	 1991). -0 13.3 2,256 17*. 41.16 
(1497,	 1991) (3468,	 1134) 0, 13.3 2,273 17* 41.16 
(3468,	 1134) (5302,	 337) 0 13.3. 1,254 29 •	 27.16



Exhibit 111-5 (cont'd.) 

Link Coordinates Height 
(M)

Mixing Cell 
Width (m)

Average 
Volume

Average 
Speed

1987 Emission 
Rate (gm/mi) Node 1 Node 2 

Azevedo 

(446,	 791) (900,	 1626) 0 13.3 405 25 30.72 
(900,	 1626) (1497,	 1991) 0 13.3 405 25 30.72 
(1497,	 1991) (1974,	 3038) 0 13.3 478 25 30.72 
(1974,	 3038) (1161,	 4178) 0 13.3 422 25 30.72 
(1161,	 4178) (1432,	 6109) 0 13.3 225 25 30.72 

Truxel 

(2790,	 -425) (3129,	 354) 0 13.3 1,283 29 27.16 
(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 0 13.3 1,316 24* 31.73 
3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 0 13.3 1,513 22*	 - 33•93 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 0 13.3 439 25 30.72 

Garden Highway 

(-1316, -479) (-564, -205) 0 13.3 1,581 41 20.59 
(-564, -205) (0,	 0) 0 13.3 1,232 38* 21.65 
(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 0 13.3 1,232 38* 21.65 
(591,	 -104) (2790,	 -425) 0 13.3 1,463 42 20.33 
(2790,	 -425) (4787, -844) 0 13.3 900 44 19.92

NOTES: 

* .Speeds reduced by 5 mph from calculated value to account for delays at intersections. 

Emission rates (grams per vehicle mile) developed by the California Air Resources Board's EMEAC 6C computer 
program. 
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Exhibit 111-6 

Link-Receptor Relationships For 
Receptor #1 (300, 2520) 

Link Coordinates Relative 0 (°) For Link Nodes (M) Receptor Distance 
.	 D	 (M) Node 1 Node 2 160° 2150 270° 310° L1 /L2 L2/L1 

Interstate 5 & Ramps 

(0,	 -2000) (0,	 0) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 768.10 +1377.70 91.44 

(0,	 0) (0,	 1000) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 463.30 + 768.10 91.44 

(591,	 -104) (502,	 286) 12.9 67.9 57.1 17.1 + 677.56 + 799.48 91.47 

(502,	 286) (0,	 1000) 35.1 89.9 34.9 5.1 + 326.41 + 592.44 341.27 

(-564, -205) (-588,	 194) 3.4 58.4 66.6 26.6 + 691.43 + 813.27 312.74 

(-588,	 194) (0,	 1000) 36.1 18.9 73.9 66.1 + 428.17 + 732.27 199.18 

(0,	 1000) (0,	 1760) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 231.65 +463.30 91.44 

(0,	 1760) (0,	 2040) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 146.30 + 231.65 91.44 

(0,	 2040) (0,	 3320) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ± 243.84 T 146.30 91.44 

(0,	 1760) (74,	 2531) 5.5 49.5 75.5 35.5 ±	 3.24 T 239.32 68.89 

(74,	 2531) (575,	 3150) 39.0 16.0 71.0 69.0 ; 201.99 ;	 40.73 55.65 

(0,	 2040) (-141,	 3214) 6.8 61.8 63.2 23.2 T 226.05 ± 134.36 108.23 

(-141,	 3214) (-959,	 3604) 64.5 60.5 5.5 34.5 + 212.37 + 488.58 133.09 

(0,	 3320) (0,	 3708) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 362.10 + 243.84 91.44 

(-372,	 3430) (-290,	 3708) 16.4 38.6 86.4 46.4 + 208.09 + 296.43 274.93 

(-290,	 3708) (0,	 3708) 90.0 35.0 20.0 60.0 +	 91.44 + 179.83 362.10 

(0,	 3708) (0,	 4920) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 731.52 + 362.10 91.44 

(0,	 4920) (119,	 7317) 2.8 52.2 72.8 32.8 + 726.09 +1457.59 127.60 

West El Camino 

(-2876,	 4172) (-959, 3604) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 + 461.80 +1071.21 207.77 

(-959,	 3604) (-372,	 3430) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 + 275.21 + 461.82 207.72 

(-372,	 3430) (575,	 3150) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 -	 25.93 + 275.06 207.91 

(575,	 3150) (1497,	 1991) 38.5 86.5 31.5 8.5 - 353.31 +	 98.09 185.14 

(1497,	 1991) (3468,	 1134) 66.5 58.5 3.5 36.5 T 398.88 T1053.97 2.39 

(3468,	 1134) (5302,	 337) 66.5 58.5 3.5 36.5 T1053.97 T1663.48 2.59 

Azevedo 

(446,	 791) (900,	 1626) 28.5 26.5 81.5 58.5 + 152.04 + 441.73 290.83 
(900,	 1626) (1497,	 1991) 58.6 3.6 51.4 88.6 - 227.17 -	 13.89 327.88 
(1497,	 1991) (1974,	 3038) 24.5 30.5 85.5 54.5 - 355.22 -	 4.53 398.86 
(1974,	 3038) (1161,	 4178) 35.5 89.5 34.5 5.5 ± 167.71 ; 259.07 507.09 
(1161,	 4178) 

Truxel

(1432,	 6109)	 , 8.0 47.0 78.0 38.0 ; 536.93 ;1131.26 . 189.65 

(2790, -425) (3129,	 354) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 + 261.29 + 520.23 1054.09 
(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 +	 2.55 + 261.78 1053.97 
(3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 - 607.51 +	 2.11 1053.97 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 80.7 44.3 10.7 50.7 + 128.64 + 957.20 512.99 

Garden Highway 

(-1316,	 -479) (-564, -205) 70.0 15.0 40.0 80.0 + 531.78 + 775.73 690.24 
(-564, -205) (0,	 0) 70.0 15.0 40.0 80.0 + 348.33 + 531.24 690.65 
(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 80.0 45.0 10.0 50.0 - 225.96 -	 43.06 772.32 
(591,	 -104) (2790,	 -425) 81.7 43.3 11.7 51.7 - 880.65 - 203.29 778.60 
(2790,	 -425) (4787,	 -844) 78.2 46.8 8.2 48.2 -1549.04 - 927.10 722.66
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Exhibit III-6 (cont'd.) 

Wind angles relative to the roadway (0) based on winds blowing from the south-southeast (160°), southwest 
(215°), west (270°), and northwest (310°).



Exhibit 111-7 

L.)

Link-Receptor Relationships For 
Receptor #2 (502, 486) 

Link Coordinates Relative 0 r) For Link Nodes 00 Receptor Distance 
D.JM). Node 1 Node 2 160° 215° 270' 310° L /L	 L 2 /L 1 1	 2 

Interstate 5 & Ramps 

(0, -2000) (0,	 0) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 148.13 + 757.73 153.01 

(0,	 0) (0,	 1000) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 - 156.67 + 148.13 153.01 

(591,	 -104) (502,	 286) 12.9 67.9 57.1 17.1 7	 59.43 + 181.36 13.56 

(502,	 286) (0,.	 1000) 35,1 89.9 34.9 5.1 - 216.16 +	 49.87 35.06 

( 7 564, -205) (-588,	 194) 3.4 58.4 66.6 26.6 +	 68.89 + 190.73 336.98 

(-588,	 194) (0,	 1000) 36.1 18.9 73.9 66.1 -	 36.39 + 267.71 215.94 

(0,	 1000) (0,	 1760) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 156.67 + 388.32 153.01 

(0,	 1750) (0,	 2040) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 388.32 + 473.66 153.01 

(0,	 2040) (0,	 3320) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 7 473.56 + 863.80 153.01 

(0,	 1760) (74,	 2531) 5.5. 49.5 75.5 35.5 + 371.92 + 608.00 189.41 

(74,	 2531) (575,	 3150) 39.0 16.0 71.0 69.0 + 402:43 + 645.16 493.55 

(0,	 2040)	 , (-141,	 3214) 6.8 61.8 63.2 23.2 + 488.53 + 848.93 95.44 

(-141,	 3214) (-959,	 3604) 64.5 60.5 5.5 34.5 + 534.75 + 810.97 666.21 

(0,	 3320) (0,	 3703) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 863.80 + 982.07 153.01 

(-372,	 34301 (-290,	 3708) 16.4 38.6 86.4 46.4 + 785.30 + 873.55 509.38 

(-290,	 3708) (0,	 3708) 90.0 ' 35.0 20.0 60.0 + 153.01 + 241.40 982.07 

(0,	 3708) (0,	 4920) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 982.01 +1351.48 153.01 

(0,	 4920) (119,	 731.7 2.8 52.2 72.8 32.8 +1342.23 +2073.74 219.84 

West El Camino 

(-2876, 4172) (-959,	 3604) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 + 696.95 +1306.36 784.70 

(-959,	 3604) (-372,	 3430) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 + 510.43 +697.05 784.62 

(-372,	 3430) (575,	 3150) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 + 208.89 + 509.59 784.97 

(575,	 3150) (1497,	 1991) 38.5 86.5 31-5 8.5 + 170.18 + 621.59 522.92 

(1497,	 1991) (3468,	 1134) 56.5 58.5 3.5 36.5 - 750.30 -	 95.21 541.61 

. (3468,	 1134) (5302,	 337) 66.5 58.5 3.5 36.5 -1359.92 - 750.41 541.46 

Azevedo 

(446,	 791) (900,	 1626) 28.5 26.5 81-5 58.5 +	 22.41 + 363.21 59.40 

(900,	 1625) (1497,	 1991) 58.6 3.6 51.4 88.6 + 284.75 +498.03 233.18 

(1497,	 1991) (1974,	 3038) 24.5 30.5 85.5, 54.5 + 543.18 +893.76 85.80 

(1974,	 3038) (1161,	 4178) 35.5 89.5 34.5 5.5 + 372.79 + 799.57 816.93 

(1161, 4178) (1432,	 6109) 8.0 47.0 78.0 38.0 +1142.32 +1736.65 42.52 

Truxel 

(2790, -425) (3129,	 354) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 - 282.61 -	 23.67 750.26 

(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 - 541.49 - 282.26 750.39 

(3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 71151.43 - 541.80 750.16 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 80.7 44.3 10.7 50.7 - 796.76 +	 13.79 89.01 

Garden Highway 

(-1316, -479) (-564,	 -205) 70.0 15.0 40.0 80.0 + 377.39 + 620.19 86.66 

(-564, -205) (0,	 0) 70.0 15.0 40.0 80.0 + 194.41 + 377.32 86.95 

(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 80.0 45.0 10.0 50.0 ;	 57.83 i 125.02 172.41 

(591,	 -104) (2790, -425) 81.7 43.3 11.7 51.7 - 730.18 -	 52.82 174.03 

(2790,	 -425) (4787, -844) 78.2 46.8 8.2 48,2 -1361.48 - 739.54 128.55
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Exhibit III-7 (cont'd.) 

NOTM : 

With angles relative to the roadway (0) based on winds blowing from the south-southeast (160°), southwest 
(215°), west (270°), and northwest (3100).



Exhibit 111-8 

Link-Receptor Relationships For 
Receptor #3 (578, 2992) 

Link Coordinates Relative 0 (') For Link Nodes (A) Receptor Distance 
D	 (M) Node 1	 Node 2 160 0 215° 270° - 310' L1 /L 2 L 2 /L 1 

Interstate 5 & Ramps 
(0,	 -2000)	 (0,	 0) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ± 911.96 1'1521.56 176.17 

(0,	 0)	 (00	 1000) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 1 607.16 ± 911.96 176.17 

(591,	 -104)	 (502,	 286) 12.9 67.9 57.1 17.1 i 798.96 ± 920.89' 206.07 

(502,	 286)	 (0,	 1000) 35.1 89.9 34.9 5.1 t 395.36 ± 661.39 493.33 

( 7 564,	 -205)	 (-588,	 194) 3.4 58.4 66.6 26.6 + 829.95 + 951.79 405.96 

(-588,	 194)	 (0,	 1000) 36.1 18.9 73.9 66.1 ± 594.34 ± 698.43 215.51 

(0,	 1000)	 (0,	 1760) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ± 375.51 -1 607.16 176.17 

(0,	 1760)	 (0,	 2040) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ± 290.17 t 375.51 176.17 

(0,	 2040)	 (0,	 3320) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 T	 99.97 ± 290.17 176.17 

(0,	 1760)	 (74,	 25311 5.5 49.5 75.5 35.5 t 154.55 ± 390.63 139.49 

(74,	 2531)	 (575,	 3150) 39.0 16.0 71-0 69.0 T	 36.86 + 205.87 31.01 

(0,	 2040)	 (-141,	 3214) 6.8 61.8 63.2 23.2 T	 93.32 1 267.09 209.52 

(-141,	 3214)	 (-959,	 3604) 64.5 60.5 5.5 34.5 t 226.94 + 503.15 33.24 

(0,	 3320)	 (0,	 3708)	 ' 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ±	 99.97 ± 218.24 176.17 

(-372,	 3430)	 (-290,	 3708) 1.6.4 38.6 86.4 46.4 ±	 46.13 ± 134.47 315.50 

(-290,	 3708)	 (0, 3708) 90.0 35.0 20.0 60.0 + 176.17 + 264.57 218.24 

(0,	 3708)	 (0,	 4920) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 + 218.24 ± 587.65 176.17 

(0,	 4920)	 (119,	 7317) 2.8 52.2 72.8 32.8 t 578.20 ±1309.70 205.10 

West El Camino 

(-2876, 4172)	 (-959,	 3604) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 ± 502.17 1'1111.58 45.76 

(-959,	 3604)	 (-372,	 3430) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 i 315.56 ± 502.17 45.70 

(-372,	 3430)	 (575,	 3150) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 ±	 14.53 ± 315.53 45.92 

(575,	 3150)	 (1497,	 1991) 38.5 86.5 31.5 8.5 -; 413.15 ±	 38.26 29.27 

(1497,	 1991)	 (3468,	 1134) 66.5 58.5 3.5 36.5 ±1033.63 T 378.54 168.11 

(3468,	 1134)	 (5302,	 337) 66.5 58.5 3.5 36.5 ;1643.10 ;1033.60 168.31 

Azevedo 

(446,	 791)	 (900,	 1626) 28.5 26.5 81,5 58.5 ± 318.90 ± 608.60 285.11 

(900,	 1626)	 (1497,	 1991) 58.6 3.6 51.4 88.6 +	 79.84 ± 133.45 406.42 

(1497,	 1991)	 (1974, 3038) 24.5 30.5 85.5- 545 T 189.17 t 161.52 381.40 

(1974,	 3038)	 (1161,	 4178) 35.5 89.5 34.5 5.5 T 191.14 ± 235.64 354.57 

(1161,	 4178)	 (1432, 6109) 8.0 47.0 78.0 38.0 ± 382.68 ± 977.02 125.73 

Truxel 

(2790,	 -425)	 (3129,	 354) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 ± 427.01 ± 685.96 1033.81 

(3129, 354)	 (3468,	 1134) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 ± 168.27 ± 427.50 1033.60 

(3468,	 1134)	 (4266,	 2968) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 441.79 ± 167.84 1033.67 

Collector 

(446,	 791)	 (3129,	 354) 80.7 44.3 10.7 50.7 ±	 68.14 ± 896.69 668.61 

Garden Highway 

(-1316,	 -479)	 (-564, -205) 70.0 15.0 40.0 80.0 ± 660.64 ± 904.59 796.40 

(-564, 7205)	 (0,	 0) 70.0 15.0 40.0 80.0 ± 477.11 t 660.02 796.92 

(0,	 0)	 (591,	 -1041 .80.0 45.0 10.0 50.0 -;	 15.46 ± 167.44 928.69 

(591,	 -104)	 (2790,	 -425) 81.7 43.3 11.7 51.7 ± 140.23 ± 817.58 933.19 

(2790,	 -425)	 (4787,	 -844) 78.2. 46.8 8.2 48,2 ± 873.72 ±1495.66 880.66
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Exhibit 111-8 (contd.) 

NOTES: 

Wind angles relative to the roadway (0) based on winds blowing from the south-southeast (160 0 ), southwest (215°), WES (270 0 ), and northwest (3100).



•-. Exhibit 111	 ,.. 

.Link-Receptor Relationships For 
' Receptor #4 (1476, 2160)

n • . ,	 c 
Link Coordinates	 Relative 0 (°) For 	 Link'Nodes 4M) .	 ' Reeeptor. DittAnce 

Node 1	 Node 2	 160'	 215°	 270'	 310.0 	 L /L2	 L 2 /L 1	
D op 

• 	 • 

Interstate 5 6 Ramps  
(0, -2000)	 (0, 0)	 0.0	 55.0	 70.0	 30.0	 ± 658.37.	 ±1267.97	 449.88 

(0, 0)	 (0, 1000)	 0.0	 55.0	 70.0	 30.0	 ± 353.57 	 ± 658.37	 449.88 
(591, -104)	 (502, 286)	 12.9	 67.9	 57.1	 17.1	 i 490.83	 ± 612.76	 416.52 
(502, 286)	 (0, 1000)	 35.1	 89.9	 34.9	 5.1	 ± 30.49	 ± 296.52	 571.38 
(-564, -205)	 (-588, 194)	 3.4	 58.4	 66.6	 26.6	 i 560.38	 ± 682.22	 663.95 
(-588, 194)	 (0, 1000)	 36.1	 18.9	 73.9	 66.1	 ± 550.78	 ± 854.88	 155.07 
(0, 1000)	 (0, 1760)	 0.0	 55.0	 70.0	 30.0	 ± 121-92	 ± 353.57	 449.88 

(0, 1760)	 (0, 2040)	 0.0	 55.0	 70.0	 30.0	 ± 36.58	 1. 121.92	 449.88 
(0, 2040) .	 (0, 3320)	 0.0	 55.0.	 70.0	 30.0	 T 36.58	 ± 353.57	 449.88 
(0, 1760)	 (74, 2531)	 5.5	 49.5	 75.5	 35.5	 T 71.74	 ± 164.35	 436.18 
(74, 2531)	 (575, 3130)	 39.0	 16.0	 71.0	 69.0	 ; 61.78	 i 180.95	 403,31 

(0, 2040)	 (-141, 3214)	 6.8	 61.8	 63.2	 23.2	 ± 17.33	 ± 377.74	 451.04 
(-141, 3214)	 (-959, 3604)	 64.5	 60.5	 5.5	 34.5	 ± 583.14	 ± 859.36	 77.88 
(0, 3320)	 (0; 3708)	 0.0	 55.0	 70.0	 30.0	 ± 353.57	 ± 471.83	 449.88 

(-372, 3430)	 (-290, 3708)	 16.4	 38.6	 86.4	 46.4	 ± 211.92	 ± 300.27	 649.77 
(-290, 3708)	 (0, 3708)	 90.0	 35.0	 20.0	 60.0	 + 449.88	 + 538.28	 471.83 
(0, 3708)	 (0, 4920)	 0.0	 55.0	 70.0	 30.0	 ± 471.83	 ± 841.25	 449.88 
(0, 4920)	 (119, 7317)	 2.8	 52.2	 72.8	 32.8	 ± 817.91	 ±1549.41	 491.05 

West El Camino 
(-2876, 4172)	 (-959, 3604)	 73.5	 51.5	 3.5	 43.5	 ± 836.64	 ±1446.06	 211.15 
(-959, 3604)	 (-372, 3430)	 73.5	 51.5	 3.5	 43.5	 ± 650.06	 ± 836.67	 211.05 
(-372, 3430)	 (575, 3150)	 73.5	 51.5	 3.5	 43.5	 ± 348.91	 ± 649.91	 211.50 
(575, 3150)	 (1497, 1991)	 38.5	 86.5	 31.5	 8.5	 T 44.30	 ± 407.11	 27.06 
(1497, 1991)	 (3468, 1134)	 66.5	 58.5	 3.5	 36.5	 ± 26.41	 1 681.50	 44.69 
(3468, 1134)	 (5302, 337)	 66.5	 58.5	 3.5	 36.5	 ± 681.49	 ±1291.00	 44.82 

Azevedo  
(446, 7911	 (900, 1626)	 28.5	 26.5	 81.5	 58.5	 + 226.86	 ± 516.55	 76.49 
(900, 1626)	 (1497, 1991)	 58.6	 3.6	 51.4	 88.6	 ± 21.41	 ± 234.69	 47.29 
(1497, 1991)	 (1974, 3038)	 24.5	 30.5	 85.5	 54.5	 ; 306.46	 ± 44.22	 27.18 
(1974, 3038)	 (1161, 4178)	 35.5	 89.5	 34.5	 5.5	 ± 129.75	 ± 556.53	 278.97 
(1161, 4178)	 (1432, 6109)	 8.0	 47.0	 78.0	 38.0	 ± 595.77	 ±1190.11	 180.57 

Truxel  
(2790, -425)	 (3129, 354)	 23.5	 31.5	 86.5	 53.5	 ± 303.70	 ± 562.65	 681.64 
(3129, 354)	 (3468, 1134)	 23.5	 31.5	 86.5 • 53.5	 i 44.79	 + 304.02 '	 681.50 
(3468, 1134)	 (4266, 2968)	 23.5	 31.5	 86.5	 53.5	 ; 565.12	 ± 4.4.51	 681.51 

Collector

•  (446, 791)	 (3129, 354)	 80.7	 44.3	 10.7	 50.7	 ± 242.78	 T 585.77	 462.31 

Garden Highway 
(-1316, -479) 
(-564, -205) 
(0, 0) 
(591, -1041 
(2790, -425)

(-564, -205)	 70.0	 15.0	 40.0	 80.0	 + 831.00	 +1074.95	 464.43 
(0, 0)	 70.0	 15.0	 40.0	 80.0	 + 647.73 • 	 + 830.64	 465.08 
(591, -104)	 80.0	 45.0	 10.0	 50.0	 ; 328.98	 T 146.07	 726.37 
(2790, -425)	 • 81.7	 43.3	 11.7	 51.7	 T 167.24	 t 510.11	 721.79 
(4787, -844)	 .78.2	 46.8	 8.2	 48.2	 ± 553.77	 ±1175.70	 688.87



Exhibit 111-9 (cont'd.) 

NOTES : 

Wind angles relative to the roadway (0) based on winds blowing from the south-southeast (160 0 ), southwest 
(215°), west (270°), and northwest (3100).



Exhibit III-10

Link-Receptor Relationships For 
Receptor #5 (3600, 1186) 

Link Coordinates Relative 0 1°) For Link Nodes (M) Receptor Distance 
D	 (M) Node 1 Node 2 160° 215° 270° 310° I..1 /L2 L /L 2	 1 

Interstate 5 & Ramps 

(0, -2000) (0,	 0) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ± 361.49 ± 971.09 1097.28 

(0,	 0) (0,	 1000) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ±	 56.69 ± 361.49 1097.28 

(591,	 -104) (502,	 286) 12.9 67.9 57.1 17.1 t	 57.36 ± 179.29 981.64 

(502,	 286) (0,	 1000) 35.1 89.9 34.9 5.1 ± 584.73 ± 318.69 930.23 

(-564, -205) (-588,	 194) 3.4 58.4 66.6 26.6 t 225.17 ± 347.01 1292.35 

(-588,	 194) (0,	 1000) 36.1 18.9 73.9 66.1 ± 692.50 ± 996.59 853.04 

(0,	 1000) (0,	 1760) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ; 174.96 ±	 56.69 1097.28 

(0,	 1760) (0,	 2040) 0.0 . 55.0 70.0 30.0 ± 260.30 ± 174496 1097.28 

(0,	 2040) (0,	 3320) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 I 650.44 1. 260.30 1097.28 

(0,	 1760) (74,	 2531) 5.5 49.5 75.5 35.5 ± 305.40 69.32 1108.96 

(74,	 2531) (575,	 3150) 39.0 16.0 71.0 69.0 ± 114.75 ± 357.47 1093.30 

(0,	 2040) (-141„ 3214) 6.8 61.8 63.2 23.2 ± 749.70 ± 389.29 1056.41 

(-141,	 3214) (-959, 3604) 64.5 60.5 5.5 34.5 t1571.50 ±1295.28 67.24 

(0,	 3320) (0,	 3706) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ± 768.71 650.44 1097.28 

(-372, 3430) (-290, 3709) 16.4 38.6 86.4 46.4 ± 401.86 i 313.51 1354.71 

(-290, 3708) (0,	 3708) 90.0 35.0 20.0 60.0 +1097.28 +1185.67 768.71 

(0,	 3708) (0,	 4920) 0.0 55.0 70.0 30.0 ±1138.12 ± 768.71 1097.28 

(0,	 4920) (119,	 7317) 2.8 52.2 72.8 32.8 +1613.82 ±1082.31 1152.36 

West El Camino 

(-2876,	 4172) (-959, 3604) 73.5 5145 3.5 43.5 11541.71 12151.12 311.87 

(-959,	 3604) (-372,	 3430) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 ±1355.13 ±1541.74 311.69 

(-372,	 3430) (575,	 3150) 73.5 51.5 3.5 43.5 ±1053.91 1-1354.91 312.63 

(575,	 3150) (1497,	 1991) 38.5 86.5 31.5 8.5 ± 591.07 ±1042.48 348.88 

(1497,	 1991) (3468,	 1134) 66.5 5845 3.5 36.5 ±	 30.58 ± 685.67 30.58 

(3468,	 1134) (5302,	 337) 66.5 58.5 3.5 36.5 T 578.92 30.58 30.57 

Azevedo 

(446,	 791). (900,	 1626) 28.5 26.5 81.5 58.5 ± 275.28 564,98 787.06 

(900,	 1626) (1497,	 1991) 58.6 3.6 51.4 88.6 i 418.89 632.17 543.70 

(1497,	 1991) (1974,	 3038) 24.5 30.5 65.5 54.5 T 308.22 ±	 42.46 665.04 

(1974,	 3038) (1161,	 4178) 35.5 89.5 34.5 5.5 ±1174413 747.35 75.74 

(1161,	 4178) (1432, 6109) 8.0 47.0 78.0 38.0 ±1394.13 799.79 862.94 

Truxel 

(2790, -425) (3129,	 354) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 ± 289.81 ± 548.76 30.44 

(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 ±	 30.57 ± 289,80 30.58 

(3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 23.5 31.5 86.5 53.5 ; 579.04 ±	 30.59 30.57 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 80.7 44.3 10.7 50.7 ± 100.93 ± 929.48 273.37 

Garden Highway 

(-1316, -479) (-564,	 -205) 70.0 15.0 40.0 .80.0 +1337.64 +1581.59 36.14 

(-564,	 -205) (0,	 0) 70.0 15.0 40.0 80.0 +1154.76 +1337.67 35.10 

(0,	 0) (591 0	 -104) 80•0 45.0 10.0 50.0 ± 835.12 1101.8.03 546 .19 

(591,	 -104) (2790,	 -425) 81.7 43.3 11.7 51.7 ± 173.37 1, 850.73 521. 54 

(2790,	 -425) (4787,	 -844) 78.2 46.8 8.2 48.2 T 481.14 ± 140.80 531.27
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Exhibit III-10 (cont'd.) 

Wind angles relative to the roadway (0) based on winds blowing from the south-southeast (160°), southwest: 
(215°), west (270°) and northwest (3100).



Traffic Assumptions 

Analyses presented in this EIR have focused on 1987 
conditions, since that is the deadline for attainment of 
federal air quality standards. Traffic volumes presented 
in Section J of the text and in Appendix II represent 
"buildout" conditions. Traffic volume estimates for 1987 
conditions (Exhibits 111-4 and 111-5) were developed by 
making the following assumptions: 

o 1987 ADT = 75% of Buildout ADT 

o Peak Hour Volumes = 10% of ADT 

o Peak 8-hour Volumes = 60% of ADT 

These assumptions allowed calculation of 1987 average 
hourly traffic volumes during the peak 8-hour period. The 
volumes in Exhibits 111-4 and 111-5 are 56.25 percent of 
the peak hour, buildout condition volumes presented in 
Appendix IV. 

Vehicle emission rates are sensitive to vehicle speed 
assumptions. Exhibit III-11 presents the formula used to 
calculate vehicle speeds from volume/capacity ratios. All 
surface streets were treated as urban/suburban arterials 
having a capacity of 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane (at 
level of service E). Freeway ramps and ramp entrance/exit 
lanes on the freeway were treated as rural highways with 
a capacity of 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane. Through 
lanes on Interstate 5 were treated as having hourly lane 
capacities of 2,000 vehicles per hour. 

Vehicle Emission Rates  

Carbon monoxide emission rates were developed from 
data provided by the California Air Resources Board's 
EMFAC 6C computer program. Key parameter assumptions are 
listed in Exhibit 111-12. The temperature difference 
between freeway and surface street conditions reflects the 
availability of EMFAC 6C runs previously performed for 
Jones & Stokes Associates. Jones & Stokes Associates' 
staff concluded that it was not necessary to have new EMFAC 
6C runs made solely for the purpose of adjusting the 
temperature parameter by 5°F.



Exhibit III-11. Volume/Capacity Ratio Adjustment to
Free Flow Speeds for Various Highway Typesl 

Controlling Speed Ratio 
(S .' -: So) Values for 

Different Highway Types'  
Multilane 2-Lane	 Urban/ 

Downtown	 Rural	 Rural	 Suburban Downtown 
Streets	 Freeways Highways	 Highways Arterials Streets 

Capacity Adjustment Factor (K) 
For Different Highway 

Types'  
Level of Service
	

Multilane 2-Lane	 Urban/ 
Used to Define
	

Rural	 Rural	 Suburban 
Highway Capacity •Freeways Highways	 Highways Arterials

A 1.000 

0.800 

0.600 

0.400 

0.300 

	

110.668	 110.668	 .110.668	 110.668	 110.668	 1.000	 1.000 

	

1.134	 1.134	 0.930	 0.930	 0.880	 0.917	 0.917 

	

0.930	 0.819	 0.740	 0.740	 0.688	 0.833	 0.750 

	

0.740	 0.677	 0.677	 0.622	 0.562	 0.667	 0.583 

	

0.649	 0.622	 0.622	 0.582	 0.504	 0.542	 0.500

	

1.000	 1.000 

	

0.833	 0.833 

	

0.667	 0.667 

	

0.583	 0.500 

	

0.500	 0.433 

NOTES: 

'Speed adustment equation:

V 4 (S
o

)	 (1.0 4' [0.15] [K] L() ]) 
Where: S' = adjusted average traffic speed 

So = average traffic speed under free flow conditions V = average traffic volume per lane 
C = hourly lane capacity at a specified level of service 
K = Level-of-service based capacity adjustment factor 

Speed adjustment equation derived and generalized by Jones & Stokes Associates from travel time adjustment equation 
in Federal Highway Administration Traffic Assignment workbook (1973). 

'Values of parameter K calculated from speed adjustment equation assuming V=C and appropriate controlling speed ratios; 
parameter K value for capacities defined at level of service A are calculated using a speed ratio of 0.999999999. 

'Values derived from Tables 9.1, 10.1, 10.7, 10.13, and 10.14 of the 1965 Highway Capacity Manual (Highway Research 
Board 1965). 

SOURCE: Jones & Stokes Associates. 
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Exhibit 111-12. Parameter Values Used For Vehicle 
Emission Rate Calculations

Surface Street and Freeway 
Parameter
	

Freeway Traffic Ramp Traffic 

1987 1987 

35°F 40°F 

68.3% 69.1% 
19.7% 22.5% 
2.1% 2.3% 
4.3% 2.4% 
4.5% 2.6% 
1.1% 1.1% 

40.8% 40.8% 
18.5% 18.5% 
40.7% 40.7%

Calendar year 

Air temperature' 

VMT mix2: Autos 
Light duty trucks 
Medium duty trucks 
Heavy duty gasoline trucks 
Heavy duty diesel vehicles 
Motorcycles 

Operating Mode 2 : Cold start 
Hot start 
Hot stabilized 

NOTES: 

'Temperature difference results from use of EMFAC 6C computer runs furnished 
to Jones & Stokes Associates at various times by the California Air Resources 
Board. The difference due to choice of 35° or 40° was judged to be minor. 

2 Based on Jones & Stokes Associates analysis of Sacramento area vehicle regis-
tration and annual mileage data (California Air Resources Board 1980); surface 
street mixed adjusted to reflect lower heavy duty truck volumes 

3 Based on Jones & Stokes Associates analysis of Sacramento Area Traffic Study 
(SATS) origin/destination survey data (1968) and traffic model output of trip-
type travel time patterns (1979 network run). 
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Modeling Results  

Exhibits 111-13 through 111-17 present the results 
of the CALINE 3 analyses for each of the 5 receptor sites. 
The highest 8-hour average carbon monoxide concentration 
(3.7 ppm) was predicted for receptor site 3 (100 feet 
south of the West El Camino/Interstate 5 off-ramp intersection). 
This site is in the extreme northwest corner of the project 
site. As is apparent from the model results, there is very 
little difference between the proposed project and no-project 
conditions. 

Modeling results presented in Exhibits 111-13 through 
III-17-do not include any consideration of carbon monoxide 
contributions from sources other than the modeled roadways. 
Such other sources would include parking lots, local streets 
not modeled, and roadways beyond the ends of the modeled 
highway segments. Initial modeling results were also 
developed using a "buildout" roadway configuration that 
assumed widening of West El Camino Avenue, Truxel Road, 
and Garden Highway to 4 lanes. The vehicle emission rates 
used for the results presented here are based on a 2-lane 
configuration for these three arterials. It was not 
possible, however, to adjust the model results to reflect 
a 13.3 meter wide mixing cell rather than the 20.6 meter 
width used in the initial modeling. The 2-lane configura-
tion would produce a higher mixing cell concentration, but 
would also be slightly further from the fixed receptor points. 

Given the considerations noted above, total 8-hour 
average carbon monoxide concentrations at the various 
receptor sites should probably be estimated as 2-3 ppm 
higher than the values shown in Exhibits 111-13 through 
111-17. The resulting 5-8 ppm carbon monoxide concentra-
tions would still be lower than the federal 8-hour standard 
of 9 ppm.
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Exhibit 111°13. 1987 8-Hour Average nArbon Monoxide 
Levels (pin) at Receptor 4(1 

Contributing Highway 
Link

No Project Conditions For 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project Conditions 
For Wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Nodal	 Node 2 160* 215° 270° 310* 160° 215' 270° 310* 160° 215° 270' 310', 

Interstate 5 
(0 ,	 -2000)	 (0,0) 0.48 _ 0.48 0.00 
(0,	 0)	 (0,	 1000) 0.21 _ ' 0.21 0.00 
(0,	 1000)	 (0,	 17601 0:04 _ _ 0.04 0.00 

(0,	 1760)	 (0,	 20401 _ _ _ _ 

(0,	 2040)	 (0,	 3708) 0.83 0.81 1.01 0.85 .	 0.83 1.03 +0.02 +0.02 +0.02 

(0,	 3708)	 (1,	 4920) 

(0,	 4920)	 (119,	 73171 

Ramps at Garden Highway 

(-564,	 -205)	 (-588,	 194) 

(-588,	 194)	 (0,	 1000) 0.17 0.19 +0.02 

(591,	 -1041	 (502,	 286) 0.02 0.02 0.00 

(502,	 286)	 (0, 1000) 0.09 0.10 +0.01 

Ramps at West El Camino 

(0,	 2040)	 (-141,	 3214) 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.02 - .	 0.00 0.00 0.00 

32141	 .	 (-959,	 3604) - - 0.02 - - 0.02 - - 0.09 

(-372,	 34301	 (-290,	 3708) - _ 0.01 - 0.01 - - - 0.00 

(-290,	 37081	 (0,	 3708) 

(0,	 17601	 (74,'2531) 0.02 0.32 0.02 0.29 0.00 -0.03 

(74,	 2531)	 (575,	 3150) 0.46 0.46 0.42 0.42 -0.04 -0.04 

West El Camino 

(-2876,	 4172)	 (-959,	 3604) 0.05 _ _ 0.05 _ _ 0.00 _ 

(-959,	 3604)	 (-372,	 3430) 0.05 _ _ 0.05 _ _ _ 0.00 

(-372,	 3430)	 (575,	 3150) 0.70 0.76 _ +0.06 

(575,	 3150)	 (1497,	 19911 

(1497,	 1991)	 (3468,	 1134) 

(3468,	 1134)	 (5302,	 337) 

Azevedo 

(440,	 791)	 (900,	 1626) 0.02 0.02 0.00 

1900,	 1626)	 (1497,	 19911 

(1407,	 19911	 (1974,	 3038) 

(1974,	 1038)	 (1161,	 4178) 

(1161,	 4178)	 (1432,	 6109) U-.



Exhibit I II 7 1 3 (cont' d. ) 

Contributing Highway 
Link

No Project Conditions For 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project Conditions 
For Wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Node 1 Node 2 160° 2150 270° 310° 160° 215°	 270° 310' 1600 215° 2700 310° 

Truxel 
(2790 i	 -425) (3129,	 354) 
(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 

(3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 
Collector 
(445,	 791) (3129,	 354) 0.01 0.01 0.00 
Garden Highway 
(-1316,	 7419) (-564, -205) 
(-564,	 -205) (0,	 0) 0.01 0.01 0.00 

(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 0.08 0.08 0.00 

(591,	 -104) (2790, -425) 
.(2790,	 7425) (4787,	 -844) 

WfAL 0.99 1.36 1.36 2.27 0.99 1.37 2.31 +0.01 +0.01 -0.02 +0.04 

NCYl'ES:

All modeling results based on programmable calculator version of CAL1NE 3 (Benson 1979). Parameter. inputs are identified in Exhibits 111-3 - 111-10. See 
Exhibit II1-1 for link/receptor schematic. Wind directions represent the compass direction (relative to true north) from which the wind blbws; 0° =. north, 
90°= east, 180° = south, 270° = west. -= less than 0.005 ppm increment, or not, analyzed since wind angle Predludes any imPact at receptor point. 
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Exhibit 111-14. 1987 8-Hour Average Carbon Monoxide
Levels (ppm) at Receptor #2 

Contributing Highway 
Link

No Project Conditions for 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project Conditions 
For Wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Node 1 Node 2 1600 2150 2700 310° 160° 215° 2700 310° 160° 215° 270° 310° 

Interstate 5 

(0, -2000) (0,0) 0.02 0.07 - - 0.02 0.07 - - 0.00 0.00 - - 

(0,	 0) (0,	 1000) - 0.80 0.78 0.01 - 0.80 0.78 0.01 0.0 0.00 0.00 

(0,	 1000) (0,	 1760) - - - 0.99 - - - 1.00 - - +0.01 

(0,	 1760) (0,	 2040) - - - 0.05 - - - 0.05 - - 0.00 

(0,	 2040) (0,	 3708) - - - 0.01 - - - 0.01 - - 0.00 

(0,	 3708) (0,	 4920) 

(0,	 4920) (119,	 7317) 

Ramps at Garden Highway 

(-564,	 -205) (-588,	 194) - 0.04 0.11 - - 0.05 0.12 - - +0.01 +0.01 - 

(-588,	 194) (0,	 1000) 0.05 - 0.14 0.14 0.06 - 0.16 0.16 +0.01 - +0.02 +0.02 

(591,	 -104) (502,	 286) 0.45 - - 0.02 0.48 - - 0.02 +0.03 _ _ 0.00 

(502,	 286) (0,	 1000) 0.19 0.25 0.19 - 0.20 0.27 0.20 - +0.01 +0.02 +0.01 - 

Ramos at West El Camino 

(0,	 2040) - (-141,	 3214) - - -	 - - - -	 - - - - 

3214) .(-141, - (-959,	 3604) -	 - -	 - -	 - -	 - -	 - - 

(-372,	 3430) - (-290, 3708) -	 - - - -	 - -	 - -	 - - 

(-290,	 3708) 3708) (0, - -	 - -	 - -	 - -	 - - 

(0,	 1760) (74,	 2531) 0.01 0.01 0.00 

(74,	 2531) (575,	 3150) 

West El Camino 

(-2876,	 4172) (-959,	 3604) 

(-959,	 3604) (-372,	 3430) 0.02 0.02 0.0 

(-372,	 3430) (575,	 3150) 

(575,	 3150) (1497,	 1991) 

(1497,	 1991) (3468,	 1134) 

(3468,	 1134) (5302,	 337) 

Azevedo 

(446,	 791) (900,	 1626) -	 .	 0.01 0.14	 - 0.01 0.16	 - -	 0.00 +0.02 

(900,	 1626) (1497,	 1991) 

(1497,	 1991) (1974,	 3038) 

(1974,	 3038) (1161,	 4178) 

(1161,	 4178) (1432,	 6109)



Exhibit 111-14. (contd.) 

Contributing Highway 
Link

No Project Conditions For 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project Conditions 
For Wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Node 1 Node 2 1600 215° 270° 310° 160° 215° 270° 310° 160°	 215°	 270°	 310° 

Ttuxel 

(2790,. -425) (3129,	 354) 

(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 

(3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 

Garden Highway 

(-1316,	 -479) (-564, -205) 0.22 0.22 0.00 
(-564,	 -205) (0,	 0) 0.34 0.34 0.00 
(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 0.21 0.21 0.00 -	 • 
(591, '-104) (2790,	 -425) 

(2790,	 -425) (4787,	 -844) 

11.71'AL 0.92 1.72 1.23 1.39 0.97 1.75 1.27 1.44 +0.05 +0.03 +0.04 +0.05

1301ES: 

All modeling results based on programmable calculator version of CALINE 3 (Benson 1979). Parameter inputs are identified in Exhibits 111-3 - III-10. See 
Exhibit III-1 for link/receptor schematic. Wind directions represent the compass direction (relative to true north) from which the wind blows; 0° = north, 
90° = east, 180° - south, 270° = west. - = less than 0.005 ppm • increment, or not analyzed since wind angle precludes any impact at receptor point. 
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E*hibit III-15. 1987 8-Hour Average Carbon Mbnoxide
Levels (ppm) at Receptor #.3 

Contributing Highway 
Link

No Project Conditions for 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project Conditions 
For Wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Nodal	 Node 2 160' 215° 270° 310° 160' 215° 270' 310° 160° 215* 270° 310° 

Interstate 5 

(0,	 -2000)	 (0,0) 0.12 0.12 0.00 

(0,	 0)	 (0,	 1400) 0.02 0.02 0.00 

(0,	 1000)	 (0,	 1760) 

(0,	 1760)	 (0,	 2040) 

(3,	 2040)	 (0,	 3708) 0.60 0.51 0.08 0.61 0.52 0.08 +0.01 +0.01 0.00 

(0,	 3708)	 (0,	 4920) 0.60 0.60 0.00 
(0,	 4920)	 (119,	 7317) 

Ramps at Garden Highway 

(-564,	 -205)	 (-588,	 194) 

(-588,	 194)	 (0, 1000) - 

(591,	 -104)	 (502,	 286) 0.04 0.06 +0.02 
(502,	 286)	 (0,	 1000) 0.03 0.05 +0.02 

Ramps at West El Camino 

(0,	 2040) (-141, 3214) - 

(-141,	 3214) (-959, 3604) -	 • 

(-372,	 3430) (-290, 3708) - 0.01 0.01 0.00 

(-290, 3708) (0,	 3708) - 

(0,	 1760) (74,	 2531) 0.02 _ 0.02 _ - _ 0.00 - 

(74,	 2531) (575,	 3150) 1.03 0.62 0.62 - 0.93 0.56 0.56 - -0.10 -0.06 -0.06 

Nest El Camino 

(-2876, 4172) (-959, 3604) 0.77 - - - 0.77 - - 0.40 

(-959,	 3604) (-372,	 3430) 0.46 - - - 0.46 7 - 0.00 

(-372, 3430) (575,	 3150) 0.76 0.72 ... _ 0.83 0.79 _ _ +0.07 +0.07 

(575,	 3150) (1497,	 1991) 1.49 1.13 0.59 - 1.50 1.14 0.59 _ +0.01 +0.01 0.00 

(1497,	 1991) (3468,	 1134) 

(3468,	 1134) (5302,	 337) 
Azcvcdo 

1446,	 7911 (900,	 1626) 0.07 0.08 +0.01 

1900,	 1626) (1497,	 1991) 
11497,	 19911 (1974,	 3038) 

(1974,	 3038) (1161,	 4178) 

(1161,	 4178) (1432,	 6109)



Exhibit II -1 5 .. (cant 'd. ) 

Contributing Highway 
Link

No Project Conditions for 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project: Conditions 
For Wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Node 1 Node 2 160 215° 270° 310° 160° 215° 270° 310° 160° 215° 270' 310° 

Truxel
- (2790,	 -4251 (3129,	 354) - - - 

(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) - - 

(3468;	 1134) (4266,	 2968) - - - 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 

Garden Highway 

(-131.6,	 -479) (-564, -205) 

(-564, .-205) 10,	 01 

(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 0.05 0.05 0.00 

(591,	 -104) (2790, -425) 0.05 0.05 0.00 

(2790,	 .-4251 (4787,-644) 

TOTAL 1.87 2.78 3.72 2.02 1.93 2.70 3.74 2.03 +0.06 -0.08 +0.02 +0.01 

NOTES :

All mddeling results based on programmable calculator version of CALINE 3 (Benson 1979). Parameter inputs are identified in Exhibits 111-3 - II1-10. See 
Exhibit I1I-1 for link/receptor. schematic. Wind directions represent the compass direction (relative to true north) from which the wind blows; 0° = north, 
90° = east, 180° = south, 270° = west. - = less than 0.005 ppm increment, or not analyzed since wind angle precludes any impact at receptok point. 
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•Exhibit 111-16, 1987 8-Hour Average Carbon Mbnoxide 
Levels (ppm) at Receptor #4 

Contributing Highway 
Link

No Project Conditions for 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project Conditions 
For Wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Nodal	 Node 2 160° 215' 270° 310° 160° 215° 270° 310° 160°	 215°	 270'	 310° 

Interstate 5 
10,	 -2000)	 (0,0) 
(0,	 0)	 (0,	 1000) 0.14 0.14 0.00 

(0,	 1000)	 (0,	 1760) 0.23 0.23 0.00 

(0,	 1760)	 (0,	 2040) 
(0, 2040)	 (0,	 3708) 0.34 0.35 +0.01 

(0,	 3708)	 (0,	 4920) 0.24 0.24 0.00 

(0,	 4920)	 (119,	 7317) 
Ramps at Garden Highway 
(-564,	 -205)	 (-588, 194) 
(-588,	 194)	 (0,	 1000) 
(591,	 -104)	 (502,	 286) 
(502,	 286)	 (0,	 1000) 0.04 0.04 .i.qo 

Ramps at West El Camino 
(0, 2040) 
(-141,	 3214) 
(-372,	 3430) 
(-290,	 3708) 
(0,	 1760) 
(74,	 2531) 
West El Camino

(-141,	 3214) 
(-959,	 3604) 
(-290, 3708) 
(0,	 3708) 
(74,	 2531) 
(575,	 3150) 

(-959,	 3604) 
(-372,	 3430) 
(575,	 3150) 
(1497,	 1991) 
(3468,	 1134) 
(5302,	 337) 

(900,	 1626) 
(1497,	 1991) 
(1974,	 3038) 
(1161,	 4178) 
(1432,	 6109)

1.77 
0.29 

0.14 
0.05

1.90 

0.02 

0.13

0.02 
0.03 

0.02 
0.14 

2.69 

0.27

0.02
1.78 
0.29 

0.16 
0.05

1.91 

0.02 

0.13

0.02 
C-.03 

0.02 
0.13 

2.71 

0.28

0.02
+0.01 

0.00 

+0.02 
0.00

+0.01 

0.00 

0.00

0.0C, 

-0.01 

+0.02 

+0.01

0.00 

_7 

(-2876; 4172) 
( 7959,	 3604) 
(-372, 3430) 
(575,	 3150) 
(1497,	 1991) 
(3468,	 1134) 

Azevedo 
(446,	 791) 
(900,'1626) 
(1497,	 1991) 
(1974,	 3038) 

(1)61,	 4178)



Exhibit 1 1 -1 6 . (cont i d ) 

Contributing Highway 
Link

No Project Conditions for 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project Conditions 
For Wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Node 1 Node 2 16.9 2150 2700 310° 160° 215° 270° 310° 160° 215' 270° 310° 

Truxel 
(2790,	 -425) (3129,	 354) 

(3129,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 

(3468,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 
Collector 
(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 0.07 0.08 4-0.01 
Garden Highway 
(-1316, -479) (-564, -205) 0.01 0.01 0.00 
(-564, -205) (0,0) 

(0,	 0) (591, -104) 
(591, -104) (2790,	 -425) 0.02 0.02 0.00 
(2790, -425) (4787, -844)

2.34 2.47 3.51 0.26 2.38 2.48 3.54 0.26 +0.04 +0.01 +0.03 0.00 

NOTES:

All modeling results based ' on programmable calculator version of CALINE 3 (Benson 1979). Parameter inputs are identified in Exhibits 111-3 - 111-10. See 
Exhibit III-1 for link/receptor schematic. Wind directions represent the compass direction (relative to true north) from which the wind blows; 0° = north, 
90' = east, 180' = south, 270 0 = west. - = less than 0.005 ppm increment, or not analyzed since wind angle precludes any impact at receptor point. 
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Exhibit 111-17. 1987 8-Hour Average Carton POncNide
Levels (ppm) at Receptor #5 

Contributing Highway. 
Link

No Project Conditions for 
Wind Direction of

Proposed Project Conditions 
For wind Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

Node 1	 Node 2 160° 215° 270° 310* 160' 215* 270° 310° 160° 215°	 270°	 310° 

Interstate 5 
(0,	 -2000)	 (0,01 0.29 0.29 0.00 
(0,	 0)	 (3,	 1000) 
(0,	 1000)	 (0,	 1760) 
(0,	 1760)	 (0,	 2040) 0.02 0.02 0.00 

(0,	 2040)	 (0,	 3708) 0.20 0.20 0.00 
(0,	 3708)	 (0,	 4920) 
10,	 4920)	 (119,	 7317) 0.12 0.12 0,00 

Ramps at Garden Highway 
(-564, -205)	 (-588,	 194) 
(-588,	 194)	 (0,	 1000) 
1591, -104)	 (502,	 286) 
(502,	 286)	 (0,	 1000) 
Harrs at	 st El Camino

0.66
0.09 

0.59

0.01 
0.01 

0.04 
0.04 

0.01 
0.01 
0.30 

0.03 
0.02

0.03

0.66

0.09 
0.59

0.01 
0.01 

0.04 
0.04 

0.01 
0.01 
0.30 

0.03 
0.02

0.03

0.00

0.00 

0.00

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00

0.00 

(0,	 2040) 
(-141, 3214) 
(-372,	 3430) 

(-290,	 3708) 
(0,	 1760) 
(74,	 2531) 

West El Camino

(-141,	 3214) 
(-959,	 3604) 
(-290, 3708) 

(0,	 3708) 
(74,	 2531) 
(575,	 3150) 

(-959,	 3604) 
(-372, 3430) 
(575,	 3150) 
(1497,	 1991) 
(3468,	 1134) 
(5302,	 337) 

(900, 1626) 

(1497,	 1991) 
(1974,	 30381 
(1161,	 4178) 

(1432,	 6109) 

(-2876, 4172) 
(-959, 3604) 
(-372,	 3430) 
(575, 3150) 
(1497 0	 1991) 

(3468,	 1134) 
Azevedo  

(446,	 791) 

(900: 1626) 
(1497,	 1591) 
(1974,	 3038) 

(1161,	 4178)



Exhthit	 7 - 1 .	 (contd.) 

Link
Highway No Project Conditions for 

Wind Direction of
Proposed Project Conditions 
For	 'in! Direction of

Difference Due to Proposed 
Project, Wind Direction of 

: Nozie 2 160° 215' 27n, 31e .160 215° 270' 310° 160° 215° 270° 310' 

Truxel 

(2790,	 -4251 (3129,	 354) - - - - - 

(312 9 ,	 354) (3468,	 1134) 0.99 1.02 - -	 S _ +0.03 

(346S,	 1134) (4266,	 2968) 0.02 0.89 1.00 0.02 0.94 1.06 - 0.00 +0.05 +0.06 

Collector 

(446,	 791) (3129,	 354) 0.09 0.10 +0.01 

Garden Hichwav 

(-1316,	 -479) (-564,	 -205). 

(-564,	 -205) (0,	 0) 

(0,	 0) (591,	 -104) 

(591,	 -104) (2790, -425) - 0.15 - S	 - 0.15 - - - 0.00 - 

(2'90,	 -425) (4787;	 -844) 0.08 - - 0.08 - - - 0:00 0.00 -	 --- - 

TOTAL 0.74 2.07 1.58 1.15 0.74 2.11 . 1.63 1.21 0.00 +0.04 +0.05 --+0.06 

NOTES:

Al l modeling results based on programmable calculator version of CLINE 3 (Benson 1979). Parameter inputs are identified in Exhibits 111-3 - III-10. See 
E:.:hibit III-1 for link/receptor schematic. -Wind directions represent the compass direction (relative to true north) from which the wind blows: 0' north. 
90' = east, 180' = south, 270° = west. - = less than 0.005 ppm increment, or not analyzed since wind angle precludes any irrpact at receptor point.
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Appendix IV 

NOISE 

Modeling Approach 

Noise modeling for the project and no project alternatives 
involved the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic 
noise prediction model (Barry and Reagan 1978). These analyses 
used the same basic roadway schematic developed for the air 
quality analyses (Appendix III; see Exhibit III-1). Noise 
modeling required use of an "equivalent traffic lane" approach 
rather than highway centerline coordinates. The "equivalent 
lane" location must be calculated separately for each receptor 
point being analyzed. The distance from the receptor to the 
equivalent traffic lane is calculated as a geometric mean 
of the distances from the receptor to the center lines of the 
near and far traffic lanes. 

The FHWA model also requires computation of the angles 
subtended by each highway link/receptor combination. Receptor 
locations selected for use in noise modeling were described 
in Section L of the main text. As was done for the air quality 
modeling, all link/receptor geometry was analyzed using a 
set of a series of coordinate geometry/surveying programs 
designed for programmable calculators. 	 Coordinates of receptor 
points were as follows: 

Receptor #1: 175,1380 
Receptor #2: 561,3033 
Receptor #3: 1497,1868 
Receptor #4: 3362,1078 
Receptor #5: 2735,-350 
Receptor #6: 605,330

Initial noise modeling for receptor point 41 provided 
important guidance as to which link/receptor combinations 
were of no significance for subsequent noise analyses. Thus, 
many highway links Were deleted from the analyses made for 
receptor points 2,4 and 5. 

The FHWA model utilizes two noise attenuation options.. 
The "hard site" option involves a noise decrease of 3 decibels 
for each doubling of distance from the roadway. This value 
assumes nearly complete reflection of sound energy from the 



ground surface. It is appropriate for paved areas, hard 
ground surfaces, elevated noise sources, etc. The "soft 
site" option uses a noise decrease of 4.5 decibels for 
each doubling of distance from the roadway. This value 
is appropriate for vegetated surfaces or areas having 
scattered buildings. The "soft site" option was used for 
all analyses.

Traffic Characteristics. 

Directional afternoon peak hour traffic volumes used 
for the noise, modeling are presented in Exhibits IV-1 
and IV-2. The total volumes and weighted average speeds 
were used in conjunction with the equivalent lane distances. 
The buildout traffic volumes presented here served as 
input for the traffic estimates used for air quality modeling. 

The traffic volumes in Exhibit IV- 7 1 and IV-2 are derived 
from several sources. Volumes on Interstate 5 and the western 
link of West El Camino are taken from Exhibits 3-2 and J-5. 
Volumes on most surface street links are taken from the 
intersection analyses in Appendix II. Freeway Tamp volumes 
were estimated separately, using the freeway link directional 
volumes and the connecting surface, street total volumes as 
controlling factors. It proved impossible to precisely 
balance ramp volumes at Garden Highway. 

Separation of auto and truck categories was based on 
the vehicle type fractions used for air quality modeling. 
The FHWA vehicle types are not the same as the vehicle 
types used by ARB. In. the FHWA terminology, "heavy trucks" 
represent vehicles with 3 or more axles, typically having 
a gross weight of more than 5,450 pounds. "Medium trucks" 
are 2-axle, 6-wheel vehicles with a gross weight of-2,00.0- 
5,500 pounds. Thus, the FHWA heavy truck category is 
similar to the ARB heavy duty diesel category while the 
FHWA medium truck category is similar to the ABB heavy 
duty gasoline powered truck category. For noise analysis 
purposes, freeway traffic was estimated as 91.2 percent 
autos, 4.3 percent medium trucks, and 4.5 percent heavy 
trucks. Surface street and freeway ramp traffic was 
estimated as 95 percent autos, 3 percent medium trucks, 
and 2 percent heavy trucks. 

Vehicle speed estimates were made using the procedure 
identified in Exhibit III-11. Surface streets, freeway ramps,



II Highway Centerline 

Ccordinates 

INIMRSTATE 5 

(0,-2000) (0	 0) 
(0,0) (0,1000) 
(0,1000) (0,1760) 

.	 (0,1760) (0,2040) 
(0,2040) (0,3708) 
(0,3708) (0,4920) 
(0,4920) (119,7317) 

RAMPS AT GARDEN HIGHWAY 

•	 (-564,-205) (-538,194) 
(-588,194) (0,1000) 
(591,-104) (502,286) 
(502,286) (0,1000)

RAMPS AT WEST EL CAMINO 

(0,2040)	 (-141,3214) 
(-141,3214)	 (-959,3604) 
(-372,3430)	 (-290,3708) 
(-290,3708)	 (0,3708) 
(0,1760)	 (74,2531) 
(74,2531)	 (575,3150) 

WEST EL CAMINO. 

E) 

	

1	 (-2876,4172)	 (-959,3604) 

	

i	 (-959,3604)	 (-372,3430) 
(-372,3430)	 (575,3150) 
(575,3150)	 (1497,1991) 
(1497,1991)	 (3468,1134) 1	 (3468,1134)	 (5302,337) 

A2EVEDO 

(446,791)	 (900,1626) 
(900,1626)	 (1497,1991) 
(1497,1991)	 (1974,3038) 
(1974,3038)	 (1161,4178) 
(1161,4178)	 (1432,6109) 

THUM 

(2790,-425)	 (3129,354) 
(3129,354)	 (3468,1134) 
(3468,1134)	 (4266,2968) 

COLLECTOR 

(446,791)	 (3129,354) 

GARDEN HIGHWAY 

(-1316-479)	 (-564,-205) 
(-564,-205)	 (0,0) 
(0,0)	 (591,-104) 
(591,-104)	 (2790,-425) 

	

Li	 (2790,-425)	 (4787,-844) 

Exhibit IV-1 

BDILDOUT P.M. PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC: NO-PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Autos

North/West Bound

Speed Autos

South/East Hound

Speed Autos
Medium 
Trucks 

Total

Seed 
M-7dium	 Heavy 
Trucks	 Trucks

Medium	 Heavy 
Trucks	 Trucks

Heavy 
Trucks 

4305 203 212 50 3438 162 170 53 7743 365 ' 382 51 
4305 203 212 52 3438 162 170 54 7743 365 382 53 
4168 197 206 53 3329 157 164 54 7497 353 370 53 
2389 113 118 55 3329 157 164 54 5718 270 282 54 
2389 113 .118 54 2982 141 147 54 5372 253 265 --5A 
2389 -113 118 54 2207 104 109 -55 4596 217 227 55 
2389 113 118 - 55 2207 104 109 .55 4596 217 227 55 

912 29 19 31 798 25 17 33 1710 54 36 '	 32 
912 29 19 40 798 25 17 42 1710 54 36 41 
542 17 11 34 684 •22 14 34 1226 39 26 34 
542 17 11 44 684 22 14 43 1226 39 26 44 

NA 361 11 8 45 361 11 8 45 
NA 361 11 ,	 8 35 361 11 8 35 

808 26 17 32 NA 808 26 17 32 
NA 808 26 17 42 808 26 17 42 

1853 59 •	 39 '	 14 NA	 ' 1853 59 -39 14 
1853 59 39 30 NA 1853 59 39 30 

1634 52 34 27 1406 44 30 23 3040 96 64 29 
1729 55 36 26 950 30 20 30 2679 85 56 .23 
2537 80 53 18 950 30 20 30 3487 110 73 21 
2128 67 45 23 1653 52 35 27 3781 '	 119 80 23 
2214 70 47 22 1587 50 33 27 - 3800 120 -80 24 
1406 44 30 28 656 21 14 30 2062 65 43	 - 29 

209 7 4 25 380 12 8 25 589 19 12 25 
209 7 4 25 380 12 8 25 589 19 12 25 
380 12 8 .	 25 399 13 8 25 779 25 16 25 
333 11 7 25 333 11 7 25 665 21 14 25 
190 6 4 25 190 6 4 25 380 12 8 25 

1074 34 23 29 1055 33 22 29 2128 67 45 29 
1112 35 23 29 1055 33 22 29 2166 68 46 29 
1416 45 30 28 • 1083 34 23 29 2499 79 53 29 

428 14 9 25 219 7 5 25 646 20 14 25 

1511 48 32 42 1121 35 24 44 2632 83 55 43 
1264 40 27 43 836 26 18 45 2100 66 44 44 
1264 40 27 43 836 26 18 45 2100 66 44 44 
1359 43 29 43 1074 34 23 44 2432 77 51 43 

912 29 19 45 608 19 13 45	 ' 1520 48 32 45

Notes: -Speeds (mph) calculated by formula in Exhibit III-1I. 



53 

Highway Centerline • 

Coordinates Autos
Medium	 Heavy 
Trucks Trucks Speed Autos

Medium	 Heavy 
Trucks Trucks Speed

Medium 
Autos	 Trucks

Heavy 
Trucks 

INTERSTATE 5 

(0,-2000)	 (0,0) 
•	 (0,0)	 (0,1000) 

(0,1000)	 (0,1760) 
-	 (0,1760)	 .	 (0,2040) 

(0,2040)	 (0,3708) 
(0,3708)	 (0,4920) 
(0,4920)	 .	 (119,7317) 

RAMPS AT GARDEN HIGHWAY . 

(-564,-205)	 (-588,194) 
(-588,194)	 (0,1000) 
(591,-104)	 (502,286) 
(502,286)	 (0,1000) 

' RAMPS AT WEST EL CAMINO 

(0,2040)	 . (-141,3214) 
(-141,3214)	 (-959,3604) 
(-372,3430)	 -290,3708) A 
(-290,3708)	 (0,3708) 
(0,1760)	 (74,2531) 
(74,2531)	 (575,3150) 

WEST EL CAMINO 

(-2876;4172)	 (-959,3604) 
.	 (-959,3604)	 (-372,3430) 

(-372,3430)	 (575,3150) 
(575,3150)	 (1497,1991) 
(1497,1991)	 (3468,1134) 
(3468,1134)	 (5302,337) 

EDO AZEV 
(446,791)	 .(900,1626) 
(900,1626)	 (1497,1991) 
(1497,1991)	 (1974,3038) 
(1974,3038)	 (1161,4178) 
(1161,4178)	 (1432,6109) 

TRUXEL . 

(2790,-425)	 (3129,354) 
(3129,354)	 (3468,1134) 
(3468,1134)	 (4266,2968) 

COLLECTOR 

(446,791)	 , (3129,354) 

GARDEN,HIGHWAY 

(-1316,-479)	 (-564,-205) 
(-564,-205)	 (0,0) ' 
(0,0)	 (591,-104) 
(591,-104)	 (2790,-425) 
(2790,-425)	 (4787,-B44)

. 
4241 
4241 
4104 
2444 
2444 
2444 
2444 

.
998 
998 
580 
580 

922 

1729 
1729 

1663 
1710 
2632 
2204 
2128 
1311 

447 
447 
418 
371 
190 

1026 
1264 
1568 

285 

1530 
1321 
1321 
1444 

912

. 
200 
200 
194 
115 
115 
115 
115 

. 
32 
32 
18 
18 

29 

55 
55 

53 
54 
83 
70 
67 
41 

14 
14 
13 
12 

6 

32 
40 

.50 

9 

48 
42 
42 
46 
29

• 

NA 
.NA 
..• 
NA

209 
209 
203 
121 
121 
121 
121 

21 
21 
12 
12 

19 

36 
36 

35 
36 
55 
46 
45 
28 

9 
9 
9 
8 
4 

22 
27 
33 

6 

.32 
28 
28 
30 
19

-.50 
53 
53 

,	 55 
54 
54 
55 

.30 
38 
34 
44 

31 

17 
.31 

27 
..27 

.17 
22 
23 
29 

25 
. 25 

25 
25 
25 

29 
29 
27 

25 

42 
, .	 43 
43 
42 
45	 -

3548 
3548 
3438 
3438 
3055 
2171 
2171 

884 
884 
722 
722 

399 
399 

922 

1397 
,950 
950 

1'606 
1710 

808 

238 
238 
390 
342 
190 

1140 
960 
988 

456	 , 

1140 
760 
760 

1026 
608

167 
167 
162 
162 
144 
102 
102 

28 
28 
23 
23 

13 
13 

29 

. 
.A4 

30 
30 
51 
54 
26 

8 
12 
11 

6 

36 
30 
31 

14 

36 
1 24 

24 
32 
19

.

.

NA 

NA 
NA

175. 
175 
110 
170 
151 
107 
107 

-19 
19 
15 
15 

8 
-8 

19 

29 
20 

.20 
34 
36 
17 

5 
5 
8 
7 

24 
20 
21 

10 

24 
16 
16 
22 
13'

,

'

53 
54 
54 
54 
54 
55 
55 

.	 31 
40 
33 
43 

45	 • 
35 

40 

, 
28 
30 
30 
27 
27 
30 

. 
.25 
.25 

25 
25 
25 

29 
30 
30 

25 

,	 44 
45 
45 
44 
45

7788 
7788 
7542 
5882 
5499 
4615 
4615 

. 
1881 , 
1881 
1302 
1302 

399 
399 
922 
922 

1729 
1729 

3059 
2660	 . 
3582 
3810 
3838 
2119

' 

684 
684 
808 
713 
380 

2166 
2223 

2556, 

.	 741 

2670 
2081 
2081 
2470 
1520

367 
367 

.356 
277 
259 
218 
218 

59 
59 
41 
41 

.13 
13 
29 
29 
55 
55 

97 
84 

113 
120 
121 
. 67 

22, 
22 
26 
23 
12 

68 
70 
81 

23 

84 
66 
66 
78 

'48

•

384 
384 
372 
290 
271 
228 
228 

40 
40 
27 
27 

8 
.8 

19 
19 
36 
36 

64 
56 
75 
80 
81 
44 

14 
14 
17 
15 

8 

46 
47 
54 

16 

56 
44, 
44 
52 
32

Speed 

53 
. 54 

54 
55 

,55 

39 
34 
43 

30 I-1 

[i) 

45 
35 
31 
40 
17 
31 

U 28 
28 	  
21 
24 
24 
29 

25 il] 
25 
25 
25 
25 

29 f]] 
29 
28 

25 0 

E1 43 
44 
44 
43 
45 [I} 

E xhib.it IV-2 

BUILDOUT P.M. PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC: PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS 

• - Ndrth/West Bound-	 South/East sound	 Total

i•v- 4 

Notes: Speeds (mph) calculated by formu1a in Exhibit III-11. 



and entrance/exit lanes on the freeway were treated as 
having capacities (level of service E) of 1,600 vehicles 
per hour. Through lanes on the freeway were assumed to 
have capacities of 2,000 vehicles per hour. The second 
leg of the off-ramp from Interstate 5 to West El Camino 
was treated (for speed estimation only) as a two-lane 
roadway. All surface streets were categorized as arterials 
for selecting the capacity adjustment factor on Exhibit III-11; 
freeway ramps and the entrance/exit lanes on Interstate 5 
were treated as rural highways. West El Camino, Truxel, 
and Garden Highway were assumed to have been widened to 
four lanes. 

Results of the noise modeling analyses are presented 
in Exhibit IV-3.



Exhibit IV-3 

HIGHWAY LINK CONTRIBUTIONS TO PEAK HOUR NOISE LEVELS (dBA) 

.

Highway Centerline 
Coordinates

Receptor #1 Receptor #2 Receptor #3 Receptor #4 Receptor 45 Receptor #6 
No 
Project

Proposed 
Project

N:J 
Project

Proposed 
Project

No 
Project

Proposed 
Project

No 
Project

Proposed 
Project

No 
Project

Proposed 
Project

No 
Project

Proposed 
Project 

INTERSTATE 5 

(0,-2000)	 (0,0) 52.18 52.20 45.59 45.61 48.61 48.18 - - 49.06 49.08 58.70 58.72 
(0,0)	 (0,1000) 61.20 61.22 47.65 47.68 50.23 50.25 - _ 46.34 46.36 62.18 62.20 
(0,1000)	 (0,1760) 72.70 72.72 50.68 50.70 51.48 51.50 • - 43.72 43.74 54.81 54.83
(0,1760)	 (0,2040) 58.07 58.19 48.67 48.80 46.73 46.86 - - 37.34 37.47 45.47 45.60 
(0,2040)	 (0,3708) 56.44 56.54 62.67 62.77 52.28 52.38 - - - - 48.78 48.88 
(0,3708)	 (0,4920) 45.32 45.34 54.03 54.05 45.44 45.46 - - - - 41.65 41.67 
(0,4920)	 (119,7317) 43.29 43.31 48.42 48.43 43.73 43.75 - - - - 40.80 40.82 

RAMPS AT GARDEN HIGHWAY 

(-564,-205)	 (-588,194) 35.74 35.58 27.48 27.32 38.33 38.17 
(-588,194)	 (0,1000) 50.15 50.10 34.33 34.28 47.32 47.27 
(591,-104)	 (502,286) 36.78 36.99 30.98 31.19 57.77 57.98 
(502,286)	 (0,1000) 50.27 50.27 34.99 34.99 60.41 60.41 

RAMPS AT WEST EL CAMINO 

(0,2040)	 (-141,3214) 40.78 41.11 44.57 44.90 35.86 36.19 _ 32.66 32.99 
(-141,3214)	 (-959,3604) 30.05 30.34 37.54. 37.83 - - _ 25.40 25.69 
(-372,3430)	 (-290,3708) 27.25 27.48 35.50 35.73 - - _ 22.68 22.91 
(-290,3708)	 (0,3708) 29.23 29.28 38.84 38.89 - - _ 24.95 25.00 
(0,1760)	 (74,2531) 41.07 41.29 37.15 38.37 32.37 33.59 _ 30.03 31.26 
(74,2531)	 (575,3150) 39.46 39.43 65.61 65.58 38.66 38.63 - 33.33 33.30 

WEST EL CAMINO 

(-2876,4172)	 (-959,3604) 36.37 36.39 39.33 39.35 34.25 34.27 
(-959,3604)	 (-372,3430) 34.14 34.12 40.64 40.62 32.34 32.32 - _ - - - - 
(-372,3430)	 (575,3150) 36.79 36.91 36.67 36.79 45.04 45.15 29.16 29.27 - - 31.94 32.05 
(575,3150)	 (1497,1991) 43.05 42.71 64.99 64.65 58.09 57.75 36.87 36.53 - - 38.71 38.37 
(1497,1991)	 (3468,1134) 40.66 40.71 40.46 40.51 61.81 61.85 58.30 58.34 41.67 41.72 40.09 40.13 
(3468,1134)	 (5302,337) 32.06 32.17 31.65 31.76 35.93 36.04 57.30 57.41 40.16 40.27 - - 

AZEVEDO 

(446,791)	 (900,1626) 43.39 44.04 - - 38.11 38.76 40.32 40.97 
(900,1626)	 (1497,1991) 35.66 36.32 - - 54.64 55.30 31.22 31.88 
(1497,1991)	 (1974,3038) 32.77 32.99 - - 50.82 51.04 30.02 30.24 
(1974,3038)	 (1161,4178) 29.18 29.24 - - 34.20 33.26 
(1161,41701	 (1432,6109) 24.24 24.24 - - 26.39 26.39

t-. 
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Exhibit IV-3 (cont'd). 

Receptor #1	 Receptor #2	 Receptor #3	 Receptor 4)4	 Receptor 4)5	 Receptor #6 
Highway Centerline 
Coordinates

No 
Project

Proposed 
Project

No 
Project

Proposed 
Project

No 

project
Proposed 
Project

No 

Project
Proposed 
Project

No 
Project

Proposed 
Project

No 

Project
Proposed 
Project 

TRUXEL 

(2790,-425)	 (3129,354) 31.54 31.63 34.44 34.53 42.95 43.04 63.56 63.65 34.48 34.57 
(3129,354)	 (3468,1134) 31.41 31.51 35.79 35.89 64.87 64.97 42.61 42.71 33.16 33.26 
(3468,1134)	 (4266,2968) 34.04 33.78 38.92 38.69 57.86 57.63 38.78 38.55 - - 

COLLECTOR 

(446,791)	 (3129,354) 39.82 40.41 39.87 40.46 41.56 42.15 48.67 49.26 

GARDEN HIGHWAY

40.60 (-1316,-479)	 (-564,-205) 40.76 - - - - - - - - 42.89 43.05 
(-564,-205)	 (0,0) 41.53 41.51 - - - - - .  - - - 47.03 47.01 
(0,0)	 (591,-104) 42.26 42.24 - - - - 33.41 33.39 37.79 37.77 53.87 53.85 
(591,-104)	 (2790,-425) 44.29 44.37 - - - - 44.48 44.55 69.73 69.81 54.50 54.58 
(2790,-425)	 (4787,-844) 35.33 35.33 - - - - 44.05 44.05 61.56 61.56 37.99 37.99 

TC/IAL 73.4 73.4 69.7 69.6 65.1 65.1 67.0 67.0 71.2 71.3 67.3 67.3

Notes: - = link contribution not calculated; contribution expected to be insignificant based on contribution at other receptors. 
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Appendix V 

BIOLOGICAL SETTING OF PROJECT SITE

Methods  

Analysis of aerial photography and field surveys of 
the project site were used to prepare the following dis-
cussion of biological impacts. Aerial photography was 
1:12,000 scale (1 inch = 1,000 feet), stereo black-and-
white photos flown in April 1981 by Cartwright Aerial Surveys, 
Inc. The habitat type map (Exhibit 4-1) was based on an 
approximate 1:1,200 scale (1 inch = 100 feet) enlargement 
from the 1:12,000 scale photo coverage of the site. 

Three types of vegetation occur on the 52-acre project 
site. Each vegetation type may be considered a habitat type 
for the purposes of inventorying and analyzing the site's 
biological resources. 

Agribultural Habitat Type 

Vegetation 

Present or recent agricultural operations 'occupy approxi-
mately 45 acres of the project site. Currently a nonirrigated 
crop of safflower occupies about 39 acres, and a waste field 
of predominantly annual grasses and weeds Occupies 6 acres. 

Wildlife  

Agricultural habitats are utilized for foraging by a 
number of species that also require adjacent Shrub or wood-
land habitats for cover and nesting. . Bird species observed 
using the agricultural fields include American kestrel, 
mourning dove, rock dove, scrub jay, and houSe finch. The 
California ground squirrel also was observed; it uses agri-
cultural habitats for both foraging and nesting. 

Fence Row Habitat Type. 

Vegetation  

.Approximately 2 acres of vegetation typical Of :fence 
rows and transmission line corridors are present on the project 
site. Fence row vegetation of shrubs . , grasses, and weeds



occupies a narrow strip (less than 15 feet wide) along 
I-S right-of-way at the southwestern edge of the site. Eight 
valley oaks and a number of large elderberry shrubs grow 
within the PG&E transmission line running east-west at the 
north edge of the site. Tall weeds and grasses also occur 
in this utility corridor. 

Wildlife  

Fence row habitats provide necessary resting and nesting 
cover for Wildlife species that use adjacent agricultural 
fields and grasslands. Presence of trees, shrubs, tall 
grasses, and weeds in fence rows greatly enhances the number 
pf , species that can be:supported by an area otherwise occupied 
bY grasslands and agricultural fields. For example, fence 
row trees provide perChing sites for American kestrels and 
red-tailed hawks. Ring-necked pheasants and black-tailed 
jackrabbits require tall weeds and grasses or shrubs for 
hiding cover and nesting sites. Other species, for example 
small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians, find all habitat 
requirements in strips of dense native vegetation. 

Riparian Woodland Habitat Type 
and Bannon Slough  

Bannon Slough  

Riparian woodland habitat occupies approximately 5 acres 
of the project site along its eastern edge. The total area 
of woodland is about 9 acres, with 4 . acres on the adjacent 
property to the east_ This area is known as Bannon Slough, 
although the channel Of the slough is difficult to identify. 

At the southeast corner of the project site, the slough 
formerly entered what is now the Natomas East Main Drainage 
Canal. The natural decrease in the area's elevation causes 
the slough channel to be less defined than it is north of 
West El Camino Avenue; 'Dumping, filling, and grading also 
have made the-fOrmer slough channel difficult to locate. 
The eastern boundary of the project site follows the center-
line of what was formerly the channel of Bannon Slough. 

The slough depression contained no standing water during 
visits to the project site on August 13 and 26, 1981. Evidence 
of standing water during winter and spring seasons also was 
not observed. Dense vegetation cover and plant species com-
position suggests, however, that the groundwater level is 
quite high at some times of the year. 

In years when the nearby American and Sacramento Rivers 
reach flood stage, the water table rises substantially in 
the general area- At extreme high water, the water table 
may rise above the soil surface, flooding portions of the 
project site (Robinson pers. comm.).
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Vegetation  

Vegetation of the Bannon Slough area corresponds to . Cheatham's and Hailer's (1975) description of "Central Valley 
bottomland woodland", _a type of riparian habitat- Although: 
surface flooding may no longer occur, the influence of 
high water table during portions of the year qualifies the 
area as riparian habitat. 

The riparian woodland is dominated by .a tree overstory 
of large mature valley oaks and several large cottonwoods. 
The site plan portrays the presence of more than 30 oak trees 
greater than 6 inches in diameter; the presence and sizes 
of these trees was verified during field visits.. Most of 
the trees are located in a scattered row along the west side 
of the slough area. This row marks the historical edge of 
the tilled agricultural fields to the west. 

Approximately ten of the larger oaks have achieved the: 
form typical of mature valley oaks. The foliage crown is - 
broader than high and the spreading limbs end in long drooping 
branches reaching nearly to the ground. 

All of the oaks appear in vigorous condition with good 
form and color. Several of the older trees have dead limbs; 
some have tot in their trunks associated with previous fire 
damage. All of the mature oaks, however, are viable and 
can be expected to survive for a substantial period of time 
under present conditions. 

Many of the larger oaks have extensive fire scars on 
their trunks, indicating the occurrence of fires through 
the Bannon Slough area. Ground fires were used commonly 
by farmers to clear crop residues from agricultural fields. 
Presumably this explains the low density of mature trees 
on the project site slough area compared to the high density 
of mature trees along Bannon $lough'just north of West El 
Camino Avenue. 

Throughout the slough area,. abundant saplings and 
seedlings of valley oak are present. The abundant oak 
regeneration occurs . in all sizes up to about 6 inches in 
diameter; indicating that these . trees have seeded-in naturally 
since the cessation Of burning, perhaps 40-50 years ago. Several 
large and dense thickets of oak saplings (to 15-20 feet tall) 
exist in the central portion of the slough area near the 
greatest concentration of mature oaks where seed fall from 
the mature oaks,.and therefore seedling regeneration, would 
be greatest. In portions of the slough area more distant 
from the mature oaks, oak regeneration occurs as scattered' . 
saplings and abundant seedlings (less than 3 feet tall) within 
the grass and weed cover.
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Other plants typical of riparian woodland are also pre-
sent. Scattered Fremont cottonwoods occur along the slough 
channel. A few black walnuts and a clump of fig trees are 
present. Typical riparian shrubs include blue elderberry, 
buttonbush, and blackberry. Ground cover is primarily annual 
grasses and agricultural weeds; several clumps of heliotrope 
are also present. 

The riparian woodland habitat can be described generally 
as a mosaic of valley oak age classes. Clusters of mature 
oaks are mixed with thickets of oak saplings and more open 
areas of herbaceous vegetation and oak seedlings. Given 
sufficent time without disturbance, the entire Bannon Slough 
area on the site could develop into a dense valley oak wood-
land. 

Wildlife, 

The riparian woodland provides suitable habitat for 
numerous wildlife species. .High suitability derives from 
the following habitat characteristics present in the slough 
area: .

. Diversity of tree ages (from mature to seedlings). 

2. Diversity of plant forms (including trees, shrubs, 
and herbaceous vegetation). 

3. Patches of dense understory cover of tree seedlings 
and shrubs. 

4. Mature trees with dead limbs and rotted holes (for 
nesting and denning sites). 

5. Down logs and boards (providing cover for small 
mammals, amphibians, and reptiles). 

6. Habitat "edge" between thickets of different plant 
forms and age classes. 

7. Acorn-producing trees and fruit-producing shrubs 
(blackberry, elderberry, and figs). 

During two visits to the project site, bird species 
observed in the riparian woodland were mourning dove, scrub 
jay, western kingbird, ring-necked pheasant and American 
kestrel. Feathers of great horned owl were found. Other 
birds that may use the woodland habitat include white-tailed 
kit (nesting in dense oak canopies), California quail, screech 
owl, downy woodpecker, black phoebe, hermit thrush, rufous-
sided towhee, and several species of warblers and sparrows.
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The riparian woodland on the project site presumably 
functions as a travel corridor for wildlife between the large 
area of riparian habitat in Discovery Park (immediately south 
of Garden Highway) and Bannon Slough north of West El Camino 
Avenue. Many species that would move along this woodland 
corridor would not venture across a large area of open fields 
or urban development. 

Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species  

No rare, th eatened, or endangered species were found 
on the site. It is unlikely any were present, but undetected. 

The site is in the range of the peregrine falcon and 
the bald eagle, both of which are state and federally listed 
endangered species. The ranges of both these birds comprise 
the whole State of California- The project site does not, 
however, contain suitable falcon or eagle habitat.- 

The giant garter snake (Thamnophis couchi gigas) is 
a state listed rare species (California Department of Fish 
and Game 1978) reported present in the South Natomas community 
area. Staff of the California Department of Fish and Game 
have found giant garter snakes in Fisherman's Lake north 
of South Natomas and in the Natomas Main Drainage Canal 
(Sacramento City Planning Department 1977). No giant garter 
snakes have been found on or adjacent to the project site. 

Giant garter snakes rarely wander far from open water, 
especially in the warmer months of the year (Brode pers. 
comm.). The habitat typical of the garter snake consists 
of open water bordered by grasses and forbs, but not trees. 
It is therefore unlikely that giant garter snakes are on 
or adjacent to the property.
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Appendix VI 

SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Basic Community Plan Goals  

- Provide urban development that is appropriately timed 
with construction of necessary public facilities and 

fl
	 services. . 

- Protect the livability and usefulness of existing 
development. 

- Assure that new development is healthy and of long 
lasting benefit to the community and City. 

Achieve harmony between the area's development and 
its physical setting. 

From the generalized ideals of these goals, the following specif-
ic goals and objectives are derived. Each goal'is a refinement of 
the broad goals for the area. Objectives are steps for achieving 
each of the specific goals. 

Goal 1  

r-	 Maximize the long term retention of openspace land north of Inter-
L_	 state 88o freeway for active agricultural production by establish-

ing suitable planning parameters for urbanization in.South Nato-
mas.

- Establish residential density minimums which accommo-
date increased numbers of people and retard the need 
for urban expansion to the north. 

- Design and phase utilities and streets to reduce the 
possibility of premature development outside the 
planning area. 

Goal 2  

Approve development that is coordinated with available community 
facilities and is compatible with the public ability to provide 
essential services and facilities such as schools, streets, etc. 

- Assess the effect upon existing property owners of 
.providing adequate levels of required public facili-
ties and services to newly developed areas. 

- Prohibit premature development which constitutes an 
undue economic burden on the general public for the 
premature .extension of facilities or services, and



7 Encourage a mixture of housing types and densities • 
that provide for a wide variety of family sizes, 
age groups and income levels, including those for 
low and moderate income households. 

results in growth pressures in inappropriate areas. 

Goal 3  
Provide residential land uses that are balanced functional and 
healthful.

VI-2
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9 
- Establish development criteria for all new residen-

tial uses. 

- Encourage the use of planned unit developments as a 
means of providing healthy and attractive residential 
areas 

- Prohibit the. intrusion of incompatible land usesand 
disruptive traffic into new and existing residential 
areas. 

- Promote the improvement of marginal and substandard 
housing without causing displacement of residents, 
especially where these individuals own and live in 
their own homes. . 

- Encourage private sector use of programs or options 
which are intended to meet the housing needs of low 
and moderate income residents, including the elderly 
and handicapped. 

Goal L. 

Accommodate as many people as possible consistent with quality de-
velopment and adequate open space. 

- Recommend residential zoning. and land use designa-
tions which encourage cluster developments, condo-
miniums and garden apartments. 

Goal 5  
Provide commercial and office districts of a size and location to 
adequately serve existing and anticipated future population of the 
community, consistent with adequate circulation and transportation, 
facilities.

9



- Limit commercial and office development to neighbor-
hood and community services and retail sales. Do 
not permit regional scale developments, especially 
those which compete with the Central Business Dis-
trict of downtown Sacramento. 

- Design all business areas to reduce the potential 
for conflict with adjacent residential areas. 

- Discourage additional strip commercial and office 
development along Northgate Boulevard; and, limit 
all future development to concentrated locations 
shown on the community plan map. 

- Establish broad design criteria for all new com-
mercial and office areas. 

- Limit highway commercial activities to concentra-
ted locations that serve fr,away users and are not 
in close proximity to other centers outside the 
community. 

- Limit Industrial development to the area present-
ly zoned for this use; and ensure that the design 
reduces the potential for conflict with adjacent 
residential uses. 

Goal 6 

Provide open space for recreation and aesthetic ap p reciation, na-
tive plant and wildlife preservation. 

- Enhance the natural appearance of required new 
drainage channels or altered existing canals. 

- Encourage natural , tree cover protection, and ri-
parian habitat protection. 

- Develop conveniently located large and small parks 
to meet the recreation needs of the population-

- Promote techniques of land development that en-
hance the landscape and increase private open 
space. 

- Continue planting programs along transportation 
corridors.
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Goal 7  

Provide a balanced circulation system that serves local residents 
and through traffic with a minimum of congestion or conflict with 
residential neighborhoods, shopping areas and other land uses. 

Coordinate proposed streets with existing and planned 
streets of adjoining areas in the County. 

Promote and encourage the use of public transit that 
is fast and convenient through sound local land use 
planning. 

Reduce dependence on the automobile by constructing 
bicycle paths and hiking trails wherever possible 
to connect major activity areas and points of interest 
outside the community. 

Integrate bikeways, walkways and streets with residen-
tial developments in a manner which promotes conven-
ient access to public tran5-it,facilities. 

Goal 8 

Make this a public transit oriented community. 

- Promote and encourage the use of public transit that 
is fast and convenient through sound local land use 
planning. 

Goal 9  

.Provide, a high quality of public services and facilities for all 
residents and users of the dommunity. 

Place schools, health centers, libraries, fire sta-
tions, etc., in locations to best serve present and 
expected future demands. 

Promote development of a system of outdoor recrea-
tion areas to meet the needs of all age groups. 

Encourage the use of existing and future public 
schools for civic and other multi-purpose func-
tions of interest to neighborhoods and the commun-
ity. 

Goal 10  

Support ' a high level of environmental quality within the community.
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- Encorage physical development which promotes the con-
servation of fossil fuels and minimizes air, noise, 
and water pollution. 

Support those implementation measures which equitably 
distribute the costs, and which are consistent with 
overall City goals and present technology. 

1 
r--
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January 3, 1980 

City Council 
Sacramento, Ca1ifnrni:4 

'Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT:	 1. Request for PUD Designation and . Schematio Plan approval 

2. Amend the South Natomas Community Plan to reduce the 
overall density from 22 to 17 units per acre 

3. Rezoning frori A' to R-3 (PUD), R-2B (PUD), R-2A (PUD) 

I. Tentative Map (P-8717) 

LOCATION:	 North quadrant of I-5 and Garden . Highway 

SUMMARY 
• 

This is a request for entitlements necessary to develop a 29 .+ acre site 
into 404 apartments, 168 air space condoiniums, and 100 towiThouse-
condominiums. The staff anc : Planning Commission recOmmended approval 
of the project subject to conditions. The Plannii:g Commission'also 
approved a Spenial Permit to allow development of the 168 air space 
condominium units. 

BACKGFOUND'INFORMATION  

The subject site contains 39+ gross acres and it is surrounded 1:y a 
PGCE easement to the north, Garden Hishway to the south,	 freeway and 
vacant property to the west and First Bannon Slough to the east. 

The project was originally presented to the Planning Commissi:Dn on Octeho:. 
11, 1979. The staff and Planning Commission had concerns regarding 
the overall circulation and access to adjitcent o ,,operties, pres(.rvation 
of existing, trees, parking ratios and other minor site design proble;m:. 
The Plannin!.: Cmnission centinuc the item to November 21, 1979, in 
order to allow the Aprdicant to address the concerns and revise the 
project.

.	 •	 . 
Subt:cqucntly, the epolicant• submttcd a rovjnd plan. The: pl:Jn 
por1. 	 chaen that :;atisfied mo:it of staff's concerns. Tile only 

_
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remaining issue was regarding provisions for access to the adjacent
L_ (property to the west for the existing land locked parcel. Staff 

believes that access to this adjacent parcel is essential in order to 
provide two points of access for future development of the site. 

The applicant was in opposition tc any requirement for access to the 
•adjacent property to the west; however, the Planning Commission 
recommended approval of the project subject to conditions,includin 	 LJ 
provisions for access to the adjacent parcel. Subsequent to the Plannin;:; 

• Commission's consideration, the applicant has indicated that they have 
worked out an agreement with the adjacent property owner to provide 
access in reference to the proposed Community Plan Amendment. The 
staff and Planning Commission felt that the Plan Amendment is warranted 

. because the minimum density requirement of 22 units per net acre is - 
very difficult to attain with the three housing type requirement. , The 
two basic housing types which are needed to meet this density are apart7 
ments and condominiums which are being proposed by the applicant. In 
'order to. meet the third housing type, a patio .home, duplex, half-plex, 
or townhouse-condominium would more than likely: have to be used; . 
however, these types of dwellings are lower density type units and wouldf 
make it very difficult to meet the minimum density of 22 units per net 

• acre. In this case the applicant is proposing to develop townhouses .	 . 
for the third housing ty pe, however, it will bring the overall density 
to 17 units per acre. The Commission recogni .zed that the minimum densit is difficult to attain with the three housing type requirement and that 

• the variety in housing types is more important than the minimum density' 
in this case. The Commission therefore supports the plan amendment:to. 

.allow a miniffium avenage censity of 17 units/acre. 

VOTE OF COMMISSION 	 	
•	 • 

On November 21, 1979 the Planning Commission by a vote of 5 ayes, 1 no, 
2 abstentions, 1 absent recommended approval of the project subject to 
conditions. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The staff and Planning Commission recommends: 

1. Approval of the PUD designation and Schematic Plan subject to 
the design criteria specified on Exhibit "A" of the City Planning 
Commission staff report; 

2. Approval of the South Natomas Community Plan amendment to; allow 
17 units per acre;

	 Li 
• 

3. Approval of the rezdhing from "A" to "R-3"(PUD); "R-213"(PUD); 
"R-2A"(PUD); 

4. Approval of the tentative map subject to the conditions specified 
on the tentative map resolution.

•

r--- 

Li
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If the City Council concurs with the.recommendation, the proper action 
would be to adopt the attached PUD resolution, plan amendment resolution, 
rezoning ordinance and tentative map resolution. 

Repectfully submitted, 

. 'than Browning, irt 
Planning Direct 

FOR TRANSMITTAL TO CITY COUNCIL: 

0) 0-4.-.1 0 0, et.,......Q.;	 41..,  --,,...  • 	 -	 - !alter  J. Sv_pe, Ci-uzy Manager 
-	 - 

-Enj:HY:bw 

Attachments 
F- 8717 

F-
L

January 8, 1S90 
District No. 1
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RESOLUTION NO. 

Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of 

RESOLUTION DESIGNATING THAT CERTAIN AREA 
OF THE CITY or SACRAMENTO AS HEREIN DESCRIBED 
AS A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPmENT TO BE KNOWN AS 
CREEKSIDE ( P-8717)	 (APN: 274-042-04) 

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on January 8, 1979 
concerning the conformance of the Planned Unit Development with the pro 
_visions of the adopted South Natomas Community Plan. Based on document 
and oral evidence submitted at the public hearing, the City Council her, 
finds as follows: 

.1. The proposed project is a residential planned unit development 
designed to provide residential uses in close proximity to, 
and in support of, the Central City. 

2. The PUD conforms to the provisions of the South Natcmas 
Community Plan.	 Li 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Sacrament. 
in accordance with Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, the f 
area described in the attached legal description of the Natomas Oaks PU 
is hereby designated as a- Planned Unit Development subject to the folio!, 
ing conditions and stipulations: • 

A. Binding Effect of Resclution. This resolution is binding, without 
Mil-at:ion as to time, upon the applicant . and all owners, or 
persons havirr4 any interest in the property or any part thereof, 
and their heirs, successors and assigns in or to the property or 
any party therein. 

B. Title Search. Any costs incurred by the City of Sacramento for a 
Fitle search to determine that all such persons are so bound shall 
be borne by the applicant. 

C. Overall Development Plan: 

1. The PUL •consists of the following: 

•
6 

a. 404 apartments on 15 acres 
b.. 168 air space condominiums on 8.97 acres 
C. 100 Townhouse Condominiums on 7.8 acres 

Density Range: 17 units/acre average minimum 

, 2. The requirements of the South Natomas Community Plan, in its 
• latest adopted version, are incorporated herein by reference. 

3. The development, of any portion of the PUD shall conform with 
the Schematic Plan (Exhibit 13-1) and Residential Design 
criteria, Exhibit A, as approved by the City Planning Commissicn. 
on November 21, 1979 and by the City Council on .January 8, 1980 

• 4. A public street shall be extended to the adjacent property to 
the west and the width of the street shall be determined bY the 
Traffic Engineer. 

None of the preliminary approvals in the resolution shall be determined 
to preclude the discretion and function of the Planning Commission to 
evaluate. all of the factors it may deem pertinent to its consideration 
of each application for a Special Pennit for a Planned Unit Development 
within the area covered by this resolution.

LI 

LI 

•
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None Of the preliminary approvals in the resolution shall be determined 
to precluae the discretion and function of the Planning Commission to 
evaluate all of the factors it may deem pertinent to its consideration 
of each application for a Special Permit for a Planned Unit Develoixnent 
within the area covered by this resolution. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERX 

fl 

J

-
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VII-9 CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
915 'V STREET - SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 9581.1 

---1 

J . SUBJECT:	 1.	 Environmental Impact Determination 
2. Rezoning from A to R-3 

0	 .	 3. Request for PUD Designation and Schematic Plan approval 
4-.. Special Permit to develop 168 condominium units 

• 

n	 5. Tentative Map 
.6. Amend the South Natomas Community Plan to allow only two 

0	

housing types and a public street to be located closer 
' than 1000 feet to a freeway interchange (withdrawn) 

7.. Amend the South Matomas Community Plan to reduce the 
-1	 •	 overall density from 22 to 17 units per acre (added) 

--	 LOCATION: Southeast quadrant of 1-5 and West El Camino Avenue 

STAFF EVALUATION: This item was continued from the October 11, 1979 
Planning Commission meeting in order to allow the .applicant time to rede-
sign the project to address the issues discussed in the original staff 
report (report dated October 11, 1979). 	 Staff's concerns were relative 
to circulation and access to adjacent properties, preservation of existing 
trees', parking ratios, and other minor site design problems. 	 There was
also discussion regarding housing types as it relates to density require-
ments of the South Natomas Plan. 	 The Commission recognized the difficulty 
in obtaining the minimum density of 22 unit/acre and the three housing 
types; and, therefore, they indicatedtan intent to support a reduction in 
density in order to meet the three housing type requirement. 
Subsequent to the October meeting the applicant submitted a revised 
schematic plan.	 The plan included changes in vehicular circulation, an
Increase in parking ratio to 1.5 spaces per unit, preservation of existing 
trees, a redesign of parking areas to locate parking closer to units, and 
it provides for a third housing type. 	 The third housing type is a town-



house-condominium type unit with attached garages and a common recreational 
area.	 The townhouses are also adjacent to the P.G. & E. easement, and 
which could be used as additional open space and recreation area for this 
development in the future, if acquired. 
The revised plan satisfies most of staff's concern, however, the issue 
regarding provisions for access to the west for the existing land-locked 
parcel was not addressed.	 Staff believes that access to this adjacent 
site is essential in order to provide two points of access for future 
development of the site. 	 The adjacent site contains 8+ acres (excluding 
scenic corridor) and it could accommodate over 200 units. 

(over) 

MEll'ING DATE November 21, 1979 CPC ITEM NO. 
2 __ APPLC. NO. 	 P-8717 
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Staff has one other minor comment with regard to the revised plan. A 
turn-a-round with textured pavement is shown near the northwest corner of 
the site.	 The turn-a-round is not necessary at this location nor is the 
amount of paved area needed.• Staff suggests that this area be landscaped0 
as much, as possible.	 The textured pavement could be placed at the entry 
way or main driveway to the townhouse units. 

• The applicant has satisfaie.d most of staff's Concerns with the exception 0 
of the westerly access to the adjacent property. 	 Staff believes that a 
street could easily be provided between the townhouses and the.apartments 
without any major redesign of the plan.	 Also, staff suggests that the
design criteria . (Exhibit A-1) mentioned in the previous report be utilizeiJ 
for specific site design consistency prior to issuance of any building 
permit. 

RECOMMENDATION:	 Staff recommends:	 . 

J. The Negative Declaration be ratified. 

2... Approval of the PUD Designation and Schematic Plans subject to 
providing access to the adjacent property on the west. 

3. The area designated for apartments be rezoned to R-3(PUD); the 
area for condominiums be rezoned to R-2B(PUD); and the area for 
townhouses be rezoned to .11-2A(PUD). 

4. Approval of the Special Permit to develop 168 condominium units 
- subject to conditions. 

5.. Approval of the Tentative Map subject to conditions. 

C.:APproval of the Plan Amendment to allow an overall average of 
.	 17 units pernet acre.	 . 

• fsnditions	 for Special Permit  

.a.	 Review and approval of final building plans by staff prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

b. Review and approval of a detailed landscaping and irrigation 
plan by staff prior to issuance of building permits. 

c. Final plans shall meet the requirements specified in the 
design critera (Exhibit A-1). 

• d. Access shall be provided to the adjacent property to the 
west as shown on Exhibit A-2. 

e, Recreational facilities, including tennis courts, shall be 
provided as part of the first phase of the.project. 

f. Preserve all.mature trees that are indicated on the applicant's 
tentative map except for the Cottonwoods. 

Place a temporary fence around the drip line of the trees 
in areas of construction to prevent soil compaction resulting 
from stacked construction materials, parking equipment, and 
vehicles.	 This fencing shall be erected prior to issuance 
of building permit and shall stay installed until final 
landscaping commences. 

P-8717
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h.	 Do not grade, trench, cut or fill within a tree's drip line. 

	

1.	 Roadways and building foundation's shall not extend into the 
tree's drip line. 
Prohibit irrigation systems within the tree's drip line. 

k. No pruning or cutting of the trees except for clearing 
dead wood. 
If unusual amounts of bone, stone, or artifacts are C)̀.ncovered, 
work should be halted and a qualified archeologist.consulted 
to develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures to 
reduceany archeological impact to less than significant

	

_	 level. 
Conditions  for Tentative Map  

	

a.	 Extend public street westward. 
b: Dedicate right-of-way for widening of Garden Highway. 

	

c.	 Dedicate and improve 60 foot half-section'on West El Camino, 
including off-site improvements fronting P.G. & E. easement. 
Sewer and drainage study required, subject to the review and 
approval of the City Engineer. 

e. Dedicate the open space along First Bannon Slough. 
f. Pay off all existing assessments: 
g. . Street lights are required as per the Ordinance (Sec. 40.811). ,	 .	 . 

	

.h.	 Preserve all . mature trees that are indicated on the applicant's 
tentative map except for the Cottonwoods. 

	

i.	 Place a temporary fence around the drip line of the trees in 
areas of construction to prevent soil compaction resulting 
from stacked construction materials, parking equipment; and 
vehicles.	 This fencing shall be erected prior t,o issuance of 
building permit and shall stay installed until final land-
scaping commences. 

	

j -	 Do not, grade, trench, cut or fill within a tree's drip line. 

	

k.	 Roadways and building foundations shall not extend into the 
tree's drip line. 

	

1.	 Prohibit irrigation systems within the tree's drip line. 
m. No pruning Or cOtting of Life trees except for clearing dead 

wood. 
n. If unusual amounts of bone, stone, or artifacts are uncovered 

work should be halted and a qualified archeologist consulted 
to develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures to 
reduce any archeological impact to less than significant 
level. 

	

O.	 Applicant shall provide a street crossing over First Bannon 
Slough to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

	

0 P-8717	 *November 21, 1979	 Item 2
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.	 Provide standard subdivision improvements as specified in 
Section 40.811 of the Subdivision Ordinance. 

The tentative map shall be revised to reflect the changes 
in the revised site plan prior to transmittal to the City 
Council. 

Findinas of Fact for Special Permit 

a.	 The proiect is based on sound principles of land use In 
that: 

1. A minimum 1.5 parking ratio is provided.	 . 

2. A significant amount of open space and recreation 
facilities are being provided. 

• 3.	 Parking sp&ces are located in close proximity to 
dwelling units.	 . 

.	 The proposal will not be injurious to surrounding properties 
'	 in that: 

1. The project is compatible to surrounding land uses. 

2. The project is designed with a significant amount of 
landscaping to provide adequate buffering to adjacent 
properties. 

3. Adequate parking is provided. 
C. The project is consistent with the South Natomas COmmunity 

Plan and 1974 General Plan in that both plans designate thr: 
site for residential use.	

tn 
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015 "I" STREET - SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 5'53 t4 
..m.n,n.1.1•n•n•n••••nn••n 

APPLI•ANT Spink Corporation, P.O. Box 2511, Sacramento, Co 	 95811

OWNER Northridge Estates, 1451 Quail Street, Newport Beach  t Ca  

PLANS 	  
Spink Corporation, • P. O. Box 2511 1 Sacramento,	 Ca 95811BY

, 

NEGATIVE DEC. 	 9-17-79 FIR 	 ASSESSOIt'S PCL. NO 	
274-042-04	

1 

71   1.	 Environmental Impact Dete.rmination. 

FILING DATE  7-20-79 DP:NY:f: 50 DAY CPC ACTION DATE:	 	  _nr.Poirr BY: 	  

APPLICATION:

2. Rezone from "A" Agricultural to R-3.hultiple-Family 
Residential. 

3. Request PUD Designation &,Schematic Plan Approval. 

4. Special Permit to develop 272 Condominium units, 

5. Tentative Map. 

6

	

	 Amend the South Natomas Community Plan to allow 
on/y two housing types and a public street to be 
located :closer than 1000 feet to a freeway interchange. 

	

aLOCAT1ON:	 Southeast quadrant of 1-5 & West El Camino Avenue.: 

	

PROPOSAL?	 Applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to 
divide 39+ acres Into 7 multiple family lots in order 
to develop 272 condominium units and 440 apartmeht units. 

O
PROJECT INFORMATION: 

General Plan Designation: 	 Residential 
South Natomas Community Plan	 Residential 11-29 dwellings/ 

Designation:	 acre; Min. ave. 22 units/acre. 
Existing Zoning of Site:	 Agricultural. 
Existing Land Use of Site: 	 Vacant. 
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning 

forth:	 Vacant;	 Agricultural 
South:	 Vacant;	 ARP-F 
East:	 Vacant;	 Agricultural 
West:	 Agricultural 

Parking Required:	 712 spaces.	 Parking Provided:	 90) spaces. 
Ratio Required:	 1:1 spaces.	 Ratio Provided:	 1:3 spaces. 
Property Dimensions: 38.5+ acres. 
Density of Development:	 1-2.3+ units/net acre. 
Square Footage of Condominium Building: 

Building 1:	 610 sq. ft. per unit.	 (8 units each) 
Building 2:	 825 sq. ft. per unit.	 (8 units each) 
Dui I ding 3:	 1120 sq. ft. per unit.	 (8 units each) 
Building 4:	 1130 sq. ft. per unit.	 (8 units each) 

Height of Structures:	 35 feet. 
Significant Features of Site: 	 Oak Trees, First Bannon Slough. 
Topography:	 Fiat. 

1 

0

APPI.C. NO.  
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PROJECT INFORMATION:	 (Continued): 

Street impiovemnts:	 To be provided. 
Existing Utilities:	 Available to site. 
School District:	 Hatomas School' District. 

The applicant is proposing to develop a total of 712 dwelling units, 272	 [1 
.condominiums and 440 apartments.	 The condominium units are located on the 	 
east side of the proposed north/south street and the apartments are on the( 
west side.	 The condominium units consist of four different f loor plans and 
elevations.	 Each complex consist of 8 units.	 Detail plans for the apart-
ment have not been submitted. 

SUBDIVISION REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 	 On August 8, 1979, the Com-
mittee by a vote Cl U ayes, 1 abstaining, recommended denial of the tentati 
map.	 The Committee is con erned with the over all circulation of the propo r 
project.	 There is no access provided to the adiacent properties to the es-  
and west.	 Also, the north/south street should not intersect Garden Highwayc„
The Committee did, however, suggest that the map be redesigned with the 
following conditions: 

I.	 Extend public street westward. 
2. Redesign "A" Street to eliminate connection to Garden Highway; 

connect instead to parcel to east. 
3. Dedicate . right-of-way for widening of Garden Highway.. 
4. Dedicate and improve 60 foot half-section on West El Camino, 

	

- including off.site improvements	 fronting PG&E easement. 
5. Sewer and drainage study required, subject to the review and 

approval of the City Engineer. 
6. Dedicate the open space -along First Bannon Slough. 
7. Pay off all existing assessments. 
8. Street lights are required, as per the Ordinance (Sec. 40.811). 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT:  
The submitted tentative map indicates that 41 mature trees exist on four of 
the proposed lots.	 Of the 41 mature trees, 3 are within • the proposed 40 
foot parkWay corridor.	 The maj e)ritv of, these trees are :Mks with 2 Cotton-
woods, a Black Walnut, and two fruit trees. In addition there are numeroi 
young trees that arc not indicated on the submitted tentative map. A City De 
of Recreation and Parks Arborist . determined that all of the mature trees 
were	 viable and should be retained with less emphasis on retaining the
Cottonwoods. 

The Environmental Coordinator on September 17, 1979, filed with the City 
- a Negative Declaration with the following mitisation.measures: 

1.	 Preserve all mature trees that are indicated . on the applicant's 
tentative map except for the Cottonwoods. 

1 . Place a temporary fence around the dripline of the trees in areas of 
construction to prevent soil compaction resulting from stacked con-
struction materials, parking equipment, and vehicles. This fencing 
shall be erected prior to issuance of building permit and shall stay 
Installed until final larCdscoping commences. 

• 
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(3 4.	 Roadways and building foundations shall not extend into the tree's 
drip-line. 

	

5.	 Prohibit irrigation systems within the tree's drip-line. 

-m 6. No prunning or cutting of the trees except for clearing dead wood. 

	

7.	 If unusual amounts cf bone, stone, or artifacts are uncovered, work 
should be halted and a qualified archeologist consulted to develop, if 
necessary, further mitigation measures to reduce any archeological impact 
to less than significant level. 

; STAFF EVALUATION: 
1, --J 'Staff has the tollowing comments regarding the proposal: 

	

I.	 There are several concerns relative to overall vehicular circulation. 
-They are as follows: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT:	 (Continued): 

3. ' Oo not grade, trench, cut or fill*within a tree's drip-line. 

.a. The project was designed with no provisions for public access to 
to adjacent properties to the west and east across First Bannon 
Slough.	 The property to the west is presently land locked and 
development of this paxcel will be dependent upon access from this 
site. 

	

• b.	 The 54 foot North/South Street (A Street) is designed to intersect 
Garden Highway at the southerly portion of the site.	 There arc 
basically two problems with this intersection. 	 First, this de ign
would allow a major/collector street to connect . West El Camino 
Avenue and the Garden Highway; and therefore allow traffic from 
subdivisions on the north side of West El Camino to travel through 
this site in order to head north bound on Inte , State 5. West El 
Camino interchange is .1 commuter interchange and there is no on-
ramp for north bound traffic. 

Second, the Intersection with Garden Highway is contrary to the 
policies of the South Natomas Community Plan. 	 The plan specifically 
states: "Prohibit the intersection of new streets with Garden iii9h-
way or West El Camino Avenue closer than 1 1 000 feet to the 1-5 Free-
way".	 The intent of this policy is to avoid creating any traffic 
conflict near the freeway interchange.	 In this case, the proposed 	 . 

north/south street is . approximately 250 feet from the interchange. 

c. The proposed north/outh major-collector street is designed with two 
"elbows" (900 turns).	 This type of street design could create a 
traffic hazard because it influences people to cut corners.	 A 

curvelinicar street system would be more appropriate for this site. 

d. The proposed north/south street was designed without consideration of 

fl existihn trees located at thc southern portion of the site. 	 The
proposed road alignment will require the removal of at least five 
Oak trees.

//-A /--21 
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.2.	 The following ' are concerns relative to specific site plan design; 	 L 

b. The applicant has indicated that 909 parking spaces will be provided 

a.	 The tentative map indicates that there arc 41 trees located on 

for both apartments and condominiums. 	 This amounts to a parking 
ratio of 1.3 spaces per unit.-Staff suggests that a minimum ratio 

to accommodate the trees. 

and the Recreation and Parks Department suggested that everyone ofLJ 

trees arc located.	 Staff suggested that the project be redesigned 

1.5 spaces per unit be provided. The addstional spaces are needed tor 

there are structures and parking areas proposed where existing 
take into consideration the location of the existing trees because 
these trees be saved.	 It is apparent that the applicant did not

	

CAeasterly portion of the site.	 The trees are primarily Oak trees

a 

visitors, tenants, and owners with more than ooe vehicle, which is ---.---r: 
Uncommon, particulary in condominium developments. 	

i c. There arc basically four areas where dwellings units are not close 
parking areas.	 As shown on Exhibit "B", the circled areas represent 
units that are removed from on-site parking areas and parking stall 
are not convenientll located for tenants and/or g uests.	 These areek_ 
are designed to influence on street parking.	 Staff suggests that • 
these areas be redesigned in order to encourage off street parking. 0 

d. Parking areas arc distributed throughout the development and arc . 
located adjacent to street right of ways in many cases.	 Staff 
suggests that the parking areas that are visible from the publi.c 
right-of-way be screened with a 3'-4' wall and/or berming. 	 The 
berming should be a minimum of four feet in height. Berming should 
also be utilized throughout the development in order to create visu, 
interest for the entire project. 

e. The apartment units are designed with row type structures. 	 The 
structures along the westerly property line are - placed in a row, o 
after another, and are paralle4 to the propert', 	 Staff'Soggests 
that these structures be relocated to avoid a row . type appearance. 
This can be accomplished by staggering of units. 

In order to satisfy staff's concerns relative to site design, staff-  
suggests that the 'design criterias listed on Exhibit "A-1!! be utili 
for any redesign of the project. 

3.	 The applicant is proposing only twe.housing types, condominiums and 
apartments; and therefore arc requesting a community plan amendment fro 
the three housing type requirememt,	 It is.apparent that the minimum. 
density requirement of 22 units per net acre is very difficult to attai 
with the three housing type requirement.	 The two basic housing types, f

which are needed to meet this density are apartments and condominium:-... 
The applicant is proposing apartments at a density of 26.6 units per ncj 
acre and condominiums at a .density Of . 18 - uniis per net Lore.	 This Is a 
average density of 22.3 units/acre. In order to meet the three housing 
type requirment, a patio home, duplex, etc. would more than likely have 
to be used,- however, these types of dwellings arc low densit/ units ond 
would make it very difficult to meet the minimum density of 22 units pc.'-
net acre.	 Generally speaking the Lh .ree housing 

.	 Li P-8717---	 • 4)1;4.01) .1	 9 7 9-	 Item tin,
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' 
types are difficult to meet with the minimum density imposed for this 
kite. In order to meet the density reqUirements, staff believes that 
a plan amendment Is warranted. 

An alternative would he to amend the plan to allow a lower density 
requirement in order to achieve the third housing type. 	 This would 
allow the. third housing type which could be a patio home, duplex, or 
some other similar type of unit. 	 • 

4 Elevations and floor plans were sdbmitted, however, the plAns .do not 
Indicate specifically the type of mateCial or roof, type that will be 
used. Staff suggests that the ARB . review the project. 

5.	 Regional Transit reviewed the project and indicated that a bus shelter 
should be provided on the south side of West El Camino Avenue, just east 
of the proposed north/south street. They also indicated that bus stops 
mayi,be placed along the north/south street, however, there are no definit 
plans or loeations at this time. 

Staff wishes to point out that the comments regarding the circulation 
system were indicated to the applicant during the preliminary review 
process which was completed in April 1979.	 The applicant has not made 
any attempts to address these issues.	 In view of the circulation pro-



blems, and site design diffIciencies, staff suggests that the project 
be redesigned. 

RECOMMEDATION: 

:Staff recommends that the project be continued, in order to allow the 
applicant time to redesign the project based on the design criterias and 
comments that were made'in the staff report. 

El
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Appendix VIII 

CREEKS= OFFICE PARK
NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY



VIII-2 CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
725 %I" STP.Ek7I
	

SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 9E -,314	 MARTY VAN OUYN 
TELEPHONE (it)) 449-Z604 	 PLANNING DIRECTOR 

. June 9, 1961 

• 

Subject: Notic;e. of Preparation fot Creekside iffice Park EIR 

Dear 

The Sac.ramento City Pla7Ining,Department is preparing ' an outlinr.-! Of
 the impacs to be assessed in the. Creeside Office Park ETR. The 

D&:/Ta,rtment is interested in your . a. enc y '-s concerns with regarto 
the projset. Any comments - sub'initted would be pursuant to State FIR 
Guidelines, Section 150S5b1. The City •requires the EIR consultnt 
to contact P.11 responsible - agencies, interented grou= and individu..7.1s 
v.ursuant to Section 15066c. An EIR Consultant has not been retained 
at this time. 

The 1973 Scut. Natomas Community Plan designates the site for resi-
dential land uses. Creekside, a tentatively ap proved 672 resic1 n7-nce 
planned un4t devoloipment, cOmprises,the majority of the sitc. The 
reainIna 13 acres are designated for residential land use at an 
average density of 22 units per net acre. The office park prcject 
propo;.•s 614,000 square :feet . contuined in on .: and two-story structures 
on the 52 acre site. 

Pleasc, return your commnts b y Jul y 27, 1 9-81. Feel free to contact 
either Clif CarsL ,--ns or mys(2.1f if you have any guestions regar:ling 
this matter. 

With rega.:•(.71.s,

) 

Diann P.7.rkcr. 
A.sintnnt Plannr,r
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INITIAL STUDY 

CITY (1)1? • SACILA..NIENTO
Planning Department 
725 3 Street 
Sacramento,CA 95814 

.Tel. 916 - 449-5604 

BACKGROUND 
1.;:ane of Proponent NORTHRIDGE ESTATES 
2. 1,diress ar--1 Phone Nemter of Proponent: 

1451 Quail Street  
Newnort Beach, CA  

3. Daze of Che],list Submitted 
4. Ai:ency Requiring Checklist 	 Sacramento &tv Plan. Dept 

Nue,	
:  

5. m of Proposal, if applicable
(741.-PPk9jdrm. Offirp. park 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 	 (P-9,317) 
(Explanations of all "yes" and "maybe" are provided) 

YES • MAYBE	 NO 
1. Z-"th. Will the. proposal result in: . 

a. Un3table earth conditions or in 
changes in geologic substructures? 

b. 1.)I szniptions, displacements, com-
vaction or overcovering of the sdil? 
c. ChLnge in topography or ground 
surface relief features? 
d. TI1Q destruction, covering or 
i..odific..,,tinn of any ' unique geologic 
or physical features? 
e. Any increase in wind or water 
cresion of soils, either on or off 
the :;-Lte? 

C!)ar.ges in deposition or erosion 
• Lech s =ind3, or clnanges in 

depcsition or erosion 
0• ;ieh may modify the channel of a 
rivcr orstrLam or the bed of the 
oeean or any L.ay, inlet or lake? 
• ExpcsGre of 1.:eopie or propert y to 

hazards such as earthquakes, 
mudsliden, ground failure,. 

or s::Ilitar hazards? 
Air.	 the proposal result in; 
a.	 S11:7tantlEil air emission:M or 
dezer,ioraticn of ambient air quality? 
b.' The creation of objectionable 
adorn? 
• AlTeration of air movomet, 
mc:isture or [c:mperature, or any 
ih:lnec in eliwte, either locally 
Qr	 X

j.	 Will Liku	 Vu.;.UJIL In; 
a. Changes in currents, or the course 
or direction movements, in either 
marine or fresh waters?' 
b. Changes in absorption rates, 
drainage patterns, or the rate 
and amount of surface water runoff? 

c. Alterations 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 
in any alteration of surface water 
quality, including but not limited 
to temperP'r ure, dissolved oxygen or 
turbidity? 
f. Alteration of the direction or 
rate of flow of ground waters? 
g. Change in the quantity of ground 
waters, either through direct additions 
or withdrawals, or through interception 
of an aquifer by cuts or excavation's? 
h. Substantial reduction in the 
amount ofwater otherwise available 
for public water supplies? 
i. Exposure of people or property 
to water related hazards such as 
flooding or tidal waves? 

4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in the diversit y of species, 
or number of any species of plants 
(including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, 
microflora and aquatic plants)? 
b. Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, 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 any 
agricultural crop? 

S. Animal. Life. Will the proposal 
result in: 
a. Change in the diversity of 
species, or number of any species 
of animals (birds, land animals 
including reptiles, fish and 
shellfish, benthic organisms, 
insects or microfauna)? 
b. Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, r.lre or endangered spec es 
of .animals? 

Apr4-1 7 19411
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X 
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now s.:.uclv:: 

i l ;	 rst:;u: t in 
a 1:•rr1.,:r to tn.! ::-.ii;carion or 
moveR.ent of animalL.? 
d. Deterioration to existing fish 
or wildlife habitat?

e. Alterations to waterborne, rail 
(Jr air traffic? 

f. Increase in traffic hazards to 
motor vehicles, bicyclists or 
pedestrians? 

X

X 

X 

X

C:17 CI) 

14. Public Services, Will the proposal 
have an effect upon, or result in 
a need for new or altered govern-
mental services in any of the 
following areas: 

a. Fire protection? 

b. Police protection? 

e. Schools? 

d. Parks or other recreational 
facilities? 

c. Maintenance Of public facili-
ties, including roads? 

f. Other governmental services? 

15. Energy. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Use of substantial amounts of 
fuel or energy? 

b. Substantial increase in demand 
upon existing sources of energy, 
or require the development of new 
sources of energy? 

17. Human Health. Will the proposal 
result in: 

a. Creation of any health hazard or 
potential health hazard (excluding 
mental health)? 

b. Exposure of people to potential 
health hazards?

X

X 

X

X

16. Utilities. Will the proposal result in 
a need for new systems, or 

X	 substantial alterations to the 
following utilities: 

a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communications systems? 

c. Water? 

d, Sewer or septic tanks? 

e. Storm water drainage? 

f. Solid waste and disposal? 

G.	 Will the proposal result in: 

a. Increases in existing noise 
levels? 

Exposure of people to severe 
noise levels? 

7

	

	 Licht and Glare. Will the proposal 
roduee new light or glare? 

Land 'Use. Will the proposal result 
!;ubstancial alteration of tha 

prei:e%t or planned land use of an 
area? 

S. Natural Resources. Will the • 
pr(iroal result in: 

a. Increase in the rate of use of 
any natural resources? 

b. Substantial depletion of any 
nonreewalmle natural resource? 

10. Risk of Upset. .Does the proposal 
involve a risk of 'an explosion or 
the release of hazardous substances 
(includin, but not limited to, oi)., • 
pe:;cicic!Ps, chemicals or radiation) 
in z:-.e event of an accident or 
upset conditions,? 

11. Ponulation. Will the proposal alter 
thc location, distribution, density, 
or growth rate of the Veltman population? X 

12. Housirtg. Will the proposal affect 
exlsting housing, or create a 
demand for additional housing? 

13. Tranonortation/Circulazion. Will 
. the proposal result in: 

a. Generation of substantial addi-
' • tional vehicular movement? 

h. Effects on existing parking 
facilities, or demand for new 
pari.ing? 

L. :";nLstantial impact upon exist-
ing transportation systems? 

d. Alterations to present patterns 
of circulation or movement of, 

avdlxv . gon4,,,? 
1 C	 -)	 CID ED 

X 

X 

X
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DISCUSSION OF -ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

X

X 

X 

X

X 

o; 
viow ol .en to the public, 

• wi:1 :Lc propesal result in the 
t•I' on ae:.thtq ieally offensive 

s• ite	 to	 1 111.1 ill 
or L:.1 t iun.	 W;I 1	 hc 

re.;ult	 z.n i	 upon tn..; 
quoiity or qudntity of exiwc-, 
ing recreational opportunities? 

O. Archaeoleal/Historical. Will 
re ..-.:ult in an alteration 

c-J f a si,11:4ficant archaeological or 
kistorLeu:. ;.ito, structure, object. 
3r LnIlL:ing? 

1
	 rindini's of Siqnificence. 

a. . Does the project-have the 
p:2t,r;ia1 to degrade the quality ol. 
the e;:virenmont, substantially r&iuce 
tho habitat of a. fish or wildlife	 • 
population to drop -below self-sustain 
i . ng levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plont or animal community, reduce the 
n.umbr or re ..;trict the range of 
v.ire 3r ondanr;ercd plant or ahimal 
or	 important ox files of 

zi.3jor periods of California 
hi-iteoy or prehistory? 

b. Does the project have the 
potonrial to achieve short-term, 
to the lisativantage of long-term, 
esviromental goals:. Q.-short-term 
im', ! oet on the envirenment.is one 

•.sours in a relatively brief,- 
efinitive period of iime while 

lo. 1-term impacts win endure well • 
into. L] 	 future.) 

c. foes the profiect have impacts 
w;,ich a pe injividually limited, 
Lt:t eumo -i,ttively c•nsiderable.? 

! .7-3;ect In:1y i iii.I21:- on two Or more 
z;e'or.iLzt resources where tho imptlet 

; on o,ch rosource is relatively small, 
but whl .c tne effcct of the total. 
of	 La pacts en tN .:: environment 
is signific.:.nt.) 

d. lkies the proicel have environ-
uff .icts 0;ich w:Il CLUOU 

su:..;ront-i31 adverse efi- oott; on 
ncm.n. ! ..)eings, either directly or

Tile Applicant's Environmental Questionnaire is' attached as supplemental information. 

See Attachment A for: 
Description of Project, 
Evaluation, 
Determination. 
The applicant's Environmental Questionnaire is 

. attached as supplemental information. 

DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

L__/	 I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant 
effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 
be prepared. 

1 

.measures described on an attached sheet have been ad .J.ed to 
a significant effect in this case because the mitigation 

I find that although the proposed project could have a 
significant effect on the environment, there will not be 

the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL EE PREPARED. 

f/ find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect 
on the cnvironment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required. 

Date	 My	 1981 
Rev. 8-79



Attachment A 

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (P•9317) 

Description of Project 

The proposed project, Creekside Office Park, is located in the 
northeast quadrant of 1-5 and the Garden Highway. It is bounded 
by Bannon Slough to the east. 	 The site contains 52 acres and 
lies vacant, with the exception of a number of Oak trees. A 
PG&E easement, 50+ feet in width, traverses the site from east 
to west in the northerly portion of the property. 

The applicant.is proposing an office park containin g 614,000 
square feet in one and two-story structures. 	 • 

In January 1980 the City Council approved a residential planned 
unit development for a portion of the project site (P-8717).. 
The approved Creekside PUD Schematic Plan calls for 672 resi-
dential units, including apartments, airspace condominiums, and 
townhouses on 39+ gross acre et at an overall density of 17 units 
per acre. The . remaining 13 acres are designated in the South 
Natomas Community Plan for residential land use at an average 
density of 22 units/net acre. 

Proposed Creekside Office Park is not consistent with , the 1974 
General Plan nOr the 1978 South Natomas Community Plan which 
call for residential land uses. . The project would displace 
approximately 892 dwelling units which re presents a four (4) 
percent reduction of the planned residential capacity for the 
community plan area. 

The environmental evaluation assesses general land use issues 
and does not address specific construction oriented impacts. 
Specific construction impacts can and will be evaluated on an 
individual basis because development within a PUD requires a 
special permit. 

Evaluation  

id. Potential modification of .ecosystem of Bannon Slough.. 

2a. Potential significant increase in local and regional vehicular 
traffic generated by the project. 

2c. Potential significant increase in ambient localized temperature 
from urban heat sink effect from substantial increase in paved 
parking areas beyond effects of planned residential land uee. 

3b. f-otential significant increase in runoff from substantial 
increase in paved parking areas.beyond planned residential 
effects.
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3e.	 Potential significant impact on the water qualit y of the 
Sacramento River from washed oils, gas, grease from the 
paved parking areas and increased temperature of the river. 

4a. Potential significant impact on the diversity of species or 
. number of any species of plants along Bannon Slough and 

the American River as a result of surfaced area runoff and 
level of air quality. Potential impact on existing Oaks. 

4b. Potential reduction of the number of any unique, 'rare or 
endangered s pecies of plants along Bannon Slough and American 
River as a result of surfaced area runoff and level of air 
quality. - 

5a. Potential significant impact on the diversity of species, 
.or number of any species of animals along Bannon Slough and the 
American River as a result of surfaced area runoff and level 
of air quality. 

5b. Potential reduction of the number of any unique, rare-or 
endangered species of animals along Bannon. Slough and the 

.American River as a result of surfaced area runoff and level 
of air quality. 

5d.	 Potential deterioration to existing fish andwildlife habitat 
as a result of surfaced area runoff and level of air quality. 

6a&b. Potential significant increase in ambient noise levels greater 
than those for planned land uses from additional vehicles 
generated by the project. Stationary noise generators must 
comply with the City's Noise Ordinance and, therefore, should 
not be a significant impact. 

7. An undetermined amount of new light and glare will result from 
the proposed project, however, this should not be a significant 
impact. 

8. The General and Community Plans, as well as the Creekside 
PUD,.designate the subject property for approximately 892 
residential units. The project proposes approximatel y 52 
acres of office land use. The proposed project would signifi-
cantly alter the planned land uses that were adopted. 

11.	 The area is designated for residential land uses. .The 692 
residential units displaced by the project would result in 
a four percent reduction of the residential capacity of the 
South Natomas Community Plan. The project may generate a 
substantial amount of new em p loyment. If the remaining planned 
residential areas cannot accommodate the housing demand, 
adjacent areas currently desi g nated Agricultural/Urban Reserve 
may be pressured into additional residential development.
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The project proposes approximately 614,000 square feet of 
office space which represents almost one-third of the amount 
of private office space in the Central Business District. 
The amount of proposed office space may significantly alter 
the location and distribution of the City population and the 
metropolitan population. The project may induce similar' 
projects or other growth.in the immediate area resulting in 
substantial growth inducing impacts.. 

12.	 The project will encourage more new housing in planned 
residential areas and possibly areas currently designated 
agriculture/urban reserve. The reduction of 892 dwelling 
units may stimulate demand for existing and planned resi-
dential dwellings, thereby increasing the cost of residential 
units. 

13a.	 The Community Plan's residential land use (8 .92 units) . for—the 
subject property would generate approximately 5352 VPD while 
the proposed project could generate 9210 VPD. This volume may 
exceed the area's existing and Planned roadways' capacity. 

13c. The volume of vehicles may significantly affect the local 
roadway , freeway and interchange capacities, therefore gener-
ating a substantial impact . upcn existing trans poratation land 
systems (West El Camino, Truxel Road, Garden Highway and 
I-5.)

.	 . 
13d. The volume of vehicles coupled with the proposed internal 

circulation pattern mav . alter present patterns of circulation. 
The volLime of vehicles as a result of the project utilizing 
the West El Camino Avenue, Truxel Road, Garden Highwa y route 
may exceed the volume anticipated with Creekside residential 
PUD. Shortcutting through future residential development 
immediately to the east may occur. 

13f.	 The volume of traffic-generated by.the project may-increase 
the number of traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists 
and pedestrians. West El Camino Avenue contains a designated 
bike lane. 

14a. The project may increase the demand for fire protection and 
affect service levels of existing fire stations, human 
resources and equipment. 

14b. Possible demand for additional service.- 

14c. The project proposed an unknown impact on the planned schbols 
in the area. 

14d. The project would negatively impact the acquisition and 
development of parks in the South Natomas area as parkland 
dedication is not acquired through non-residential development.
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15a&b. The project may require substantial amounts of energy that 
may not be available either in the local network or 
generating source capacity. 

16a,b, The area was planned for residential land uses; consequently, 
c,d,e, the proposed project may substantially affect the existing 
f.	 or planned infrastructure. 

17a.	 The project may create a. potential health hazard as a 
result of impacts on the level of air quality. 

16.	 The proposed project incor porates the 1-5 Scenic corridor with 
regard to the landscaping buffer area. • The propbsal does 
not include a sound barrier which may be an aesthetic improve-
ment or create an offensive view: The project and 1-5 encircle 
adjacent property designated for residential land use. The 
combination of the 1-5 sound wall and a:wall se parating land 
uses ma y negatively impact future residential development on 
the parcel that is located to the west of the subject site . 
by creating a potential walled-in fortress. 

19..	 The project may adversely impact the ability of local resi-
dents to use Bannon Slough as a . result of the proposed office 
use and the resulting volume of traffic. 

20.	 A, 1978 archaeological survey found no significant surface . 
artifacts, however, the site may yield subsurface artifacts. 
To mitigate the potential destruction of unknown subsurface 
artifacts to less than significant effect, the following 
measure shall be required: If unusual amounts of bone, stone 
or artifacts are uncovered, work witl-in 50 meters of the area 
will cease immediately and consult a qualified archaeologist 
to develop, if necessary, further mitigation, measures to 
reduce any archaeological impact to a less than significant 
effect before construction resumes. 

21b. The project is being proposed within the designated urban 
area and could be considered consistent with short-term environ-
mental goals. However, the project could displace a considerable 
number of planned residential dwellings that would provide 
low/moderate housing close to the CBD and reduce commute 
distances resulting in reduced vehicular emissions and 
consumption of energy. The high residential densities would 
also promote bus transit utilization to achieve reduced 
emissions and energy consumption. 

21c. The project has a. number of individual impacts: increasing 
vehicle trips and related secondary effects including increased 
emissions, fuel consumption and exceeding the capacity of 
roadways; generating additional runoff that may decrease the 
water quality of the American River and that may disturb the 
ecosystem of the BAnnon Slough; altering existing and planned 
Public services; adversly impacting the cconomic viability 
of the Central ilusincL-:s District, and providing growth inducing 
illTa cts of s i milar projncts and additional residential develop-
ment in areas currently. designated agriculture/urban reserve.
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While these impacts may be individually limited, the potential 
for cumulative impacts is significant. (3 

21d.	 The project site lies adjacent to a landlocked parcel to the 
west. The parcel is designated for residential land use. 
The project may significantly impact the noise and air quality 
levels of the future adjacent residential developments to the 
west and east of the subject site. 

Determination  

Creekside Office Park is a specific project that may have many 	 • 
significant impacts as identified in the preceding evaluation. 
These impacts, combined with those of two other office park 
proposals in the South Natomas Community, may significantly 
impact the City of Sacramento.  

The City has attempted in recent years to revitalize the 
Central Business District. Currently, the CBD is not built to its potential office capacity. The project proposes to 
provide almost one-third the amount of private office square 
footage in the downtown. Given that other areas in th City 
and the metropolitan area have large amounts of land for office 

:. 	
. 

use, the applicant has not demonstrated justification for the 
project. 

The South Natcmas Community Plan was desiC,Tned to provide a 
residential neighborhood in close proximity to the CD. The 
community plan calls for a limited amount of office acreage 
to serve the needs of the South Natomas,residents: The pro-
posed project would displace approximately four percent of the 
housing stock called for in the community plan.. Coupled with 
the appr=imately eight percent of the housing stock that 
would be displaced a- a result of two other office park proposals 
in the same community plan area, the project would significantly 
impact the availability and possibly the price of housing in 	 1 

the City of Sacramento. 

The demand, marketability and feasibility for Creekside Office [3 Park should he assessed to understand uhe economic implication 
of the project. Economic information is necessary in order 
to make a decision (CEQA, Section 15012) and should be included 
in the EIR for this project. 	 The economic evaluation will 
provide an assessment regarding the short and long term impacts 

ability and cost of housing within the community plan area. [3 
to the City's economic growth, CBD's viability, and the avail-
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Planning Department 
915 "I" St., Rm.308 
Sacramento,CA 95814. 
Tel. 916 - 449-560)2 

This document is part of an Initial Study that will facilitate environ- 
mental assessment by identifying potentially adverse environmental 
Impacts and analyzihg propesed mitigation measures that may reduce sig- 
nificant environmental imp acts. More definitive and factual information 
will assist the Planning Department in evaluating the project's impacts. 
Additional information may be required to complete an Initial Study. 
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• * PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 
PROJECT PROPOSAL:  Creek Side Office Par  

ft
 PROJECT ADDRESS:  Scleth side of West.EI Camino Ave., at its intersection with Azevedo Drive  

Assessor's Parcel No.  274-042-04, 03, 11, 10, 07 & 225-230-19 
OWNER: Norl-MdO e Estates

TEEFETcne 
Mailing Address: 	 1451 Quail Street, Newport Beach, CA 

City -	 (Zip Code) 
APPLICANT/AGENT: Coil During

	 383-9273 
Telephone 

Mailing Address: 	 7700 Coilege Town Drive, Sacramento, CA	 5826 •  
City	 (737p Code ) 

USE A SEPARATE SHEET, IF NECESSARY, TO EXPLAIN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING: 

U I. Existing Conditions: 
A. Project Land Area (sq. ft. or acres) . 52 65 ± Arr.s	 .  
B. Project Parcel: Present Zoning R-3-R	 Proposed 03 	  
C. Project Site Land Use: Undeveloped (vacant) X 	 Developed 

If developed, briefly describe extent (type & use of structures: 
photograph acceptable) 

D. Existing surrounding land uses	 zoning withiF300 feet (type, 
Intensity, height, setback) 

Land Use	 Zoning 
North  Apts. and SFD 	 R-2-8 and R-1-AR 
South vacant  
East 	 Vacant	 A  
West 	 Vacant and 1-5.,_ 	

Rev. Y7b 

A



II. A. Slope of Property:*N1Flat or Sloping	 Rolling. 
LiHilly	 0 Steep 

*Submit contour map, or show contours on site plan. 

B. Are there any natural or man-made drainage channels through or 
adjacent to the property:  Yes 	. If yes, show on site plan 
and explain:  Bannon_Siough 	  

C. Describe changes in site contours resulting from site grading . 
plans:  Streets and Building Pads  

D. Type and amount of soil to be moved:  Minimal  
Location moved to or from: 

III. A. Number; location and type of existing trees on project parcel (show 
.	 on site plan) 48 trees asindicatedon the site plan  

B. Numbei, size, type and location of trees being removed (show. on 
site plan) (1) 8" - 14" cottonwood  

•
• 

A. Number and type of structures to be removed as a result of the 
project:**  N/A	 •  

. Are any structures occupied? No .- If yes, .how many 	  

C. If residential units are being removed, indicate number of 
dwelling units included:NA 
** Show all structures on site plan by type, and whether occupied. 
Also indicate those to be. removed. 

V. A. Will the project require the extension of or new municipal 
services:	 i.e.,	 . 

Water	 No X Yes  •	 City/County Health No  X  Yes 
Sewer	 No  x  Yes 	 	 Police .	 .	 • • No  x  Yes 	  
Drainage No  x  Yes	 	 Fire	 No_x__Yes	  
Parks	 No x Yes .	 School	 No y  Yes	  

Waste Removal	 No R  Yes	  

•B. If any of the above are "yes", then submit report detailing how 
adequate capacity will be achieved. If "no", then submit clear-
ance memo from,appropriate agency/department (use copies of 
attached form)'. 

VI. Project Characteristics 
A. Building size (in sq. ft.)  10,000-26,000so.ft.  
B. Building height  1-2story  

C. Building site plan: 1 building coverage 	 28 % 
2 landscaped area	  
3 surfaced area	 20  % 

2	
Total 	 	 106% 

D. Exterior Building colors 	 Eartiugnes 	  
E. Exterior Building materiars-7 

Ilf 
r,(1(2 4aivor form is sine, clearance(s)	 m fro agency/department is not 
.(,„

for "no" answers at this time.. 
al 0 be shown on submitted plans.

To be determined

U:
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F. 1. Proposed construction starting date 	 1982  
estimated completion date 	 1967  

2. Construction phasing (if the project is a component of an 
overall larger project, describe the future phases or 
extension. Show all phases on site plan). 	  

Approximately 90,000 sq. ft. per year for_i_yrars 

G. Total number of parking spaces required  1535 	 Provided 1535 

H. That type 'of exterior lighting is proposed for the project 
(height, intensity): Building are5:_ jricandescent.toi3C-sisiadards______ 

Parking area: High sodium vapor, height to be determined  

I. Estimate the total construction cost for the project  $45,000,000 in  
1980 dollars 

VII. Residential Project - ONLY! 	 Total Dwelling Units 	  

Total Lots 
A. Number of dwelling units: 

Single family	  
Multiple family 

B. Number Of dwelling units. with: 
One bedroom. 
Three bedbrooms

Two Family 
Condominium 

Two bedrooms 
Four or More Bedrooms 

• 

3 
C . t 

t (

C. Approximate price range of units: $ 	  • to $	  

D. Humber of units for Sale	 Rent 

VIII. Commercial., Industrial, Institutional, or other project (if project 
is only resiaential, do not answer this section). 

A. Type of use(s)	 Business professional office  
Oriented to: Regional  x  City  x  Neighboi-nood x 	  

B. Hours of operation	 N4/0f4: days (M-F) 8-5  

C. If fixed seats involved, how many N/A  

D. If assembly area without fixed seats, state designed capacity: 
Sq. Ft. of sales area  N/A  
Describe loading facilities -- 

E. Total number of employees  Unknown at this time  

F. Anticipated number of employees per shift 	  

G. Community benefits derived from the project 
Civic Improvement 

IX. A. Why is the project justified now rather than reserving the option 
Tar otEi ai ernatives in tne rutu-re? (e.g. economic condition, 
community demand)	 Lack of available sites in vicinity of the core area of  

Sacrnmento. 

B. Objectives of proposed projec..t. 	 To meet the demand for OBspace in 
this area  or the central cihL.

3L'



C. If this project is part of . another project for which a Negative 
Declaration of EIR has been pre pared, reference the document 
below (include date and project number if applicable). 

E1R - South Nctomas Community Plan 

D. List an and all other public approvals required for this project. 
Specify type -67-Permit or approval, agency/department, address,. 
person to contact, and their telephone number.

Permit or Approval 	 Ak7ency Address Contact Person Phone No. 
.	 . 

Rezoning and Community	 Planning 725 J Street Marty Van Duyn 449-5604 
and General Plan Amendment 

Building Permit	 Building 10th & . :1 Street Bill Zimmerman • 449-5716 

Improvement Plans	 ,	 Engineering City Hall Ron Parker 449-5281 L 



' To th	 1;,i,t ol . tti .z. appli.c.'s knowledE:e, ewtluatc thu projct'r Lm uac
 in rcrc:rd to the followini7, quu:;:tiolls:	 VIII-18 

If yes, dicu5-.:,. 

p
i A. Will the Project:	 No	 Ye	 dei!,ree of eff  

J 
1. Be located in or Lear an environmnLal or 

[3	
critical concern area (i.e. American or 
Sacramento River; scenic corridor; gravel 
deposits or pits; drainage canal, slough 
or ditch; existing or planned parks, lakes, 

F i	 airports)? 	  • 	 • • • • 0 	  • 
—.9

.2. Directly or indirectly disrupt or alter an 

0 	 archaeological site over 200 years old; an 
historic site, building, object or struc-_ ture? 	 . 	  

(-1 
Li 3. Displace, compact, or cover soils° 

n 4. Be developed upon fill or unstable soils?. 

(j 5. Reduce "prime" agricultural acreage?'	  

6. Affect unique, rare or endrangered species-
') of animal or plant? 	  

.? 7. Interfere with the movement of any resident 

[
or migratory fish or wildlife species (e.g. 
birds, anadramous fish, etc . 9  . 

Change the diversity of r 8.

	

	 . _ +.	 1 . • - . ty	 species, change the ,,, 
number of any species or reduce habitat of 
species (e.g. fish, wildlife or plants)?... 

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

C 10. 'Expose p eople or structures to geologic 
hazards (e.g. earthquakes, ground failures 
or similar hazards) ? 	 	 X r-,

1 
.J11. Alter air movement, moisture, temperature, 

or change climate either locally or re-
pgionallT) 	 	 	  ...	 X 
,	 4

le_. Cause flooding, erosion or siltation which e,

may modify a river, stream or lake" 	  . 
11, 
013. Change surface water movcmcnt by altering 

the course or flow of flood waters? ........ H 

L

-„, 

114. Alter existing drainage patterns, absor-
ption rate or rate and amount of surface 
water runoff ? 	  • • • • 

15. Alter surface water quality (e.g. tempera-
ture, dissolved o y..yen or turbidity)? 	  

0. 
16. Interfere with an aquifer by changing the 

direction, rate, or flow of grounciwater? 	

Norma' Grading 

• Due le paving a.-,r1 
buifding coverag e . 

_

-5-
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• A.	 th- Project:	 (contd.)

No  Ye:,	 d..-i,ree or 

17. Enccuraj.,: activities which rsult in the 
increaed consumption of water or use of 
water in a wasteful manner? 	  

18. Contribute emissions that may violate 
existing or projected ambient air quality 
standards?	 . 	  

19. Expose sensitive receptors (children, 
elderly, schools, hbspitals) to air 
or noise pollutants? 	  

20. Increase the existing noise levels (traf-
fic or mechanical or adversely impact 
adjacent areas with noise? 	  

21. Generate additional vehicular traffic 
beyond the existing street capacity thus 
creating a traffic hazard or"congestion 
on the immediate street system, or alter 
present circulation patterns ? •	 	 X 

22. Increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians ? 	  • • • • 

23. Affect existing parking facilities or gen-
erate demand for additional parking?.... 

24. Affect e:isting housing or generate a de-
mand for additional housing? 	 	 X 

25. -Induce substantial growth or alterthe 
location distribution, density or growth 
rate of the human population of an area? 	 X 

26. Result in the dislocation of people ? 	 	 X 

27. Result in a substantial alteration of the 
present or planned land use of an area?. • 

28. Increase demand for municipal services 
(police, fire, solid waste disposal, 
schools, parks, 'recreation, libraries, 
water, mass transit, communications, etc. 

29. Require the extension or modification of 
water, storm drainage or sewer line/plant 
capacity to serve the project at adequate 
service levels? 	  

30. Produce significant amounts of solid waste 
or litter? 	  

33. Violate adopted national, state, or local 
standard:3 rc l ating to solid waste or litter 
control?

X 



X. A. Will tne Project:	 (Contd 

Lj 32. Involve the use, storage or disposal 
of potentially hazardous material such 

r.	 as toxic, flammable, or explosive sub-
stances, pecticides, chemicals or radio-
active materials? 	

VIII-20. 
If yes, dice: 

No	 Yes	 degree of eff%e' 

X 

33. Encourage activities which result in the 
, use of large amounts of fuel or energy,- 

use fuel or energy in a wasteful manner, 
ri	 or substantially increase consumption . 

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

34. Increase the demand upon existing energy 
distribution network (SMUD, PG&E)? 	  

35. Obstruct a scenic view open to the public 
or create an aesthetically offensive site 

. open to public view? 	 X 

.1--\ 36. Have substantially, demonstrable negative 
1 aesthetic effect % 	 	 X 

37. 
Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement 

an established community? 	 X 
,8. Have any significant impact upon the existing 

character of the immediate area(i.e. scale, 
patterns, impair integrity of neighborhoods, x 

f---) 39. Have any detrimental effect on adjoining 
areas or neighboring communities.during-- 

-	 an/or after construction' 	  
• 

40. Generate dust, ash, smoke fumes, or create 
{,1 	 .objectionable odors in the project's 

vicinity% 	  

I 1: L l. Produce glare or direct light where it is 
not intended? 	 	 X 

42. Expose people to or create, any health 
hazard Cr potential health hazard (ex-
cluding mental health) % 	 	 X 

1 43. Affect the use of or access to existing 
or proposed recreational area or navigable

	

fl	 stre:qm% 	  

L_ 1, ' 44. Conf l ict wf.th recorded peblic eas:ments 
for access. thruch or use of property with 

	

'	 in this project'' 	 X 
Li

4 5. Result in an impact upon the qualiLy or 

fli quaniLy of cx C ifl, rec1entino.1 oppert-

	

Li	 uflttic;' 	  

Conf l lc t	 c,stz.!bl Lr.hf-A recrent tonal, 
or scient,Efic 

c3C

X 

X



• 

1/) „, - if) (?..1'X 42 
I 

• No 
X.	 Prc:ject:	 (Contd..; 

	

c-:.ntroversr, 	
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Tf

_ 

I;

:'fl Let	 ad.::.pted plans and envir-
onmental ,:eals of the City (i.e. general, 

	

c ...)mmunity plans or elements? .	 X	  

Have the potential to dearade the quality 
Df tne environment (i.e. land, air, water, 
plants, animals)' 	 X  

50. Achieve .hort-term environmental goals to 
the :disadvantage of long-term environmental 
goals (e.,. lea p -frog development or urban 
sprawl)? 	  . 

51. Have a cum .:dative impact on the environ-
ment when related to existing or future 
projects? 	 	 X. 

52. Have envronmental effects which will 
cause adverse effects on humarr beings, 
either dire,ctly or indirectly? 	  

B. List any and all mftigation measures proposed to • reduce environmenza.; 
impacts (as identified in the above questions) for the prnject. 

Normal enemy conservation measures •  

Use of landscap_ing, parkway and design location of parking area, etc. 

C. List pr000sed measures to . limit . er.reduct.consumption,of energy. 

Some as c-Alcv 

L S.

1

rm 
• D. Are there alternatives to the pr6ject which would eliminate or 

reduce an adverse impact on the. environment (lower density, change 
In land use, move building on s i te, no project, etc.)? 

None, os this proposed project would satisfy c d2mand 

NOTE: Y .,s or no answers do riDt necessarily imply that an E T R w ill be 
required for this project.. 

hereby state that, to the best of my knowledge, the above answoi-L 
and statements 3.1€ true and complete.

SIGNATUE
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LAW OFFICES OF 

Honorable Members in Session: 

On behalf of our clients Tsakopoulos Land Development 
Company and Northridge Estates, we hereby aorpp f-r) a w.kize.r. 
of time deadlines prescribed in Government Code Section 

eE-771q. for Council action on our South Natomas 
project until and including August 11, 1982. This waiver 
is submitted at the request of the City Council to facilitate 
the formulation and submittal to the Council of the specific 
conditions of approval of our South Natomas project. 

Very truly yours, 

HEFNER, STARK MAROTS 

By
ROBERT W. BELL 

RWB:cb 
cc: Angelo Tsakopoulos 

Carl Durling 
James P. Jackson, City Attorney 

5/17/82 cc:pagerraine Magana


