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SUBJECT: Appeal of the City Planning Commission's Certification of the North
Natomas Community Plan Environmental Impact Report (M84-007)

SUMMARY

The Environmental Coordinator prepared an Environmental Lmpact Report (EIR) on
the proposed North Natomas Community Plan Alternatives. A Draft EIR was
distributed for public review and comment. Each comment on the braft EIR was
responded to in the Final EIR which was also distributed for public review.
The Planning Commission conducted one Draft EIR and two Final EIR public
hearings. The Commission on October 23, 1985 certified that the EIR was
adequate; had been prepared in compliance with State and City regulations;
and, that the Commission had reviewed and considered the information contained
in the E1R. The Commission also recommended that the City Council certify the
E1R. An appeal of the Commission certification of the EIR was filed on
November 1, 1985 based on a wide range of issues. Staff recommends that the
Council conduct a public hearing, close the public hearing and indicate an
intent to deny the appeal based on findings of fact due in two weeks on
November 26, 1985.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION -

The California Environmental Quality Act and Guidelines provide specific
direction on preparation and processing the EIR; which the City's consultant
and staff followed in the preparation of the North Natomas Community Plan EIR.
The first step was for staff to identify issues to be addressed in the EIR.
These issues were developed into a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR and
distributed for public review and comment. Comments received on the NOP
further assist in the developing the scope of analysis for the EIR. The NOP
was distributed to Federal, State, County, and City agencies and departments,
interested community groups and individuals on August 1, 1984 for a 45~-day
State mandated time period. The City and County Planning Commissions
conducted a public hearing on August 30, 1985 and extended the scoping
opportunity until October 15, 1984. :

In response to the Planning Commission's and public comments on the NOP, staff
added two additional alternatives and expanded the discussion of redevelopment
plan impacts pursuant to Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency request.
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The State CEQA Guidelines defined that an EIR is an informational document
which will inform decision-makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. An
E1R should focus on the significant effects on the environment. . The
guidelines indicate that..significant effects should be discussed with
emphasis in proportiomnto thelr severity and probability of occurrence.
Preparing an EIR J@Eessarily¢lnvolves some degree of forecasting. While
forecasting the unforeseeable is n%t possible, the guildelines advise that an
agency must useg@%s bestﬂefforts to find out and disclose all that it
reasonably can. ‘The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of
specificity required in an EIR°will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underdying :attivity which is described in the EIR. The scope
of the North NE??EEE'Lommunity Plan EIR assessed the potential significant
environmental impacts that may result within the Community Plan study area,
and to adjacent Community Plan areas as well as effects in the region.

The State CEQA Guidelines advise that an EIR should be prepared with a
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information
which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation pursuant to the Guidelines indicate
that the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive,
but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably
feasible. Based on the State CEQA Guidelines for the preparation of an EIR,
staff believes the North Natomas Community Plan EIR provides adequate
information to decision-makers and does take into account all possible project
related environmental effects. DUisagreement among experts does not make an
EIR inadequate. 'The EIR needs to be adequate, completed and prepared in a
good faith effort of full disclosure. The North Natomas Community Plan EiR
assesses comprehensively potential impacts that may result from five land use
plan alterantives. Each alternative is equally assessed for easy comparison.

The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that an EIR should be prepared at the
earliest opportunity in order to minimize potential environmental impacts.
‘The North Natomas Community Plan EIR was prepared at the earliest time in the
Community Plan process and assesses potential impacts of each of the five land
use alternatives. The EIR provides an analysis of potential significant
impacts by providing a threshold or parameter to provide a community plan to
prevent or minimize significant adverse environmental impacts. The process
allows the EIR to be integrated into the Community Plan preparation and
decision.

The Draft ElR was distributed for a 45-day public review period as mandated by
State CEQA Guidelines to Federal, State, County and City agencies and
departments, interested community groups and individuals. The joint Planning
Commissions conducted a public hearing on August 1, 1985 to receive comments
on the Draft EIR. A Final EIR, which responded to all comments on the Draft
E1R, was distributed for a 14-day public review period October 4, 1985. ‘The
joint Planning Commissions conducted another public hearing on October 17,
1985 and directed staff to review the comments on the Final EIR and continued
the hearing to October 23, 1985.
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At the October 23, 1985 Commission hearing, the EIR consultant responded to
each comment that was previously presented. In addition, the consultants and
staff indicated that no new information had been submitted requiring
additional analysis. ‘The City Planning Commission certified the EIR on
October 23, 1985. 0On November 1, 1985, an appeal of the Commission's
certification was filed. )

The consultants and staff have reviewed the appeal and believe that there are
no new environmental issues that are not addressed in the EIR nor does the
appeal provide any technical data that reflutes the EIR assessment. Detailed
response to the appeal is provided in Exhibit A.

Y PN
Attached to the report for the Council's information is a processing schedule
and the following exhibits:

Exhibit A - Responses to Appeal

Exhibit 8 - The Appeal

gxhibit C - Transcript of the Commission's October 23, 1985 Final EIR
Hearing

Exhibit D - Transcript of Commissions Uctober 17, 1985 Final EIR Hearing-
Previously Vistributed to Council on October 22, 1985

Exhibit E - Final EIR on North Natomas Community Plan-Previously Distri-
-buted to the Council on October 4, 1985

Exhibit ¥ - Draft EIR on North Natomas Community Plan- Previously Distri-
buted on July 1, 1485

VOTE OF THE CUMM1SSION
The City Planning Commission on October 23, 1985 voted 5 ayes, 2 nayes and 2
absent to certify that the North Natomas Community Plan Alternatives EIR is
adequate and has been prepared in compliance with the california Environmental
Quality Act, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City Environmental Procedures,
and that the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information
contained in the EIR.

RECOMMENDAT 1ON

The staff recommends that the City Council:
1. Conduct a public hearing;
2. Close the public hearing and;

3. Indicate an intent to deny the appeal based on Findings of Fact due
in two weeks on November 26, 1985.
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Or 1f the City Council upholds the appeal, then the Council should continue
the hearing and advise which issues need additional assessment.
Re?pectfully submitted,

Marty van bDuyn
Planning Directo

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

(QA&\ (JW‘W"*LQ\
. Walter J. Slipe, City MaUg

MVD:CC:1r November 12, 1485

Attachments District No. 1
M84-007



PROCESSING SCHEDULEB

The following outline provides a summary of the completed and remaining steps
processing of the North Natomas Planning Studies:

January 31, 1984

April 3, 1984
April 4, 1984
May 17, 1984

A}

June 21, 1984

June 22, 1984

August 2, 1984

August 30, 1984
September 1, 1984

October 4, 1984

October 15, 1984

October 11, 1984
December 4, 1984
December 20, 1984
December 21, 1984

July 1, 1985

August 1, 1985
August 18, 1985
October 4, 1985
October 17, 1985

October 23, 1985

Council adopts resolution establishing North Natomas
Planning Progranm.

City Council approves work program and budget.'
Consultants begin preparing background data.

City Planning Commission/County Policy Planning
Commission (CPC/CPPC) workshop identifying issues

and concerns to be addressed in study.

CPC/CPPC workshop to hear Consultants background
findings.

Consultants begin preparing three land use concepts.

Consultants begins preparing an analysis of land use
concepts.

CPC/CPPC hearing to determine EIR scope.
Consultants prepare three revised land use concepts.

CPC workshop reviewing three original and three
revised land use concepts.

CPC/CPPC workshop to provide plan parameters and
close ELR scoping.

Consultant prepares Uraft Community Plan.

City Council amends schedule and augments budget to
include two additional alternatives and SHRA
concerns.

CPC/CPPC workshop on Draft Plan.

Consultants begin preparing Draft EIR.

Circulate Draft EIR for a 45-day public review
period.

CPC/CPPC public hearing on Draft EIR.

Consultants begin preparing Final EILR.

Circulate ¥inal ELR for 14-day pﬁblic review period.
CPC/CPPC public hearing on FKinal EIR.

CPC certification of Final EIR.
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November 1,

November 12,

November 21,
November 26,

December 12,

1985

1985

1985

1985

1985

January 7, 1986

Appeal filed on CPC certification of the EIR and
hearing on certification of EIR.

City Council hearing on EIR appeal.
CPC public hearing on Community Plan.
Adopt findings of fact and certify EIR.

CPC public hearing on Community Plan and
recommendation to Council.

City Council hearing on Community Plan.



EXHIBIT A
1. Appeal
Inadequacy of the assessment of the impact and the specification of
mitigation measures for the negative impacts on downtown, on other
redevelopment areas and on the community's investment in transit, which
is an air quality management measure in the Sacramento Air Quality Plan
(pages 64-65).
Response
The EIR identifies potential impacts on the downtown in the Draft EIR
Summary Table and in the Land Use Section. Exhibit D-38 specifically
estimates the projected development for regional areas including the
downtown area. The potential impacts on redevelopment areas is clearly
assessed in the Final EIR on pages 248-250.
-
2. Appeal
inadequacy regarding specification of the level of effort needed to
mitigate various impacts in different alternatives, and the feasibility
of mitigation measures at the needed level of effort (page 68).
Response
The EIR provides an equal weight analysis for each alterantive to assist
in the comparison of incremental magnitude of potential impacts. All
significant impacts have been identified as well as with feasibile
mitigation measures. ldentification is also made where circumstances
show no mitigation is capable of reducing the potential impact to less
than a significant level. 1f an impact was significant for Alternative C
then the impact would also be significant for D and E, but not for A or
B. This type of assessment provides a simple means to determine the
threshold between non-significant and potential significant impacts.
3. Appeal
Inadequacy of the Summary Table in identifying significant impacts and
the mitigation measures needed for each (page 67).
Response

The Summary Table identifies the more important potential significant
impacts together with mitigation measures, less than significant impacts
and significant adverse impact where no mitigation is available. The
summary is supposed to be a brief, clear, and a simple identification of
the proposed actions, its significant effect with proposed mitigation
measures that would reduce or avoid an effect. 7The EIR Summary Table
meets and exceeds this standard and was not intended to include every
impact identified in the individual topic Sections.
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4. Appeal

Failure to do a good faith exploration of actual alternatives that will
minimize and mitigate, and feasible mitigation measures that should be
included in any community plan (page 68).

Response

The EIR provides an assessment of alternatives with a reasonable range in
an equal weight evaluation which provides easy comparison and thresholds
between non-significant and potential significant impacts for each topic
section., Mitigation measures were identified where they could feasibly
reduce impacts to less than significant. '

5. Appeal

Specific ideﬁtification of the impacts and mitigations for South Natomas
intersections (pages 16 and 69).

Response

The braft EIR Exhibit E-49 and E-50 assessed four local street links and
two internal intersection in the South Natomas Community Plan Area.
Exhibit E-49 provides the existing LOS which then can be compared to the
LOS of each alternative. Exhibit E-50 compares the alternatives effects
to the internal intersections which would be severly impacted by North
Natomas traffic. ‘These exhibits provide indications on how intensity of
development in North Natomas will impact South Natomas and provide a
threshold of significant effect.

6. Appeal

Lack of clarity regarding the 10 year vs. 100 year flood management
needs (pages 70-71).

Response

The 10 year vs. 100 year flood management aspect is described in the
Draft EIR page M-23. The City's design standard is for storm drains
(pipes and cannels) to handle a 10-year storm and for all buildings to be
above the 100 year storm event elevation. Consequently, if a 100 year
storm event occurred, then the additional water not accommodated in the
10 year storm facilities would be in the streets but would not impact
buildings. The majority of the City is developed under this design
standard to accommodate the typical storm event. Having buildings above
the 100 year storm event elevation protects residential and non-
residential buildings from that one in a 100 year event which is an
common design standard.



7. Appeal
Lack of documentation for the Alternative A development scenario,
unreasonable assumptions resulting in an inadequate "no project
alternative" (pages 72-73).
Response
The development scenario for Alternative A was explained to the Planning
Commission on October 28, 1985 (Transcript pages 72-73) and is based on
reasonable forecasting, best professional judgement, and is provided to
assess and compare possible impacts with other alternatives.
8. Appeal
failure to include the cost of maintenance of existing infrastructure
outside the North Natomas Community which will be underutilized if North
Natomas is urbanized (pages 74-75).
Response
Volume 2 of the Draft EIR provides a general financial assessment but a
specific assessment regarding maintenance is very difficult to determine
without knowing infill trends, infrastructure condition, maintenance and
replacement schedules as well as costs, However, privately financed
infrastructure maintenance would effect the land owners. Public financed
infrastructure maintenance would occur with or without North Natomas.
North Natomas may reduce the maintenance cost for some infrastructure
because of reduced utilization. ’
9. Appeal
Many of the responses of the EIR Consultant to our comments were
inadequate and conjectural; we do not consider the responses to our
comments to have addressed our comments adequately.
Response
Responses to comments have been as specific and direct as possible. All
responses are detailed in the attached meeting transcripts.
10. Appeal

There is considerable confusion about the Alternative A development
assumptions and the issue of whether Alternative A is a sham no project
alternative. (page 9 of the transcript for Berman's remarks, see also
pages 72-73, as noted above, October 23, 1985 hearing). 1o illustrate
the conflicts and The Consultant's inability to clarify the conflicts, we
refer you to page 61 of the North Natomas Kinal ELIR, which says that
Alternative A has 500 acres of SPA build-out in the year 2005: Exhibit A-

7
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20 of the braft EIR shows that Alternative A has 2,000 acres of SPA
build-out in 2006. We would also note that Alternative A has 2,000 acres
of SPA build-out while Alternative C has 500; how then can it be argued
that Alternative A assumptions are consistent with B through E
assumptions.

Response

‘the reasons behind the selection of Alternative A as the No Project
alternative are discussed in the Final KIR, see repsonse to comments A-2
and A-10.

In further response to this comment, it should be noted that Exhibit A-20
is a summary of the five Community Plan alternatives. As stated in
footnote 1 in this exhibit these data represent the ultimate holding
capacity of each alternative, including existing land uses. This exhibit
does not state that the ultimate holding capacity would be built out by
the year 2005. :

‘The increment of growth that would occur in the Study Area as a result of
Alternative A between the years 1984 and 2005 is shown in Exhibit C-11.
A similar exhibit has been prepared for Alternatives B, C, D and E. A
comparison of these exhibits allows the reader to understand the amount
of growth that is projected to occur by 2005 for each alternative and the
amount of growth that would occur after 2005 (build out). where
appropriate the EIR differentiates between expected impacts at year 2005
and at buildout.

11. Appeal

Regarding the lack of stadium alternative analysis, the Consultant refers
to the Economic Research Associates' study of sports faicilitles (page
8). We would point out that Economic Analysis of an Arena and/or Stadium
for Sacramento, California (prepared for the City of Sacramento,
September 1984) was not an EIR, and no documentation was presented in the
ERA study to justify the conclusion. Page 11-5 of the ERA study presents
a one sentence explanation of why central city and Cal Expo sites for a
stadium were eliminated from consideration: "“After evaluation site size,
avallability and existing parking in more detail, it was determined that
only Sites D and E could realistically accommodate a stadium and its
required parking."

Response

The Economic Analysis of an Arena and/or Stadium for Sacramento,
California was referenced in the EIR and is available for public review.
1he reasons for the use of the information in the economic analysis
report in the ELR are discussed on pages D-46, D-47 and D-48 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis did include a site evaluation of five potential
stadium/arena locations. These locations were: Southern Pacific
Sacramento Railroad Yard, Cal Expo, Central Business District, North
Natomas, and the Granite quarry. The evaluation concluded that only
North Natomas and Granite locations could accommodate a stadium and arena
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12.

complex. The North Natomas location had the highest rating. ‘The
proposed Draft Community Plan included a sports complex consequently for
equal comparison of alternatives, a sport complex was included in
alternatives B, U and E.

it should also be noted that at the time a specific proposal for a
stadium is presented to the City; and if the location was different than
assumed in the EIR, preparation of a supplemental EIR may be necessary.

Appeal

The consultant's comments on stadium traffic analysis (lines 11-21, page
13 of the transcript) are misleading. He refers to page E-112 of the
Draft ELR. His comment implies that the worst case involves satdium and
arena traffic concurrent with peak commute flows in and out of the City.
He does not bother to tell the Planning Commission that he is talking
about a Sunday afternoon. 1n fact the peaks he refers to are the traffic
generated by the sports facilities. Nowhere in the Draft EIR or Final
ELIR are sports facility impacts on commuter traffic assessed. The
consul tant's does not address our comment that worst case should be based
on both the volume of special events traffic and the volume of traffic
that otherwise would be using the same roads.

Response

13.

The owners of the land on which the sports complex is proposed indicated
early in the study process that the starting hours of operation for the
complex would be between 7:30 and 8:00 p.m. on weekday and weekend
evenings and at 1:00 p.m. on weekends. Given that studies have
documented that Y0 percent of attendees at sports complex events arrive
in the one hour preceeding the starting time, then based upon the
proposed hours of operation, no significant conflict with weekday
commuter traffic would occur. The Sunday afternoon analysis was selected
because based upon Callrans hourly counts along {-80 and 1-5, Sunday
afternoon background traffic is higher than that occurring on a weeknight
in the hour preceeding the proposed starting time. 1In addition, sporting
events occurring on weekends historically attract larger crowds than
those scheduled on weeknights. ‘this is due primarily to the high volume
of inter-regional traffic traveling between the mountains and the Bay
Area The Sunday afternoon analysis therefore, in fact, presents a
"worst case" condition.

if the developers of the sports complex wish to change the proposed hours
of operation, then a supplemental analysis should be prepared to assess
potential changes in the traffic impacts.

Appeal

The consultant says that the North Natomas EIR and the Sacramento Light
Rail Transit Starter Line ElR (August 1983) are consistent (page 12).
However, the North Natomas EIR does not quote or refer to the LRT EIR and
no specific Information is presented to document his assertions regarding
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their compatibility. The Northeast Sacramento Corridor Preferred
Alternative Report (June 1981), specifically refers to "a major goal with
respect to transit improvements and urban devleopment is encouragement of
infill and clustering of urban development around a larger number of
transit stations" as a reason for the preferred alternative being
selected (page 27). The Final ELR (August 1983) repeats this goal and
contains other references to compatibility between land use and transit
development. No where does the Final EIS claim that the LRT starter line
is designed solely to serve existing commute trips, as the North Natomas
Final EIR asserts. instead, the purpose of the project is explicityly
stated as to meet growth needs in the most cost effective and

environmental ly benign manner (2-34, 2-39).

Response

14.

The appeal claims the Final EIS states "the LRT starter liner is designed
solely to serve existing commute trips". This assertion is entirely
incorrect. The Final EIS states on page 133, response to comment E-50,
"the initial light rail lines will serve areas that have high levels of
development already, or have plans for significant development in the
near future".

Appeal

The land use assumptions as stated in the August 1983 Final EIS, include

the following. 7These assumptions are in conflict with assumptions about

LRT in the North Natomas EIR: '

o Substantial growth in the LRT corridor (pages 1-3, 1-4).

o Growth in the Central City employment (page 1-4).

o "o channel additional urban development to locations that, taken
together, will be more readily served by public transit systems.
Significant opportunities exist, particularly in the Folsom
Corridor, to coordinate major new land developments with transity
system improvements" (page 1-4).

Response

The Draft EIR does suggest that with or without development of North

Natomas, areas served by the light rail starter line will grow a

significant level. See Exhibits C-11 through C-15. The Draft EiR also

promotes the implementation of public transit to serve transportation

needs (pages F-78 through E-90).

15. Appeal

"The North-East Sacramento Study Area encompasses almost 80 percent of
the Sacramento urbanized area..." (page 3-9).
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Response

16. Appeal
The 1982 Sacramento Air Quality Plan approved by the SACOG recommends
transportation control measures designed to increase ridership on public
transit. The proposed light rail system has ben adopted in the 1982
Draft Regional I'ransportation Plan (RIP) by local agencies as one of
those measures. This project is in an air quality non-attainment area
which has transportation control measures conditionally approved by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in a State implementation Plan
(SiP) on July 1, 1982" (page 3-14).

Response |
The Air Quality, Section F in the Draft ELR assessed the potential
adverse effects and provides transportation, land use and regional
mitigation measures. ‘The discussion is comprehensive and a reasonable
projection of possible impacts.

| 17. Appeal

"By improving public transit, coupled with suburban park and ride lots,
LRT will reduce demand for parking spaces in the Sacramento central
business district. fThis is consistent with goals identified in the
Sacramento Central City and Capitol Area Plans" (page 3-15).

Response
There is nothing in the Lraft Elr that conflicts with this statement.

18. Appeal
"Une of the principal reasons that involved jurisdictions have created
the Sacramento transit Development Agency is to ensure that both the City
and County of Sacramento continue to be involved in the project. This
will facilitate coordination of LRI development with supportive actions
including land use decision making as well as traffic and parking
management" (page 8-10). ’

Response

The consultants estimate a very similar percentage. This concentration
of people in the metropolitan area is probably why the LRI Starter line
is located in its developing configuration.

STDA, the County, and the City have been consulted during the preparation
of the Draft EIR and have had considerable opportunity to review and
comment on the contents of both the braft EIR and ¥inal EIR. There is
nothing in the braft E1R that conflicts with the stated goal contained
within the comment. In addition, since the release of the Draft EIR the
Sacramento 1ransit Development Agency has been eliminated.
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19.

Appeal

"As to existing land use and vacant parcels, it is expected that over
time the presence of LRT will result in development of vacant land mostly
with offices and retail commercial facilities in the vicinity of
stations" (page 8-12).

Response

20.

There is nothing in the Draft KIR that conflicts with this assumption.
The Draft EIR in fact, identifes significant growth in the areas along
the light rail starter line. Please refer to Exhibits C-11 through C-15.

Appeal

In the sum, the North Natomas EIR would have to be included to be
compatible with the Sacramento LRT Starter line Final EIS.

Response

21.

The EIR assessess potential impacts on various regional transportation
facilities and a potential LRT route was considered between the downtown -
and the airport. Prior to the development of a Natomas route, additional
environmental analysis would have to be prepared and would assess impacts
on the starter line as well as the LRI system including operation,
maintenance and cost.

Appeal

Regarding the ability of a dome on the stadium to mitigate negative
environmental impacts and improve the jobs-housing balance in the
community, (pages 25-26), the Consultant presents conflicting information
and avoids answering our comment. Page 186 of the Final ELR acknowledges
that a metal dome would make the stadium compatible with any adjacent
land uses. This would imply an increase in the potential amount of
residential land in the community plan, given the statement on page G-24
of the Draft EIR regarding Alternatives B, C, D and E, "in order to avoid
stadium noise annoyance to future residents residential land uses should
not be designated within the 40 dBA maximum instantaneous A-weighted
sound level contour of the stadium.” Exhibits G-10 through G-13 show the
40 dBA maximum instantaneous A-weighted sound level contour of the
stadium for eachof the alternatives. Clearly a dome would increase the
amount of potential residential land in the community, and therefore the
attainment of a jobs-housing balance favorable to air quality and
preservation of agricultural land in surrounding areas. '

Response

As previously stated, based upon the analysis prepared in the EIR there
does not appear to be the need for a domed stadium nor would a domed
stadium significantly reduce any of the adverse impacts identified in the

EiIR.
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It is correct as indicated in the comment that the development of a
stadium with a solid dome would reduce the area within the Study Area
that would be subject to a noise level in excess of 40 dBA from the
stadium. As stated in the Final ELR (page 166) a thin metal dome would
reduce noise levels by about 20 dBA, resulting in noise levels during
rock concerts or sporting events which would be inaudible off the stadium
property.

Apparently, the commentator believes that with the reduction of noise due
to the inclusion of a metal dome on the stadium this would allow housing
to be constructed closer to the stadium and therefore allow more housing
to be constructed in the Study Area. 1t should be noted, however, that
there would likely be reasons other than noise that would determine how
close residential uses should be constructed to the stadium.

The commentator also discusses ways to achieve a jobs-housing balance
within the study area. Mitigation measures are provided in Section C in
order to reduce the significant adverse impacts on the jobs-housing
balance which would result from Alternatives B, C, D or E. These
mitigation measures would be more effective in developing a jobs-housing
balance then simply allowing residential uses closer to the stadium.

Appeal

The Consultant has not backed up the assertions in the Final EIR
regarding ozone mitigation measures with documents from the Air Pollution
Control District. He has faulty information; he has given the Planning
Commission faulty information. Instead of verifying his information with
the Air Pollution Control District, he is putting the burden upon that
agency to correct him.

The Consultant says on page 30; there is currently smog incident
planning, there's some joint city planning PSM (sic) programs being
undertaken.” This is not true. While the regulations of the APCD
provide for emergency episode measures when smog levels reach the alert
stages, Sacramento does not have a planning process for avoiding smog
alerts through smog season planning, nor is there a joint City-County
transportation control program.

Major land use changes increasing air pollution in a non-attainment area
logically must be accompanied by all feasible mitigation measures. ‘The
ELIR does not adequately identify and evaluate all feasible mitigation
measures for the air quality deterioration created by the proposed land
use changes.

Response

There appears to be some misunderstanding regarding the Final EiRs
discussion of smog incident planning and a joint City/County program for
transportation control programs planning as feasible mitigation measures.
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The emergency episode plans contained within the Sacramento Air Pollution
Control District Rules and Regulations do constitute smog incident
planning, in that it contains preplanned abatement strategies for
stationary and mobile sources to reduce emissions when levels of air
contaiminants reach or may reach the level which may be harmful to
health. Such strategies could also be applied to lower thresholds, such
as the exceedance of a state or national ambient standard. Such a
program would reduce stationary emissions or reduce travel through
curtailed production, carpooling, suspension of fleet-car use or other
means. Unlike the emergency episode planning, which is mandated by
federal law, such a program which applied to lower thresholds would
likely have to be voluntary.

1t is possible for a local incident planning program to be required of
North Natomas future employers as part of the conditions of approval of
specific projects. $ince such a program would be more equitable and
effective if applied regionally, it would probably be better as a
regional mitigation measure supported and promoted jointly by the City
and County.

The Joint City-County Urban Development TAsk Force formed in 1984 was a
cooperative effort of the City and County Planning Uepartment, REgional
Transit, the Air Pollution Control District, SACOG, the City Traffic
Engineer;s office and County Highways and Bridges Division to address
transportation issues, including transit and air quality problems. It
would be appropriate for the City and County to continue to support and
promote this and the current efforts of the Sacramento Air Pollution
Control District at obtaining fundings for Joint City-County
Transportation Control Measures study as a means of offsetting project
impacts.

23. Appeal

The Consultant says that data do not exist to tell us how many days of
unhealthy air we can expect to occur under the different alternatives in
the ELIR. This is much too important an environmental indicator to be
dismissed. Knowing that gross emissions for the region will increase a
certain percentage tells us almost nothing about what we can expect --
and therefore must plan to prevent -- in terms of the air quality we
experience. Models do exist which can be used to make estimates. We
know the range of days in violation of clean air statndards which have
been experienced in Sacramento and the range of days in urban areas with
greater levels of emissions. We are not asking the Consultant to predict
the weather; we are asking for a reasonable estimate, a range of
variation, under the different alternatives, of the increase in days
exceeding the national clear air standards (page 24).

Response

Prediction of the nubmer of days that an air quality standard will be
exceeded in a future year requires both an appropriate air quality model
and adequate input data on meteorology and the spacial and temporal
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distribution of emissions. 7To date, the most sophisticated attempt to
model ozone concentrations in Sacramento involved the California Air
Resources Board's $MUG model (Simultation Model of Ozone Generation) as
part of the non-attainment planning for the Sacramento area. Despite
detailed projections of the spacial and temporal distributions of ozone
precursors, this model is unable to predict the number of days that a
standard will be exceeded in future years.

Attempts to locate Cities with larger or smaller emissions and draw
conclusions from them about Sacramento would ignore terrain and
meteorolgical differences, and certainly could not account for the
spatial differences in emission patterns inherent in a growing City.

1t should also be noted that neither the Air Resources Board nor the
‘Sacramento County APCD suggested in their written comments on the braft
ELIR that additional modeling to predict the number of excess of the
standard was necessary or appropriate.

24. Appeal

‘The consultant asserts that mitigation measures are in the financing
plan, but he does not note in his testimony that there are mitigation
measures that are not in the financing plan. +This is a significant
oversight in his testimony and the ELIR. It is difficult to weight the
costs and benefits of adopting a new North Natomas Community Plan in a
reasonable way when the costs are not specified. We have not seen a list
of which mitigation measures are included and which are not included in
the financing plan. We do not believe that costs have been included for
mitigation of agricultural land loss, wildlife and vegetation loss, air
quality degradation, traffic impacts in South Natomas, transit operating
costs, natural drainage, and perhaps others (page 30).

Response

Volume 2 of the Uraft EIR provides a fiscal and financial analysis of the
Community Plan alternatives. As discussed in this section the scale of
development that is included in Alternatives B through E will require
major financing of public infrastructure. 7The total cost of improvements
to North Natomas plus the net cost of providing on-going municipal
services constitute the financing requirements. Exhibit J-13 provides
the total capital cost of .public improvements for each Community Plan
alternative.

1t is acknowledged that some costs have not been included in the
financing plan. Costs have not been included for an extensive list of
regional roadway improvements, the reason being that these improvements
are not attributable solely to development of North Natomas but to
overall growth and development in the region as a whole.

Furthermore, the fiscal and financial analysis does not include the cost
of some of the mitigation measures recommended in the EIR. 'There are

several reasons for this. Une reason is that the cost of these
mitigation measures cannot be calculated until the extent of the impact
J F
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is specified. The cost of mitigation will depend upon the amount and
location of land uses contained in the recommended Community Plan.
Second, the financial responsibility for the mitigation measures has not
yet been determined. 1t is anticipated that many of the mitigation
measures would be the direct responsibility of individual developers and
would not be part of the total capital costs of public improvements
included in the financing plan.

It is anticipated that with the preparation of a preferred Community Plan
a financing plan would also be prepared. 1t is recommended that the
financing plan include all appropriate public improvements, including
recommended mitigation measures.
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: November 1, 1985 o
TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:
I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City

Planning Commission of October 23, 1985 when:
(Date)

Rezoning Application Variance Application

Special Permit Application _yx certification of Final EIR for

) North Natomas Community Plan Study
was: X Granted Denied by the Commission

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: _(EXplain in detail) SACRAMENTO CITY
PLANNING - ENVISCRNIENTAL

See attached discussion

NOYV i 1985
' I sedl a3 ol AV A =l u
Tl k= W o § U L L

PROPERTY LOCATION: North Natomas; generally bounded by Elkhorn Blvd. to the

north, the Sacramento River on the west, the I-80 freeway on the south and the East
PROPERTY -DESGRIPTION: Main Drainape Canal on the east.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: Area is generally in agricultural use.

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. NA - -

PROPERTY OWNER: Various préperty owners including Joe and Richard Benevenuti,

Greg Lukenbill, Sacramento Savings, Centennial,. Schumacher, Iverson, Payne' and Reid.

ADDRESS:
APPLICANT: City of Sacramento and various property owners for five project -
applications;¢ ‘
ADDRESS: __ a 7 /2,; -~
APPELLAN{'I.‘: (%72/‘ (/Q/m ﬁ & @ (Eﬁflironmental Council of Sactc
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ADDRESS: 909 12th Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
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ﬁ%RWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:
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DISTRIBUTE TO -

5/82 (4 COPIES REQUIRED): RVD
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CITY CLEAL d
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ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL OF SACRAMENTO !

GROUMDS FOR APPEAL ‘

Attached are. copnes of testimony shich ECOS presented to the City Planning
Commission on October 17 and on October 23, describing inadequacies in the EIR
for the North Natomds Community Plan. In addition to the reasons stated in
those comments, we append the following reasons for appealing the Planning
Commission decision to certify the EIR:

1. We agree with the comsments |isted below shich were made by other parties
at the October 23 hearing ' (page nusbers refer to the transcript of the
hearing):

a) Pp. 64-65. Inadequacy of the assessment of the impact and the
specification of mitigation measures for the negative impacts on downtown, on
other redevelopment areas and on the comsunity's investment in transit, which
is on air quality management measure in the Sacramento Rir Quality Plan.

b) p. 66. Inadequacy regarding specification of the level of effort needed
to mitigate various impacts in different alternatives, and the feasibility of
mitigation measures at the needed level of effort.

c) p. 67. |Inadequacy of the Summary Table in identifying signficant impacts
and the mitigation measures needed for each.

d) p. 68. Failure to do a good faith exploration of actual alternatives that
will minimize and mitigate, and feasible mitgation measures that should be
included in any community plan.

e) p. 69 and p. 16. Specific identification of the impacts and mitigations
for South Matomas intersections.

f) pp. 70-71. Lack of clarity regarding the 10 year vs, 100 year flood
management needs. :

g) pp. 72-73. Lack of documentation for the Alternative A development
scenario, unreasonable assumptions resulting in an inadequate “no project
alternative”.

h) pp. 74-75 Failure to fnclude the cost of maintenance of existing
infrastructure outside the North Notomas Community which will be underutilized
i f North Natomas is urbanized.

2. MNany of the responses of the EIR Consultant to our comments were
inadequate and conjectural; we do not consider the responses to our connents
to have addressed our comments adequately.
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3. Ue find some contradictions between the testimony of Hr. Berman to the
Planning Commission-and the written document, or other facts, indicating that
the Planning. Commission may have based its decision on false information,
Specifically, please notice the conflicts noted belos:

a. There is considerable confusion about: the Alternative A developaent
assuaptions and the issue of shether Alternative A is a sham no project
alternative. (P. 9 of the transcript for Berman's remarks, see also pp.

72-73, as noted above, October 23 hearing.) To illustrate the conflicts and
fr. Berman's inability to clarify the conflicts, we refer you to p. 61 of the
North HNatomas FEIR, shich says that RAlternative A has 500 acres of SPA
-build-out in the year 2005; Exhibit A-20 of the Draft EIR- shows that
Aiternative R has 2000 acres of SPA build-out in 2005. He would also note
that RAlternative A has 2000 acres of SPA build-out while Riternative C has
500; how then can it be argued that fllternative A assumptions are consistent
~ with B through E assumptions?

b. Regarding the lock of staodium alternative analysis, Hr. Berman refers to
the Economic Research Associates’ study of sports facilities (p. 8). We would
point out that Economic finalysis of an_ Arena and/or Stadium for Sacramento,
California (Prepared for the City of Sacramento, September, 1984) was not an
EIR, and no documentation was presented in the ERA study to justify the
conclusion. P, 11-5 of the ERA study presents o one sentence explanation of
why central city and Cal Expo sites for a stadium were eliminated from
consideration: “fifter evaluating site size, availability and existing parking
in more detail, it was determined that only Sites D and E could realistically
acconmodate a stadium and its required parking.” '

c. Nr. Berman's comments on stadium traffic analysis (lines 11-22, P. 13 of
the transcript) are misleading. He refers to p. E-112 of the DEIR. His
comment implies that the worst case involves stadium and arena traffic
concurrent with peak comaute flows in and out of the city. He does not bother
to tell the Planning Commission that he is talking about a Sunday afternoon.
In fact the peaks he refers to are the traffic generated by the sports
facilities. MNoshere in the DEIR or FEIR are sports facility impacts on
comnuter traffic assessed. Mr. Berman does not address our comaent that worst
case should be based on both the volume of special events traffic and the
volume of traffic that otherwise would be using the same roads.

d. Nr. Berman says that the North Matomas EIR and the Sacramento Light Rail
Transit Starter Line EIR (Rugust, 1983) are consistent. (p. 12) However, the
North Natomas EIR does not quote or refer to the LAT EIR and no specific
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information -is presented to document his assertions regarding their
computibilitgv‘ The Northeast Sacramento Corridor Preferred filternat ive Report
(June, 1981); spécificdllg refers to "a major goal with respect to transit
improvements and urban development is encouragement of infill and clustering
around transit stations® (p. 16), and lists encouraging “the clustering of
urban development around a larger nuaber of tranist stations” as a reason for
the preferred alternative being selected (p. 27). The FEIS (August, 1983)
repeats this goal and contains other references to compatibility between land

use and transit development. No where does the FEIS claim that the LRT
starter line is designed solely to serve existing commute trips, as the North
Natomas FEIR asserts. Instead, the purpose of the project is explicitly

stated as to meet growth needs in the most cost effective and environmentally
benign manner (2-34, 2-39).

The land use assumptions as stated in the August, 1983 FEIS, include ‘the
folloming. These assumptions are in conflict with assumptions about LRT in
the North Natomas EIR: :

e substantial growth in the LRT corridor (pp. 1-3,1-4),
o grouth in Central City eaployment {1-4),

e “to channel additional urban development to locations that, taken together,
will be more readily served by public transit systeas, Significant
opportunities exist, particularly in the Folsom Corridor, to coordinate major
new land deveiopments with transit system improvements.® (p. 1-4)

e"The North-East Sacramento Study Area encompasses almost 80 percent of the
Sacramento urbanized area....® (3-9)

e"The 19682 Sacramento Air Quality Plan approved by the SACOG reconmends
transportation  control measures designed to increase ridership on public
transit. The proposed light rail system has been adopted in the 1982 Draft
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) by local agencies as one of those measures.
This project is in an air quality non-attainment area which has transportation -
control measures conditionally approved by the Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA)in a State Implementation Plan (SIP) on July 1, 1982.° (3-14) '

o"By improving public transit, coupled with suburban park and ride lots, LAT
will reduce demand for parking spaces in the Sacramento central business
district. This is consistent with goals identified in the Sacramento Central
City and Capitol Area Plans.® (3-15)
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e"One of the-principal reasons that involved jurisdictions have created the
Sacramento Transit - Development Agency is to ensure that both the City and
County of Sacramento continue to be involved in the project. This will
facilitate coordination of LAT development with supportive actions including
land use decision making as well as traffic and parking management.” (8-10)

o“As to existing land use and vacant parcels, it is expected that over time
the presence of LAT will result in development of wvacant land mostly wmith
offices and retail commercial facilities in the vicinity of stations.® (8-12)

In sum, the North Natomas EIR would have to be amended to be compatible with
the Sacramento LRT Starter line FEIS.

e. Regarding the ability of a dome on the stadium to mitigate negative
environmental impacts and improve the jobs-housing balance in the community,
(pp. 25-26) Mr. Berman presents conflicting information and avoids answering
our comment. P. 166 of the FEIR acknowiedges that a metal dome would make the
stadium compatible with any adjacent land uses. This would isply an increase
in the potential amount of residential land in the community plan, given the.
statement on P. G-24 of the DEIR regarding Alternatives B,C,0 and E, "in order
to avoid stadium noise annoyance to future residents residential land uses
should not be designated within the 40 dBA maximum instantaneous fA-weighted
sound level contour of the stadium.” Exhibits G-10 through G-13 show the 40
dBA maximum instantaneous fA-weighted sound level contour of the stadium for
each of the alternatives. Clearly a dome would increase the amount of
potential residential land in the comaunity, and therefore the attainment of a
jobs-housing balance favorable to air quality and preservation of agricultural
fand in surrounding areas.

f. Hr. Berman has not backed up the assertions in the FEIR regarding ozone
mitigation measures with documents from the Air Pollution Control District.
He has faulty inforaation; he has given the Planning Commission faulty
information. Instead of verifying his information eith the Air Pollution
Control District, he is putting the burden upon that agency to correct hin.

Berman says on p. 30: there is currently smog incident planning, there's some
joint city planning PSH [sic] programs being undertaken.® This is not true.
Hhile the regulations of the APCD provide for emergency episode measures shen
smog levels reach the alert stages, Sacramento does not have a planning
process for avoiding smog alerts through smog season planning, nor is there o
joint city-county transportation control progras.
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Major land use changes increasing air pollution in a non-attainment areq
logically aust b?-acconpanied by all feasible mitigation measures. The EIR
does not adequately identify and evaluate all feasible mitigation measures for
the air quality deterioration created by the proposed land use changes.

g. P. 24. MNr. Berman says that data do not exist to tell us how many days of
unhealthy air we can expect to occur under the different alternatives in the
EIR. This is much too important an environaental indicator to be dismissed.
Knowing that gross emissions for the region will increase a certain percentage
telis us almost nothing about what we can expect--and therefore aust plan to
prevent--in terms of the air quality we experience. Models do exist which can
be used to moke estimates. UWe knos the range of days in violation of clean

- air standards shich have been experienced in Sacramento and the range of days

in urban areas with greater levels of emissions. MWe are not asking Hr. Berman
to predict the weather; we are asking for a reasonable estimate, a range of
variation, under the different alternatives, of the increase in days exceeding
the national clear air standards.

h. P. 30 Mfr. Berman asserts that mitigation measures are in the financing
plan, but he does not note in his testimony that there are mitigation measures
that are not in the financing plan. This is a signficant oversight in his
testimony and in the EIR. It is difficult to weigh the costs and benefits of
adopting a nes North Natomas Community Plan in a reasonable way shen the costs
are not specified. He have not seen a list of which mitigation measures are
included and which are not included in the financing plan. MHe do not believe -
that costs have been included for nitigation of agricultural land loss,
wildlife and vegetation loss, air quality degradation, traffic impacts in
South Natomas, transit operating costs, natural drainage, and perhaps others.

CONCLUS 10N

There is much good information in the EIR, information which should be
important in the evaluation of alternative plans for Sacramento. However,
there is much that is missing from the EIR that will be needed to accurately
and adequately assess the impacts and required mitigation measures for changes
in the land use in the Horth Natomas Community. Therefore, we believe that
the EIR should not be certified, and instead, the Council! should direct that
the inadequacies which we have identified in the EIR be corrected.



"TESTIMONY BEFORE THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ON THE NORTH NATOMAS PINAL EIR
October 23, 1985

Honorable Chairperson and members of the Commissicn, amy name is Cand I
an representing the Environmental Council of Sacramento. Last week, our vice-
president, Virginia Moose, presented you with a detailed discussion on why
ECOS feels that>the EIR for the North llatomas project is inadequate,
Hopefully, you have had the opportunity to read throuazn this report and I
would be willing to answer any questions you may have on the information
contained therein. I would also like to briefly provide an overview of why
ECOS recommends that you do not certify this EIR as adequate tonight.

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR state what its objective is, From
reading this EIR and based upon statenments made about what this document will
be used for, there are actually five objectives or intended uses of this
docunent. B

The direction of the City Counecil was for this study to assist them in
answering the question of whether North llatomas should be allowed to develop
at this time. In addition, its objective is to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed Community Plan, which has been identified as Alternative C. This
report will also be used as the basis for a decision on the five project
applications, which have been combined as Alternative E. In addition, it will
be the environmental document used to make a decision on the location of the
proposed arena and stadium, We contend that these objectives are not mutually
compatible and the relationship of each impact category to each objective
should have been specified but wasn't, While we do not argue that this EIR is
the longest environmental impact report that the City has ever prepared and
that we have ever seen, that fact should not be the justification for finding
this document to be adeqwuate for its intended objectives,

In order to address the question of whether North Natomas should be opended up
for development and to adequately evaluate land use options that would be of a
lesser impact than Alternative C, as is required by the CEQA guidelines, this
report should have included an alternative land use plan that was somewhere
between Alternative A and Alternative B. Given that this area is currently in
agricultural use, there should have been an alternative which evaluted the
positive and negative impacts of preserving half of the area in agricultural
use and allowing urbanization within the other half, such as using the I-5
freeway as the dividing line. Since this EIR is intended to be sufficient for
paking a decision on where the arena and stadium should be located, it should
have evaluated alternative locations for these faciltiies both outside of the
North Natomas area as well as within North Natomas. All of the urbanization
alternatives, B through E include these faciltiies in the same location.

For these and all of the reasons identified at last week's meeting, we urge
you to find that this EIR is not adequate and to direct staff to provide the
additional information requested. We feel the North Natomas decision is a
major turning point in the future of this City and such a decision should not
be made hastily in order to meet an arbitrary schedule,

Thank yoh for your time,
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October 17,1985

COMMENTS ON THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW FOR
THE NORTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN, Presented to the City Planning
Commission

The Environmental Council of Sacramento finds inadequacies with the
environmental review of the North Natomas Community Plan.
Specifically, we find inadequacies in the EIR in:

ethe definition of the alternatives under study and the evaluation
of the cumulative impacts of these alternatives;

ethe information presented
alternatives;

to document the impacts of

ethe presentation of feasible mitigation measures.

Specific examples of each of these inadequacies are listed on the
pages that follow. These inadequacies involve the whole range of
environmental issues--traffic and the transportation system, air
quality, noise, jobs-housing balance, impacts on existing community
plans, downtown vitality and redevelopment areas, natural area and
wildlife preservation, toxics, hydrology and public safety.

As a general conclusion we would observe that there remain many
questionmarks in assessing the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of
urbanizing North Natomas. Also it is clear that the City is unable to
resolve inconsistencies among its various plans.

We are asking the Planning Commission specifically to ensure that all

mitigation measures included in the text of the DEIR and FEIR be
included in the Summary Table of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, or
clearly referenced there. Also the Planning Commission should
request a list of all environmental impacts for which adequate
information is not available at this time, but which should be
evaluated at any later more detailed review.

] Environmental Council of Sacramento, Inc.

5
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Page Two

eThe Definition of the Alternatives UndervStudg and the Evaluation of
the Cumulatjive-impacts of these filternatives is Inadequate

T~ -

1. limpacts o?‘changcs in the community plan should be compared with
existing conditions, This is not done, for example, in the Summary
Table.

2. The range of alternatives is unnecessarily constricted.given a
major general plaon change. Alternatives between A and B exist shich are
not adequately evaluted. Alternatives emphasizing housing have not been
examined. Every alternative emphasizes industrial and sports
facilities. This points to a predecision on . sports/industrial shich
is inappropriate in the absencé of a general plan amendsent specifying
the need and evaluating alternative locations for such facilities.
Adequate industrial land already zoned for this purpose exists in
Sacramento. flternative sites for sports facilities exist which have
the necessary infrastructure and are not located in areas designated by
the General Pian for agricultural and open space use.

3. The RAlternative R constitutes a sham no project alternative.
This has many ramifications in the EIR, some of shich have been pointed
out at previous hearings.

a. For example, it is unrealistic to assume that the approved levels of
development in the County area of North Natomas will ocour if the city does not
urbanization in the City area of NHorth Hotomas. Hence the impocts of

approve
Al ternative A are overstated, and comparisons with other alternatives are incorrect,
for axomple in the case of housing.

b. Another example: since the rezoning in the County "Northgate Industrial
Area” has aiready been subject to an erwironmental review, inclusion of the impacts
of that deveiopsent in this EIR is improper in so far as it obscures the Impacts of
City rezoning of North Natomas faraland to urbon uses, as it does for example in its
assessaent of the impacts on other city community land use plans (p. 16 "Summary”>.

4, Riternative A is defined so that comparisons are made w®ith
other alternatives that isply semall differences between the
alternatives, yet fAlternative B through E impact magnitudes are two to
three times the magnitudes of HRlternative R, and many times the
magnitudes of existing conditions,. "The Summary of Impacts and
Hitigation Measures” is severely flawed in that major differences in
ispacte and mitigations needed under different alternatives are masked.

5. R specific example of improper assessment of impacts under
Alternative A versus other Rlternatives is illustrated on page 33,
“Solid Waste® impacts. City lacks the policies, financing and
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programs to .occomodate the solid waste to be generated under
Aiternatives B theough E but under Alternative A, City would not need
to develop these ‘mitigation measures since all solid waste generation
due to development would be the responsibility of County governaent.
The "Summary” fails to recognize that City lacks the ability to manage
the solid saste generated by Alternatives B through E, and that it has
no responsibility for mitigation under Alternative A. Instead impacts

and mitigations are considered equivalent under fiternatives A through
E Ll

6. One result of points | through 5 above is that the cumulative
impacts of development under different alternatives have not been

~ assessed adequately. The document has been constructed so that the

range of alternatives is constricted and so that differences between
Alternatives appear to be minimal. The result is that the environamental
impocts of different land use and mitigation wmeasure decisions are
sinimized ond masked.

~ oThe Information Presented to Document the [mpocts of Alternatives is
- Inodeguate There are five types of instances in which the information

presented is inadequate. The categories and examples are listed belos.
Also we present our comeent on these instances.

1. Response is an undocumented assertion or information is garbled
so that it is difficult to tell shether the question has been answered.

Our comment is that such assertions should be backed by analysis and
docusentation. Examples are:

~a. P. 133 "The initial light rail lines sill serve areas that hove high
levels of development already, or have plans for significant deveiopsent in the near
future. The development of North Natomas should have minisal or no effect on the
ridership of those two lines.” Sea also Page 146, “The light rail starter line will
be serving, predominately, existing commuter trips. Development of North Natomas
should have little or no impact on the storter line ridership.” The analyses in
the UMTA Alternatives Analysis and the Light Rail Project EIR are based on the
assumption that North Natomas will not be urbanized, and that land use policies sould
support light rail tronsit development. The North Natomas EIR assusptions should be
consistent with the assumptions in the alternatives analysis and environmental impact

report for light rail.

b. P. 134 “The proposed hours of operation of the sports cosplex should
preclude any significant conflict beteeen sports cosplex and comauter traffic.”
Hhere have proposed hours of operation of the sports cosplex been presented?

c. P. 70. Rlso P. 103, Raespnse to D-4 ~ The assertion is made that the
difference between the Blayney-Dyett Plan for South Natoma= ond the Plan to be
odopted by the City Council is not signficant, because the 300,000 additional square
feat of nonresidential devalopment is not a significant increase. The type and
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location of development approvals would have significant impacts in tersas of

assessing North Natomas Cosmunity Plans. See also P. 131, E-43 Response which says
that the traffic volumes generated in South Natomsas would be 11 percent greater.

d. P. 79. “C-10-Comment and Response. It is important to estimate the_pet
addi tional jobs addedbt_., opening up North Natomas and then compare the erwironmental
and fiscal costs of generating those jobs ogainst the benefits to the community
brought by the jobs. He do not have a clear statement that the loss of agricul tural
and agriculturally related jobs by the removal of HNorth Natomas land from
agricul tural production has been subtracted from the expected empioyment generated by
nomagricul tural users. [t is not enough to say that the number of jobs created sill
be greater than the nuaber of jobs eliminated. (See P. 84, Response to C-47)

e. P. 63 Response to C-18. The response does not answer the question.
How much risk is there for umitigated erwironmental impacts, what impacts sould be
unmitigated, what additional mitigation would be needed if the employee density
factor used varies substantially from the actual employee density factor experienced
in North Natomas development? Uhat would be a substantial variation? Uhat wa are
looking for is assurance that the risk of error in employee density and other assumed
characteristics of the community, e.g. worker per household factors) is low. If
there is substantial erwirormental risk irvolved, then the EIR should have a method
for mitigating the impacts which were not estimated because of faulty assusptions.
This is particularly important given the statesent on P. 87, Response to C-28, that
MNorth Natomas cannot be compared to ary other urban area because it would be a unique
comaunity. This is also important to any phasing plan.

2. Response is "outside scope”. Our comment is that such impacts
should be documented if EIR is to be adequate. Examples are:

a. P. 130. “An analysis of impacts to the regional light rail/bus transit
system resulting from development in North Natomas was beyond the scope of this
study.” It should be noted that the success of the transit system is a part of the
Rir Quality Maintenance Plan for Sacramento adopted by the City ond County of
Sacramento in order to meet federal Clean Air Act requirements. (See also Page 133)

b. P. 133 Costs to freight hauling of alternative comsunity plans is
deesed “"beyond the scope of this DEIR." (E-56) This impact is not beyond the proper
scope of the EIR. For example, does increased cost of freight hauling operations
couse a loss of trucking business Iin our area? |If so, the economic value of this
loss in terms of jobs needs to be included in the calculation of nat jobs produced,
oand the growth inducing ispact on nearby agricultural iand needs to be included in
caiculation of erwironmental impacts.

e. P. 136 "A datailed analysis of the traffic |mcts on the internal
South Natomas street system was beyond the scope of this study.” Ke disagree, and
support the Natomas Coasmunity Rssociation comments on this issue.

d. P. 122 "Becouse the regional amlysis was perforsed on an ADT basis,
specific peak hour Information is not avalliable for more comprehensive LOS amalysis,
ond mas beyond the scope of this study.” What this meons is that tha EIR assesses
troffic impacts, infrastructure sizing, ond indirectly air quatity ispocts, using an
assumption about the expected pedk. to base ratio of traffic that is typical of large
metropolitan areas, while Sacramento today has a higher peak to base ratio. This is
particularly disturbing because the EIR is saying that we will plan on having traffic
patterns like the Los fingeles and the Bay Area have, while the purpose of an EIR is
to plan so that we don't repeat the eistokes of the past. This is disturbing also
because of the EIR assertion that North Natomas is unique. I1f North Natomas
development is unique,shy will the EIR use standard (LA-Bay fArea) trip generation
assumptions not consistent with the patterns in Sacramento?

e. P. 159 “The preparation of a year 2005 emission irventory for the
non-attainment area is beyond the scope of this EIR.” This does not answer the
question ehy a year 2005 emission projection for ozone and carbon monoxide for the
County was not prepared for the EIR. How can the North Natomas impact on air quality
be assessed if a projection of air quality without North Natosas develop.ent is not
ovailable as a baseline?
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3. Flespu;laé_:i:._ *information is not gvailable®. Our comment is that
the information -should be available and is needed to document the
impacts. Exomples gre:

a. Foge 161, Coament F-Z3 ~"Currently there is no methodology by shich the
nuaber of days viotating the standard can ba determined from emissions data. The
modeling performed as port of the AQP focused on predicting the highest levels of
ozone, not the number of days exceeding the standord.” Ue believe that a methodology
axiste to obtain o reasonabie estimate of the number of days exceeding the standard
under dlfferent development scenarlos. This is esgsential Information in assessing
the erwironsental impacts of various alternatives and in plamning mitigation
measures. He should know whether there will be tvo, teenty or two hundred more smoggy
days under the different alternatives assessed.

b. P. 161-2 Comaent F-25 and Response. ““Homever, no data exist that
would allow prediction of health costs associated with on incrementol increase in
pollutant levels in Sacramento.” He believe that_some data do exist and that an
effort to quantify tha impacts of air pollution induced by the rezoning proposad in
the proposed North Natomas Community Plan is required. Mumber of doys exceeding the
standard and costs per exceedance day for the metropolitan areo are relevant to the
evaluation of a major general plan amendment in @ nonattainaent areq.

4. Hesponse is “staff diggcted us_eclseshere.” Our comment is that
the EIR is the city’'s document and city staff should respond to the
comaent., Excaples are: '

a. P. 134 Regarding use of a Sunday afternoon as the worst case traffic
inpact analysis for the stadium/areno complax, the FEIR lists “direction of tha city”
as @ reqson. This is inodequate. Other "worst cases® should have been analyzed.
Judging worst case on the basis of highest attendance at the complex ignores the
importance of tha ratio between the traffic generated by the special event to the
traffic which otherwisa wculd be using the same transportation facllities gt the same
time. Friday and Sunday evening travel betmeen the Bay frea and Lake Tahoe, for
example, cannot be ignored in assessing the traffic impacts of =zports complex usa.

3. Response is “information is not appropriate to this level of
revies but is appropriate at a later review stage.” Our comaent is that
these issues should be [isted separately, and the City should comait
itself to responding adequately to these comments at a later stage.

sThe Presentation of Feasible Hitigation Measures is !nadequate There
are many instances in which available mitigation seasures are not
evaluated and/or are not included as feasible mitigation aeasures in the
Sussory Table, and instances in which the costs of feasible mitigation
aegsures are not included in the financing plan., Our coament is that
all feasible mitigation aeasures should be included in the FEIR, and
that the costs of the wmitigation measures should be included in the
financing plan. Examples are: |

@ P. 29, A domed stodiue. A domed stadium would mitigata many of the
negative environmental impacts of the sports facllity on the balanca of land uses In
tha community plan, parmitting a greater supply of housing in North Natomas, lass
commuting, a better jobs/housing balance. Yet the odditional cost of an enclosed
stadium is not estimated, end it is not listed as a feasible aitigation measure.




Page Six
b. 'sd-ag' P. 133 Light rail is not included in the Sussary Tabla.

P. 135 FEIR notes that “operating hours of the facility lsports
coaplex) should be limited to reduce conflicts sith weekday peak hour traffic,” but
this is not listed as a mitigation seasure in the Susmary Table or elseshere.

d. P. 1722. H-13-14. The City todmy lacks policy, financing and prograom
for sanaoging solid waste that is currently being generated given the limits of
current landfill capacity. hw doaes tha EIR assume that the City can solve its
current solid waste manogement problea and the additional solid waste burden
represented by the North Natosas Community Plan? Wy does the EIR not list as a
necessary mitigation measure the need to find aodditional disposal capacity? Hhwy does
the EIR show no difference in solid waste managesent iapacts between Alternative A
and Rltarnatives B through E whan under R, City would have no saste disposal problaem

over the existing pian, while under B through E, the City would have a substaontially
increased waste disposal plan?

ae. List in the Susaary Table the specific nitigation measures contained In
the letter froa the Sacramento Audubon Society, Sth and 6th parographs, regarding a
nature preserve area contiguous with Fisherman's Lake, retention ponds, etc.

f. PP. 163-164 F-30 regarding additional nitigation msasures for the air
quality impacts. Participation of project sponsors and sajor esployers within the
North Natosas area should be included as a mitigation measure. The responses on
feasibility of smog incident plamning and joint city/county tsa progrom should be
verified with the Rir Pollution Control District. We are not aoware that either of
these prograas currently exist as part of air pollution control.

g. Phasing of North Natomsas developsent contingent on build out and
occupancy of particular areas already zoned for similar devalopment is a feasiblae
mitigation measure which should be |isted.

h. Hitigation mas should ba included in the financing plan.



n

13
24
13

MEETING

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSIO:

CERTIFICATION QF EIR

NORTH NATCMAS COMMUNITY PLAN ALTERNATIVES

EL DORADO ROOM

SACRAMENTO COMMUNITY CONVENTION CENTER

1100 14TH STREET
SECOND FLOOR

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 23, 1985

7:40 P.M.

COPY

CATHLEEN SLOCUM, C.S.R.
License No. 2822

Reported by:

PETERS SHORTHA.ND REPORTING CORPORATION
” 3433 AMERICAN RIVER ORIVE. SUITE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORMIA 83823
THLEPMONE (9161 1120894

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17

19
20
21

23
24
s

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Chris Hunter, Acting Chairperson
Brian Holloway
James L. Fong
Ed Goodin
Frank Ramirez
Lyla K. Ferris
Sandra A. Simpson

MEMBERS ABSENT:
Lawrence A. Augusta, Chairman
William A. Ishmael

STAFF PRESENT:

Marty Van Duhn, Planning Director

ALSQO PRESENT:
Bob Berman, EIR Consultant
Angus McDonald, Financial Consultant
Stephen:L. Jenkins, Project Manager

Gary Hansen, Transportation Consultant

ii

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
3433 AMEHICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUITE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFOANIA 83828
TELEPHONE (938) $72-0694




- OO W & W

v o

n
12
13
14
15
16
[}
18
19
20

21

23
24
25

Proceedings

Opening Remarks by Mr. Van Duyn,
Planning Director

Motion and Commission Action Electing
Acting Chairperson to Conduct Hearing

PUBLIC HEARING REGARDING CERTIFICATION
OF FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL INPACT REPORT
FOR THE NORTH NATOMAS COMHUNITY PLAN
ALTERNATIVES (M34-007)

Introductory Remarks by Stephen Jenkins,
Project Manager .

Presentation on Environiiental Impact
Report by Bob Berman, Nichols-Bernan

Commission Comments and General
Discussion

Public Comment and Questions:

Sheryl Patterson
Environmental Council of Sacramento

Trudy Schaefer, President
League of {lomen Voters

Ron Smith, Spink Corporation
on behalf of Gateway Point
Property Owners

Steve Sanders, Sacramento Transportation

Coalition

Mr. Yamshon, Sacramento Coalition
Against Leap-Frog Development

Gregory Thatch, on behalf of
Arplicants Schumacher, Iverson,
Keischer, Reid and Payne

Pat Weston, California Department
of Transportation

iii

&

50

53

6l

63

64

65

75

76

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUITE A
SACRAMENTO CALIFORNIA 95025
TESFPMONE (9361 972-080¢

19
20

21

23
24

s

Bob Doyle, Natomas Comnunity A

Association

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED, COMMISSION DISCUSSION
AND ACTION TO ADOPT RESOLUTION CERTIFYING
FINAL EIR FOR NORTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN
ALTERNATIVES

Discussion
Motion and Commission Action
Adjournment

Certificate of Shorthand Reporter

--o0o--

79
86
91
92

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATIO!
3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRWE SULIE &
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORMIA 95823

ves PR e A e e



10
"
”
3
14
15
16
"7
18
19
20
21

24
F

PROCEEDINGS

MR. VAN DUYN: Good evening. Because we
do not have a chair present this evening for the City
Planning Commission, the rules of procedure are that
the Planning Director initiates the opening of the
meeting with the request that the members present on the
Planning Commission make a motion for a chair to sit in
for this evening only, and your first order of business
therefore is to make a motion to have one of you sit as
chair this evening, vote on that, and then proceed
with the opening of the meeting.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Motion that Chris Hunter
sit as chair for this evening.

COMMISSIONER HOLLOWAY: Second.

MR. VAN DUYN: There's been a motion and a
second that Chris Hunter be appointed chairperson fér
this eéening. I'1l just take a mass notion. ’

All those in favor?

(Ayes.)

MR. VAN DUYN: Opposed?

COMMISSIONER HALLOWAY: It's a thankless job.

MR. VAN DUYN: Chris, we want to start off this
evening by having Steve Jenkins make some introductory

remarks and then our environmental consultant, Bob
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Berman, wants to make some comments for the record this
evening, and then -- I'll just leave Steve up ?2 the

rest of the process. Following that this is a public
hearing and we are allowed to take whatever public
testimony is deemed necessary to complete your deliberation
Steve.

MR. JENKINS: Thank you, Mafty.

For the record, Steve Jenkins, Planning
Consultant and Project Manager on the North Natomas
planning studies.

The item before you this evening is a recommenda-
tion to certify the Environmental Impact Report forlthe
North Natomas Community Planning Studies. e

Last Friday, the 18th of October, a staff
report was distributed to you along with an’ agenda for
this evening. The staff recommendation as contained in
that staff report recomnends, number one, that you
certiff that the North Natomas Community Plan Alternative
EIR is adequate and has been prepared in compliance with
the california Environmental Quality Act, the State
CEQA Guidelines, the City Environmental Procedures, and
that the City Planning Commission has reviewed and
considered the information contained in the EIR. The
second recommendation is that you recommend that the

City Council certify the EIR by adopting the attached
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resolution which I believe you all have.

By way of background, the City Attorney
recommends that a public hearing be conducted this evening
on your action with respect to the certification of the
Environmental Impact Report. Last Thursday you met to take
public testimony on the Final Impact Report. Copies of
the written transcript of that hearing as well as all
written comments received as of the close of the comnent
period last Friday, have been distributed to you in a
staff report dated October 22nd. )

Staff and members of the North Natomas consultant
team have reviewed the testimony presented at the heariAg
last Thursday. They have reviewed all written comments
that were submitted during the comment period, and
believe that no new information has been submitted which
would require additional analysis on the North Hatomas
Enviroqmental Impact Report. As a result, the staff
recommendation is for certification.

I would like to stress this evening, as'I have
at the other hearings, that this is not a hearing on the
applications that have been submitted to the city or
any pa;cicular land use plan alternative that might be
contained within the North Natomas EIR. Hearings on
those, on the merits of either the plans or the applica-

tions will be conducted before the Planning Commission

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
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beginning on November 21st and at the City Council beginning

on January 7th, 1986. We would like to -have any
comments Or questions deal strictly with the ‘matter that's
before us this evening. .

We have in attendance several members of our
consultants’ team, including Bob Berman of the Firm of
Nichols and Berman who:prepared the Environmental
Impact Report. We have Gary Hansen from the firm of
Omni-Means who did the transportation analysis, and we
will have shortly I think a representative from Angus
McDonald who did the economic and financial analysis who
are available to answer any questions that you may have.

At this time I'd like to introduce Bob ééfman
who will discuss several of the comments that were
received, I believe, and give a general presentation on
the Environmental Impact Report. Bob.

MR. BERMAN: Good evening, my name is Bob Berman.
I'm with the firm of Nichols-Berman and we are responsible
for the preparation of the Draft and Final Environmental
Impact Report.

As Steve indicated, we received a number
of comments last week at the hearing, both orally and
written comments, on the Environmental Impact Report.

What we'd like to do tonight, what I would like to do

tonight is go through all those written comments and
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provide to you a response,.our response in terms of those
comments and to provide you with some background as to
why we've come to the conclusion that the Draft EIR

is adequate for certification.

As I mentioned, I do want to go through each
of the letters and each of the comments. I believe you
all have copies of the written comments. So you'll be
able to follow along. If there are other questions, at
the end of that period, 1I'd be glad to answer them from
the Commission or if, as I'm going through, if there's
a specific question somebody might have, feel free to
interrupt me and ask a guestion so we can clarify it at
that point.

Now, if we've coordinated this right, the
comments that you have in your packets will be in the
same order as the comments that I'm goiné to go through.

If you're having trouble finding them, just let me know
and we:can reorganize.

The first letter that was received, the. first
in the packet, is a letter from the Sacramento Housing
and Redevelopment Agency. Basically in that letter the
Agency concurs with the findings of the Environmental
Impact Report and requests the support, requests the

inclusion of appropriate measures in the Community Plan

to mitigate potential impacts of North Natomas. Certainly
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that's fine and certainly there's no problem with the
Commission later on considering those mitigation measures.
But as I say, the Agency generally, the Agenéy!dbes concur
with the findings of the EIR. .

Next you have a létter from Regional Transit.
Regional Transit makes several suggestions in regard
to ensuring that transit is an important element of any
development in North Natomas. They request the
identification of routes, park-and-ride locations,
light rail transit right-of-way.

They discuss the dedication of land and
financial commitments for site improvements and
third, they digcuss operating funds for transit téiﬁe
made a part of development in North Natomas. Certainly
these issues are appropriate issues for discussion in the
preparation of the Community Plan, but they do not require
any change or any addition to the Final Environmental
Impact ‘Report. Again, these are issues that certainly
the information is presented in the EIR and certainly
that should be a part of the deliberations on the
Community Plan itself.

Next is a letter from the State of California,
Department of Transportation, Caltrans, and they indicate
that théir comments have been adequately addressed in the

Final Environmental Impact Report.
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Next you have a letter from ECOS, the Environmen-
tal Council of Sacramento. We'll start on page 2 of the
ECOS letter. Comment number one they talk about impacts
should be, impacts, other impacts should be shown in' the
Summary Table. Basically they have quite a few comments
regarding the Summary Table.

Basically our feeling is and our conclusion is
that the Summary Table is just that. It's a summary of
expected impacts and mitigation. By using the text of
the environmental report, the reader can compare the
expected impacts in the year 2005 under each of the
alternatives with the existing conditions as described
in the setting sections. They've requested that be done
in the Summary Table. The Summary Table is too long the
way it is. That may well double the size of the
Summary Table.

Second, they say that the range of alte;natives
is unnecessarily constricted given a major general plan
change. We would point out that the EIR does probide a
wide range of alternatives. Certainly in terms of
dwelling units there's a range of alternatives from 744
in Alternative A to some 43,000 in Alternative E.
Employment is a range of 26,000 to 117,000. I would
also point out that during the Notice of Preparation

period, I guess almost a year ago now, during that period
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the city did decide based upon comments by the Planning
Commission and members of the public to expang’the scope
of the Environmental Impact Report and to incléd; two
additional alternatives. As you will recall, that was
specifically why Alternatives B and D were included in
the EIR.

.They also have a concern regarding the use of
the location of sports facilities in the alternatives
and they ask that alternative sites for sports facilities
should be looked at. I would point out that the city
did have a study undertaken, Economic Analysis of an
Arena and/or Stadium for Sacraﬁento, California, )
prepared by ERA. Section 5 of this report discusée;
site evaluation. They look at five potential sites:
Southern Pacific Railroad Yard, Cal-Expo, downtown,
North Natomas, and the Granite Mining Pit. After the
evaluation was done in that report, it was determined
that oély North Natomas and the Granite Mining Pit could
accommodate a stadium and that North Natomas rated the
highest. It waalbased upon that work that the decision
was made to include the stadium location within the
Alternatives B through E.

Okay. Next they call Alternative A a sham

no-project. I think we've been through, I know last time

I was before you I spoke why Alternative A was selected
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as the no-project alternatiée. The reasons why are
provided in the Final EIR, Response to Comments,
A-2, A-10. We believe that the description of Alternative
A as a sham no project is simply the opinion of the
commentators. There's gdod reason why Alternative A
ig in there and it's been adequately described in the
Environmental Impact Report.

Next in the discussion of Alternative A they
say its unrealistic to agssune certain 1evel§ of development
in the county area of North Natomas if the city does not
approve urbanization. Again I would point out that the
EIR recognizes existing developments within the study
area and within the region. Exhibit C-7 in the
Environmental Impact Report. Development that is approved

but unbuilt or properly considered in the, are

-properly considered in the impact sections to best

undersgand the cumulative impacts. They also indicate
another example that since the rezoning in the county
has already been subject to environmental teview,linclusion
of that development in this EIR is improper.

I'm not really -- because they're saying here,
it clouds the issues. It obscures the issues of -the
city rezoning. I'm not really sure of the intent of that
comment. I would note that the Summary Table does compare

the differences in outcomes of the five alternatives.
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Now, we acknowledge that in many instances the impacts
of Alternatives C through E are similar. What,we've
tried to attempt to do in the Summary Table is: that

when differences are significant, these are clearly
discussed in the text and summarized in the Summary
Table 80 that you can distinguish between the outcomes
of the different alternatives.

They note as an example of the obscuring of the
impacts that there's an improper assessment of impacts
under Alternative A versus the other alternatives
with regard to solid waste. We would note for the
record that it is correct, the comment is correct that
under Alternative A the main responsibility for s&lid
waste would fall to the county. Page H-25 through

H-29 discuss solid waste in both existing conditions

.for the city and the county. Page H-26 discusses

impacts on both the city and the county. The change to
indicaée that the county would be responsible for solid
waste under Alternative A, we don't believe that's
significant enough to deem the Environmental Impact
Report inadequate.

Their next, on page 3, their point number six,
again, they're saying that the cumulative impacts of
development under different alternatives have not been

assessed adequately. The document has been constructed
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so that the range of alternatives is constructed. The
difference between alternatives appear to be minimal.

We believe that contrary to the opinion put forth in the
comment, the Environmental Impact Report has been
developed to allow comparison of the alternatives, and I
would like to point out and I think this is important
for all of us to remember is most EIRs that are done,
and I'm sure you're all familiar with enough of them,

in most cases the EIR evaluates the impact of the
proposed project and then later on towards the back of the
EIR is a section that talks about alternatives and the
alternative section usually doesn't get that, all that
significant of a play. What we've done in this
Environmenta; Impact Report is somewhat different. There
is no preferred alternative. There is no preferred
pProject. Rather, this EIR evaluates in equal weight

five alternatives and it provides the impacts, jobs,
housing, in equal weight of five alternatives and it
provides the information for the planning process'so that
once the city gets into the discussions, the merits of
the community plan, each of those five alternatives can
be evaluated and from that, whether it's one of the
alternatives or a combination of the alternatives, a
community plan can emerge. But I think it's real

important to realize that we've gone in effect an extra
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step to prévide that type of comparative analysis in this
EIR. e
Moving on then, on page 3 there's a discussion
that comes up a couple of times, and thatfs in regard
to the light rail lines,and it states when there's
disagreement with the findings of the EIR, that the
initial light rail lines will serve areas that have
high levels of development or plans for significant
development in the near future in that the development
of North Natomas would have minimal or no effect on the
ridership of these lines. This is a comment that's cgme
up a couple of times. Again, we stand by the find}p?s
that we made in the EIR. We would point out that‘the
starter line will serve areas that already have high
levels of development or have plans for significant
development in the near future. This information
comes directly from or is consistent with the information
contain;d in the light rail environmental impact report.
Because the starter line will serve predominantly
existing commuter trips, development of North Natomas
will not significantly affect ridership on the light rail
line. ©Now, that is a conclusion that we've made. Again,
since this initial review has indicated that there would
be no impact on the light rail line, it's not necessary

to do additional evaluation in the EIR. That's the

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION .
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conclusion based upon the information that's available.

There's also a discussion here about, a
concern about the proposed hours of operation of the
sports complex would affect commuter traffic, a concern
that we didn't pick the right hours of the operation of
the sports complex.

I would direct you to response . E-96 in the
EIR discusses the use of what we define as the worst
case conditions to give decisionmakers an appreciation
of the greatest negative environmenta% effects.

As discussed on page E-112, the Draft EIR
assumed that the stadium arena would be operating
concurrently with the coinciding inbound and outbound
ﬁeak hours. Therefore, the worst case condition.

We will concur with the findings of ECOS that at the
present time no precise schedules are available for the
stadium or the arena. However, it is expected that
activities at the stadium would be scheduled so to
minimize both facilities operating concurrently aﬁd
coinciding with the inbound and outbound peak hours.

So that the analysis that's done in the EIR is, in terms
of definition, the worst case analysis.

There's also a concern that the EIR does not
adequately take into account the adopted South.Natomas

Plan. We indicated in the final EIR that the differences
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between the Blayney-Dyett Plan and the Council-adopted
Plan was not significant to require additionql'gvaluation
in the EIR. Again, it is the opinion of the préparers
of the EIR that this difference is not significant.
This is based in large part upon the professional judgment
of the preparers of the EIR. I would mote that Alternative
C talks about commercial, in North Natomas, commercial
development of about 1.2 million square feet, office
development about 6.1 million square feet, a total of
about a little over 7 million square feet. The difference
between the Blayney-Dyett South Natomas Plan and the
Council-adopted Plan is about 300,000 square feetz}agd we
would submit that that difference would not make év'
significant difference in terms of the impacts when
you're looking at some 7 million square feet of development
COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Excuse me. I have a
question on that issue.
' vith respect to the cumulative impacts on
Ssouth Natomas from potential development of North
Natomas, you're essentially saying that the intersections
then would not undergo any more significant congestion?
HMR. BERMAN: There would not be a significant
change from that, what is shown, from . what is
described in the Environmental Impact Report. Again,

the EIR in the tratffic analysis looked at the traffic on

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
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the regional transportation network, Interstate 80,
Interstate 5, that type of thing. We're saying that that
difference in the South Natomas Plan would not significantly
change those numbers.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: How about internally,
aside from the regional?

MR. BERMAN: Well, as you recall, this EIR
does not look at all the intersections within South
Natomas. What this EIR has done is gone about, looked
at the roads as they first enter, in thié case, South
Natomas. But there's not a detailed analysis of the
intersections. . We felt that, well, based upon the type
of analysis that was done of the regional system, it was
not possible to do that.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: So if I'm interested
in knowing the impacts of those intersections, how would
I determine that?

: MR. BERMAN; Gary Hansen, do you want to talk
a little bit about that? i

MR. HANSEN: My name is Gary Hansen. I'm with
the firm of Omni-Means. \(le prepared the traffic analysis.

If you wanted to know the specific impacts of
the additional square footage in South Natomas, you'd
have to first identify exactly where that additional

square footage would occur.
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COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: I'm inﬁerested in knowing
the additional traffic as a result of the squp;e,footage
of North Natomas, how that might impact the intetsecgions
in South Natomas with the different alternatives.

MR. HANSEN: Well, it will, depending on the
total trip generation in North Natomas which varies
depending on the intensity of the land use, there is going
to be a spill-over effect and it's going to be fairly
linear and that if A is s%nding X amount into North
Natomas, then as you go up in the land use densities there
will be a greater amount of interaction between the tvo
comnmunities. Y

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Have you done an
analysis on that?

MR. HANSEN: No, we did not specifically address
the South Natomas intersections.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Conceivably then the
final action we take will have some spill-over effects,
as you call it, on the South Natomas, but yet we haven't
analyzed that impact, whatever that impact may be.

MR. HANSEN: No, we did not as part of the
North Natomas EIR.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: And you're indicating
that's not a requirement in the EIR, those cumulative

impacts on South Natomas?
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MR. HANSEN: I think Bob is better capable of
responding as to whether or not that's adequate.

MR. BERMAN: Let me just correct, we did look,
the EIR does look at some streets and some intersections
in South Natomas. If you turn to Exhibit -- again, I'm
a little ahead of myself here. I believe it's Exhibit
E-49. E-49, it starts with local streets in South
Natomas, Northgate, West El Camino, Truxel, San Juan,
and then it takes us down basically to the first inter-
section. Exhibit E-50 talks about the San Juan-Northgate
intersection, San Juan-Truxel intersection. So basically
we do look at the streets in effect as they just
enter into adjacent communities, but we didn't go any
further than that. Again, because that gets into a
whole different level of detail.

Again, the traffic analysis, as we've defined
here, is an analysis on the regional system and the
information that's available to us only allows that type
of tegional analysis.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: I understand what you
did. My question is hou do we determine the iﬁpacts
on those internal intersections and roadways? Does that
require a separate analysis by the city?

NR. BERMAN: It would require additionally

what type of land use information they need. Basically
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it would require more specific information in terms of
the location of nonresidential uses and more iﬁformation
in terms of, more detail in terms of specific ée;igns of
those future developments in order to better undérstand
the impacts on the intersections, sidewalk, driveway
cuts and that type of information.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Thank you.

MR. BERMAN: Okay. There's a question --
I'm on page 4 now of the ECOS letter -- a question about
net additional jobs added by opening North Natomas
and a concern about not having a clear statementvto the
loss of agriculture and agriculture-related jobs by tge
removal of North Natomas land from agriculture. é;;e L-75
of the EIR states that the estimated full-time direct
employment loss from the oconwersion of ag land would
range from 19 to 59 jobs depending upon the alternative.
The logs of these jobs is not significant, but it has
been accounted for in the Environmental Impact Report.

There's also a question, their next comﬁent
is a concern about -- the EIR makes certain assumptions.
One of which discusses employee density factors, that is,
how many employees per square foot or how many square
feet per employees, this type of ‘thing. In order to use
a consistent, the EIR uses a consistent number through

the document in terms of the number, in terms of the
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number of square feet per employee for commercial

uses, for office uses, that type of thing. This number
is based upon the judgment of the staff and the EIR
consultant and we firmly believe that the number used is
the most valid for the study area. We would not deny
that you could use a different number. You could
certainly evaluate a series of different employee
factors. It's our feeling that ghis may be somewhat

of an interesting academic exgrcise.'

But basically it would involve far too much
speculation to be of much use in the EIR. The
speculation just wouldn't get you much additional
information. The number that we've used, as I say,
we, the staff and the consultants, believe is the
number most valid for North Natomas. .

Again, their next point, Number 2-A on page
4, a concern about the analysis of the impact upon light
rail and bus transit resulting from development. Again,
I would point out that the EIR has been prepared for
a community plan. The EIR does recognize, does recognize
the regional aspects of the community plan and the
incorporation of mitigation measures is included in the
EIR. Earlier I discussed the impacts that North
Natomas wouid have on the starter line. We would agree

with, I guess with the assertion here that the development
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of North Natomas would affect the expansion of the

gtarter line in terms of potential lane addigipqs, shorter
headways, the-development of trunk lines. However,

we note that there were far too many variables at this
time to prepare any type of accurate forecast of these
impacts.

As discussed in the letter that you received
from Regional Transit, any expansion of light rail will
need to go through its own environmental analysis and
it's at that time that we believe you'll get the type
of information that's being requested here as to gpe‘
impact of North Natomas on the expansion of the légvt
rail system.

There's a gquestion about the cost of freight
hauling of the alternatives or the cost of the
alternative on freight hauling on the freeway system.

We would note that the EIR acknowledges that traffic
congesiion would delay freight operations on certain
freeway segments and local roadways and that thig would
result in higher operating costs. Again, to try to tell
you what those higher operating costs would be is far
too speculative at this level of detail.

Again a note now on the question, and the
question that was brought up earlier by the Commissioner,

in terms of the traffic impacts on the internal
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South Natomas street system. Again, I would point out
that the EIR describes the impacts of the alternative
community plan on the regional highway system. The
impact of North Natomas on the system can be clearly
understood reading the EIR. As a community plan, this
is a level of detail that is adequate. I would,
however, point out, as I already indicated, that the
EIR does provide some analysis on local streets immediately
adjacent: to North Natomas. This includes Northgate,
West E1 Camino, Truxel and San Juan in South Natomas and
also the intersections of San Juan and Northgate and
San Juan and Truxel. So there has been an attempt to look
at that first tier as we move into adjacent communities.
The next point, they bring up a question about
the_regional'analysis being‘perforﬁed on, it says traffic,
on an ADT basis and we indicate that we used a certain
assumption in terms of 10 percent of the traffic'occﬁrring,
10 peréent of the ADT occuring in the peak hour.
There's an assertion here that this is ’
incorrect, that the use of this 10 percent, the number
is incarrecc.
Again, I would like to point out on page E-21
we describe why the peak hour analysis was used. #Again,
based upon the judgment, professional judgment of the

traffic engineer and it's adequate for regional analysis.
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But I'd also like to point out -- this has been somewhat
lost in the discussion -- that the EIR also ey{luates
the impacts of the five individual applicationé Lhat
have been filéd with the city. For those, for each of
the five applications, a peak hour aﬁalysis has been
done. Again, this is proper because you're there
looking at the individual applications. You have a much
greater specific level of detail. But in regards to the

concern expressed about the use of a 10 percent ADT for the

peak hour, we note that it is correct that Caltrans,

-the Department of Transportation states that the

existing peak hour in Sacramento is not typical of otﬁer
regions. They estimate a peak hour somewhere betwééh

9 to 12 percent of the ADT, most often using an

11 percent figure. Now, we believe that Sacramento, the
region will become a more typical urban area in the
future. Typical is defined as a region having

more dfspersed employment patterné, dispersed commuter
patterns. With the development of projects such as
North Natomas, Delta Shores, the Highway 50 corridor,
Sacramento will become, will have more surburban employment
centers and the downtown commute patterns that currently
affect the peak hour conditions will be diminished. So
we believe our assertion that the 10 percent figure

for the ADT is correct based upon what is happening in
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Sacramento.
In any case, we would note that the differences
that we're talking about, our assertion of 10 percent
versus a number that Caltrans uses of 1l percent in the

Sacramento Region, is really insignificant in terms of

.the impacts. That they'rejust, at this level of detail,

that difference is insignificant.

Okay. There is some discussion about, as you
will recall, in terms of air quality. Most of the
existing data in terms of air quality that's been prepared
by other agencies does not go to the year 2005.

Most of it goes to the year 1995. One of the early
comments in the Draft EIR was we would like air
quality analysis done to the year 2005. We've indicated
that that's really not possible to do based upon the
information that we have. If I can just point out that
in response to comment F-éZ, what is needed to do the
types éf projections that are being asked for for the
year 2005 would require some 47 categories of pollutant
sources to be adjusted by growth factors. Information
would be needed regarding population grbwth, growth

in industrial processes such as petroleum, changes in
agriculture acreages, range in agricultural burning
activity, growth factors for chemical, food, mineral,

wood, paper industries. Because the Sacramento area,
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the Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area uses,
includes two counties, these types of projections for

. vy
these 47 factors would have to be done for all:those
areas in not only Sacramento County but Placer County
and Yolo County. Again, I think the point, and I think
the point is quite clear, that type of information just
is not available to do the year 2005 projections.
And I would note that both the Air Resources Board,
State of California, and the Sacramento County Air
Pollution Control District appear satisfied with the
air quality analysis that was done in the EIR.

There are additional comments requesting th;t,
in terms of trying to determine the number of dayéféhat
the air quality standard would be exceeded in Sacramento
with the North Natomas development. Also questions about
the cost, health costs associated with the incremental
increase in pollutant levels in Sacramento. Again,
this data simply does not exist.

I would note in terms of the health costs,
it.is true that there is information available regarding
health costs and air quality in some relationship. What
we're talking about in the EIR is the impact that the
increrental change in air quality would have in terms of

health costs. That information is not available. There's

no published data that tells you the five percent
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increase in ozone levels in North Natomas, what impact
will that five percent have in terms of health and those
costs. S0 it's not there.

Again, the next comment on page 5, comment
4-A, again questioning the use of a Sunday afternobn
as the worst case traffic analysis, they're saying that
this is inadequate.

Again, I note that we've already discussed
the methods that we've used, Page E-112 and E-113 of the
EIR, page 151 of the Final EIR discusses the methods
that we use to come up with thig analysis. Again, if
people disagree with the answers, that's fine. There
can be differences of opinion. But we certainly believe
that we have looked at the worst case analysis in terms
of the stadium traffic complex.

On the bottom of page 5 there's a comment about
a dome? stadium and it's indicated that a domed
stadium should be included as a mitigation measure. A
domed stadium would mitigate many of the negativé
environmental effects of the sports facility on the
balance of land uses in the community plan providing
a greater supply of housing in North Natomas, less
commuting, a better jobs-housing balance.

We would simply point out that this is

certainly the opinion of the commentor that a domed
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stadium is a feasible mitigation measure. Based upon the
analysis that we prepared in the EIR, there does:not appear
to be the need for a domed stadium nor would a domed
stadium significantly reduce any of the adverse impacts
identified in the Environmental Impact Report. But
certainly the city is well within their requirements

if later on they want to require a domed stadium, that
certainly can be done.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: I'm assuming that the
commentor was referring to noise problems.

MR. BERMAN: Well, it's not clear what the ,
noise problems, what the comment was referring to.., In
terms of noise, we indicated in the EIR that thefeA
were not significant noise problems associated with the
stadium and there are contour lines that are drawn.

And in fact, we went to a lower threshold of noise, 1
believe it's 45 dba, in order to determine what the
impacc§ of the stadium would be. Simply it is not,
based upon the land use plans that we've gotten, the
five alternatives, residential development, residential
development within North Natomas would not be impacted
by noise at the stadium and existing residential
development outside of North Natomas would not be
impacted by noise at the stadium.

The other point that has to be made is if you
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did want to put a domed stadium on for noise control,

it would really depend on the type of dome that's used.

If it's simply a fabric type dome that's now being used,
that would have almost no effect on noise. It would
have to be some kind of a solid facility, a concrete or
a steel facility. So we did look at that. But, again,
it's our finding that that is not necessary.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: And that data of yours
was gathered based on what, a capacity crowd, for
example, in a stadium?

MR. BERMAN: The main concern in the stadium
is the loudspeaker system, the playing of music between
innings of a baseball game, the beginning of a football
game, or a rock concert. We made certain assumptions
in the EIRin terms of the type, the type of loudspeaker
system that would be used and the types of db's that would
be put out, and that was based upon an evaluatioA that
we did of other stadiums. We tried to get some tickets
to the superbowl at the time to test it out, but Qe
couldn’'t get that in the budget. But it was based upon,
you know, again, because there is no design for the
stadium, it's based upon our assumptions in terms of
the loudspeaker systems that are being used and it's
also based upon the assumption that .it will be a fully

encircled stadium, that it would not be an open-ended
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stadium. An open-ended stadium would have different
noise configurations. o,

COMMiSSIONBR RAMIREZ: So as a design is brought
forward at the project planning stage, the specific
project, that's when we take a more critical look at the
design verses the noise factor?

MR. BERMAN: Absolutel&a I think, and this
point comes up a couple of times later on here, is that
if specific projects come in, they will need to be looked
at. If the assumptions or if the specific projects are
different than the assumptions that are made in the
EIR, in this case in terms of noise, it may well be
necessary to do some supplemental environmental wérk to
look at that different information.

Okay. Moving along hére, on page 6 of the
ECOS letter there's a couple of comments regarding the
summary again. The Summary Table does not include
light rail. Again, I mean, the Summary
Table is just that. It's a summary table. It's hoc
all inclusive. The Summary Table is far too long the
way it is. But the thing that controls in terms of
mitigation measures is certainly the information that's
in the bulk of the EIR.

Concerns that the operating hours pof the

sports facility should be limited to reduce conflicts
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between peak hour traffic, they're right, that's not
listed as a specific mitigation measure in the EIR.
Certainly it could be added as a mitigation measure if
the Commission deems that necessary. Again, the

next one is some comments about solid waste and the

fact that we don't recognize, the EIR does not recognize
that Alternative A, only the county would be responsible.
It also indicates that the city is having certain problems
now in terms of the location of running out of spaee

for solid waste. The EIR Section H does recognize
anticipated impacts and recommends qitigation rneasures
in terms of the solid waste nanagement plan and we also
recognize, and I think you all up there recognize that
the city is now directly taking efforts, too, to solve
its solid waste problems, waste to energy plants,
additional landfills. And certainly what we're saying
is this as additional, if additional solid waste

is being generated in North Natomas, those numbers need
to be taken into account by the city as they're éoing
their efforts in terms of solid waste management.

The next comment, again, they ask for some
additional mitigation measures to be incorporated that
were recommended by the Autobon Society. We believe that
the mitigation measures containcd in the EIR are

sufficient to mitigate wildlife impacts and no additional
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measures are recommended. Again, you're certainly free.

There's some question about we had fndicated
that there is currently smog incident planniné, there's
some joint city planning PSM programs being undertaken.
There's a question they were not aware this is being
done. This is now apparently being done within the
region.

Finally, two other comments, one regards
phasing, the phasing of North Natomas development
contingent on build-out and occupancy 6f a part;cular
area zoned for a similar development as a feasible '
mitigation measure which also should be listed. Aééln,
our comment at this point is that the phasinqg of the
community plan is a proper discussion in the deliberations
which will be part of the community plan process.

You're ce{tainly free to do any type of phasing that you
would like. The information is, there's certainly
enough:information in the volumes of the EIR to determine
the types of phasing that you think is feasible.- It's
not necessary to go back and do something different in
the EIR. Finally about mitigation measures being
included in the financing plan, there are mitigation
measures included in thelfinancing plaﬁ.

Okay. Now, I'm going to keep going here.

That's the bulk of the comments of the most detailed and
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hope fully the rest of this will go a little quicker here.
Let's try.

The next comments that we have are from Modern
Transit Society of Sacramento.

Their first comment is a comment about the
use of city dispensed gas tax and state dispensedgas’ tax
revenues, and it goes on for a couple of paragraphs.
Quite frankly we're not clear exactly what the éomment
means, what the comment is aiming to in terms of gas
tax revenues.‘ The fiscal and financial analysis
done for North Natomas makes no such assumptions with
regard to the utilization of gas tax revenues. That's
the best we can say. We just don't make the assumptions
that are being stated here.

There's also a concern that additional
transportation projects should be included in the, should
be costed out and added to the EIR as mitigation measﬁres.
I just:wanted to go through because I'm concerned when
information is presented that there is good reason for
that information. There's a discussion of the need for
a grid of major streets between El Paso and Elkhorn.

We would note that no agency has deemed that this
arrangement is necessary. The county has indicated a
preference for this type of road improvement, but it's

really more a mattér of philosophy. Both the proposed
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system and grid system would work.

A new state freeway extending to Orapqevale,
the so-called Route 102. We note that many years ago there
was a proposed freeway route extending from the I-5/99
interchange eastward to Interstate 80 between Elkhorn and
Antelope. Again, no agency has indicated that this is
necessary. Just that it is potentially available
to reduce I-80 traffic. We would note that it would
reduce, we would note that it would reduce I-80 traffic.
That's correct. However, it's not recommended or
required as a mitigation measure.

The question about the extension of Trugg*
across. the American River, this is recommended as‘é
potential mitigation measure by Caltrans. The EIR
concurs on page E-76, E-77 of the Draft EIR. We would
note that it's not a reasonable mitigation measure for
Alternative C given marginal impacts on I-5 and should
be conéidered for Alternatives g’and E.

A huescion about the Arden-Garden Connector.

We oote that for North Natomas it really wouldn't mitigate
anything. It would be a minor improvement upon
Interstate 80. Also the new beltway.freeway connecting
East and South Sacramento, again we note that this is

not identified by any agency as a firm project nor as

a North Natomas mitigation measure. It would not affect

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SWTE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORMIA 03423
TEI FPWONE 910 8738634



-

11"
12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20
21

23
24
25

33

North Natomas traffic. It would affect regional
traffic flows in the system by providing some additional
south to east access.

Other comments by the Modern Transit Society
the Sacramento citizeh, the Sacramento citizen in city
or county should stay very awake to all these costs.

It's clear that ‘the EIR shifts much of the cost to
alleviating traffic congestion from North Natomas

to the people of the region. There's some other comments
about this being an auto-based solo driver community.

The fact that the property owners, the shopper, the
resident of the city and the county are not the ones

who pay this large, should not be the ones who pay this
largé but untallied bill. Again, these comments, these
are certainly the opinion of the commentor. It's certainly
proper that they make these opinions. The EIR pxovgdés
adequage information to allow decisionmakers to make the
informed decisions that need to gét made. It's not
necessary to go back and respond or revise the EIk in
regards to these opinions.

There is, again, a comment about the lacking of
specific cost assignments for the contribution of North
Natomas to the regional transportation congestion. Again,
I would note as we have before that the EIR notes that

most of the regional improvements discussed in the EIR are
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not attributed to development of North Natomas but to
overall growth in dévelopment of the region and, therefore,
specific cost estimates have not been prepared. However,

I would note that in the letter of August 22nd,A1985,
Caltrans did make an estimate of the costs related to
improveﬁents in the regional highway system specifically
associated with development of North Natomas and that
letter is in the Final Environmental Impact Report.

Other comments of similar -- there's a question
about the problem of the ability to get more traffic
off Route 5 into downtown Sacramento via J Street
and that this is not assessed. We'll note it is correct
that an analysis on this interchange was not completed
for the EIR. We would also note, however, that the
projected traffic increases on I-5 at this location indicatg
that there would be,a similar increase on the interchange
ramps could be expected and that there is. There
obviouély will be an impact upon the interchange similar
to the increase in traffic on I-5. ’

Then there's some comments about air quality
and whether we want the institution of city and county
controls on growth and the problems of the need to amend
the air quality plan. Again, we would note that this is
the opinion of the commentor. That the EIR discusses

procedures that are necessary to obtain consistency
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between the Air Quality Plan, the General Plan and the
North Natomas Community Plan.

Ckay. Moving on to Sacramento Transportation
Coalition letter, we're beginning to get several comments
that we've already had. Their first comment, the bogtom
of the first page, impacts on downtown, again, a question
of more information in terms of what is the impact upon
downtown Sacraménto.

One thing that I think is important to under-
stand, and I think everyone understands, is that the
CEQA Guidelines, Sacramento Environmental Quality Act
is quite clear that in the absence of quantitative
data it is permissible to provide qualitative information.
Okay.

The guidelines are guite clear on that. The
EIR states, and states on page 128 of the Final EIR,
that some developers and potential users or residents'of
an area may decide to iocate elsewhere due to traffic
congestion. Ve concur with tnat. Again, there is no
quantitative answer to that. I think you have to
recognize it's going to happen. We made some comparisons
of some things that are happening in the Bay Area. ‘Ue
believe those comparisons are accurate. Further on the
Coalition asks for a clear analysis of the impact of

each cormunity plan on downtown development, on the
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economic viability on downtown. Again, we would note that
the EIR does discuss the impact ofAdevelopmepg }n North
Natomas on other areas within the region. If you look
at pages B-72 through B-75, there is a discussion of
cumulative impacts. 1If you look at Exhibits B-75,

76 and 77, there is a discussion of the implications on
other areas of the region, including downtown Sacramento
from North Natomas. There's specific numbers in terms
of population, housing and employment. Section C of the
EIR also discusses impact of downtown plus other
Sacramento regions.

So there is information and it is in thgh
Environmental Impact Report in terms of the impacts of
North Natomas on downtown.

Next the Transportation Coalition brought up
again the question of the trip generation numbers and,
again,_the question about the 10 percent ADT. I discussed
this earlier. I won't go through that again.

They also.again asked for questions about
an analysis of the impacts to the regional light rail and
bus system regarding development in North Natomas. Again,
I responded to that question earlier. So I won't go back
over that unless there are any specific questions.

Next there is some information from the South

Natomas Community Council. There was not any written
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comments from them, from the South Natomas Community
Association. Again, their main concern as I recall wag
the impact upon specific intersections within South
Natomas, and I think we've already discussed our
response to that.

Moving on then, there's some comments from
Keith Seegmiller, resident of North Natomas and president
of SCOLD, Sacramento Coalition Opposing Leap-Frog
Development. Their first comment, Final Environmental
Impact Report page 193 bottom, they bring up a question
about the start:-up costs and about the inadequacy of
the costs for the drainage system. Now, this comment
has come up a few times and I think we need to clarify
that the costs that are included in the Environmental
Impact Report on the drainage system were prepared by
licensed engineers and were prepared'upon good assumptions.
There was a document prepared, and it's mentibned in the
EIR, as part of the studies and an initial drainage
report was prepared that looked at an overall drainage

concept for North Natomas and then later on a supplemental

" report was prepared on drainage plans.

Page 15 of that supplemental report talks about
how the costs were prepared. Estimated costs are based
upon Engineering News Record 20 and .cites construction

cost index 4200, .apital costs include a 35 percent
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allowance for engineering contingency, land costs based
upon current sale prices in South Natomas withr 25 percent
added to cover cost of appraisal, acquisition.’ Then
as you get later on in that document, there's a cost
that's broken out for the canals, the specific structures,
the storm drains, for the pump stations, the detention
storage, additional engineering costs. There's costs
for the land. There's costs for storage and additional
acquisition contingency costs.

The numbers that are used in the EIR are
based upon engineering estimates and there's good backup
and I'm not clear why it's continually indicated that
there's something inadquate. Again, I do note for the
record that some comments on the Draft EIR indicate that
the costs were way too high. Some indicated the costs
were way too low. We can't satisfy, not everyone is
going to be satisfied with what the costs are. But the
fact ié that the costs included are good numbers.

There's also a comment regarding page 195 about
potential tax increment to other areas of Sacramento
will oe sucked away by development of North Natomas.
The Final EIR does discuss the impact that development
in North Natomas would have on otner areas of the city
where urban growth was planned to be acommddated. Again,

this is cited on page 248. It is noted in the Final EIR
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that within redevelopment areas the division of new
developments would adversely affect the Agency's tax
increment. Again, to go beyond that, to try to quantify
what the change in that tax increment would be is far

too speculative to be of any use. We would note, however,
that we would certainly concur with the measures suggested
by the Redevelopment Aéency in regarding the mitigation

of impacts to existing Sacramento neighborhoods.

Next there is a letter, there's a comment from
Mr. Seegmiller regarding the costs again, $58 million
dollar sewer improvement costs. Again, there's a question
about whether or not this is a good number. We certainly
know of no discrepancies between sewer cost estimates
produced by SHZM Hill and the cost estimates
included in the Draft EIR. The table in CH2M's final
report dated April 30thvindicates Alternative C,
sewage gonstruction costs, of $58,750,000. This is a
figure that is used in the Draft Environmental Impact
Report. Again, you may not like that number or tﬁat
cost, but it is based upon good information.

There is also a comment that the major, we
indicate that the major sewer improvements and treatment
facilities are assumed to be financed by fees not a
special tax. The comment is that this is really, this

is a tax. It's not a fee. Our only response to that
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is that the financing mechanism that we assumed for the
major sewer improvements reflects the current policy of
the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District.
That's the policies we followed.

Finally, there's a comment that I guess is more
of a general comment that the EIR leaves too many things
to be done later, that this is our last chance. That
everything has to be tied down at this point.

Again, I would just like to make a comment
in terms of a bigger context of why are we doing EIRs and
what the guidelines, what the CEQA Guidelines talk about.
As I'm sure you're aware, that any EIR should be .-,
prepared with a degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with the information which enables them to make a

decision which intelligently takes account of

environmental consequences. An evaluation of environmental

effects of the proposed project need not be exhaustive,
bqtthe‘sufficienéy of an EIR is to be reviewed in the
light of what is reasonably feasible. We certainly
believe that we have met that test.

I would also note, and it is true, that at
certain points in the EIR it says that more precise
studies are needed when a specific community plan is

prepared. That's true. That's what it does say. We

again would note that as long as the fundamental assumption

1
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contained in the environmental analysis remain appropriate
in the light of those future studies, then the environmental
analysis of the EIR would suffice. If, however, the
final designs change substantially from assumptions that
are made in the EIR, then a supplemental EIR, supplemental
environmental document may be required. That's how the
process works and I think we have to recognize that.

Next there’'s a letter from the Grant Joint
Union High School District. They don't have any comments
on the adequacy of the EIR. They do note that they
would, apparently they would like an additional high
school. But, again, they're not questioning the
adequacy of the EIR. And then finally there's a comment
from Daniel Yamshon, Sacramento Coalition opposing
Leap-Fr;g Development. I would like to make clarification.
On the cover letter of these comments there's a comment
that's made that should be clarified. He indicétes that
after télking about the problems of the Draft EIR, he
says: ’

"This does not mean, however,

that there is not much useful information

in the Final EIR such as the conclusion

that there's no compelling community need

for any of the proposed development in

North Natomas."
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I would like to clarify for the record that
is not the conclusion of the Environmental Impact Report
that there is no compelling need for any of tbé proposed
development in North Natomas. What the EIR states is that
the General Plan requires that the landowner show a
compelling community need to convert ag lands to urban
uses. What the EIR states is that to date none of the
applications subrnitted to the city address this issue.
1f it is decided to permit urbanization of North Natomas,
these findings will have to be made. But I did want to
clarify that.

Okay. There's some discussion, some conggfns
about hydrology. Again, as we noted in the Final EIR
that subsequent to the initial drainage studies, more
detailed studies and system cost analysis were prepared
in the supplemental report. This report is dated
April of 1985 and it's available at the Planning
Department. We would also note that it's not uncommon
at this level of detail that drainage studies are-not
performed at the time of the General Plan amendment
zoning determinations are made on a project of this
size. AMAgain, where assumptions are appropriate,
the early environmental analysis requires that the EIR
analyze reasonable hypotheticals. The studies that,

should studies later on reveal specific problems that

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
3423 AMERICAN RIVER ORIVE. GUITE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFGRNIA 83428

[ L L




& W

-ww O W

10
"

12
3
4
5
16
17
18
19
20
Py}

24

43

were not analyzed in the EIR, a supplement may be
appropriate.

Okay. He also talks about, again, a question
about some of the costs. Again, the costs that we -
prepared are we believe good costs. They're neither
inflated nor deflated. They were prepared by licensed
engineering professionals.

I already discussed the drainage costs.

There's also a question about omitted problems

and groundwater and some of the costs associated by this.
Again I think we need to clearly indicate, the EIR does
acknowledge concern with local and regional impacts and
surface and groundwater quality. You know, this is what
the EIR isg suppbaed to do. But it also clearly states

on page 228 that the implementation of specific mitigation
measures reduce the risk of éontamination of canal '
drainagé water and Sacramento water, the problem can

be minimized through those mitigation measures.

We also noted in the EIR that - »J>robably water
quality benefit of the project would be the eventual
reduction of pesticide residues from agriculture runoff
and tailwater diséharge. So the question of concern
that's expressed here, you'll have to go to the EIR and

see that the concern, that we do talk about the

L

regarding the severe local and regional impacts on surface-
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mitigation measures and we do talk about the potential
benefits that may occur in this case in termq.?ﬁ the
water quality.

There's also a question here that's not
addressed is the cost in lowering the land values to be,
of using streets for onsite water storage. Well,
this question has come up a couple of times. Again,
the question of we're using these streets foronsite.water
sgonge.lc's being proposed the use of streets for onsite-
water storage. Let's clarify that the design criteria
that's been used for the drainage study's similar to the
criteria used in other portions of Sacramento. CeFFPLnly
not expected that the use of this criteria would lower
land values in the area. But I would also like to
clarify this issue of street flooding. It is correct
that under the drainage plan it's recognized that local
street flooding would occur during the 100-year
design storm. Okay. Again, we're not talking about
flooding happening every year. We're talking aboht a
100-year storm. This results primarily from acceptance
of a certain level of risk by the designers of the system
during extreme storms rather than any conscious effort
to use the streets as flood water detention. Basically
that in a very rare event, a l00-year storm, there

would be some flooding in the streets. Likely not an

‘ |
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awful lot of flooding, but it would certainly occur.
We also do -- although, again, it's not -- at the last
meeting we talked about flood evacuation rates and using
the light rail transit lines for floodways and things
like that. This is not an Occurrence that's going :6
happen year after year. 1It's a rare occurrence.

I would also point out that the EIR does

recommend a mitigation measure to reduce this impact,

and that's the use of érogressively larger drainage

pipes to reduce the occurrence of on-site flooding.

Okay. There's also a question of transit),:
and I think we responded earlier to his comments regarding
cost of transit and the impact of North Natomas on
transit. Bear with me here. I'm almost done.

There's a discussion about Alternative A. Again,
disagreement with the use of Alternative A as no
project. I think I've adequately described this,
discuséed this at the last hearing. 1 can certainly go
back over that if anyone's interested.

So there's also a question of agriculture
and there's é discussion about the use of the PIK program.
I'm not quite clear what the concern is with the use of
the PIK Program. I want to point out that Appendix L-3
of the Draft EIR does discuss what the Payment In Kind

Program was. But I would also point out that the ECIR
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identifies crop distribution for the study area for
1983. This is the most recent year for which,qag data
were available in the preparation of the EIR. The
fact is, fortunately or unfortunately, the fact is
that in 1983 certain lands in the study area were withdrawn
due to the Federal Government's PIK Program. We
recognize this. We recognized this early on. Picked
that one up right away. What we did in order to assess
the impacts on agriculture production accurately, we
went through and looked at the full potential, full
productive potential of the study area. If you look
at Exhibits L-20, L-21, these numbers that look at
the full potential of the study area, the full productive
potential of the study area are described. So whether
or not the PIK Program was in use or not really is not
relevant to the discussion of the impact discussion in
the EIR. I hope that clarifies that.

‘ Finally there's a question on phasing. Again
I think I discussed the question of phasing, the
phasing maps, and this type of thing last time. Okay.
That ends the written comments.

There's also a transcript. There's only a

couple of comments in the transcript I'd like to respond
to. There were, as you will recall numerous comments

about the Natomas Airpark at the last hearing. I would
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point out that the Draft EIR, pages D-23, D-24 discusses
the Natomas Airpark and the Regional Aviation System
Plan of 1984, RASP.

I would also point out that page D-48 discusses
the impact of the community plah on the airport. Quite
clearly it says continued operation of North Natomas
would be permitted under Alternative A and it's potential
for future use as a reliever airport would remain
unchanged. Alternatives B through E, however, would
convert the Natomas Airpark to other land uses. There
are no suitable sites in the North Natomas study area
where the airport could be relocated. I think that
pretty clearly states what the impact is. Again,
there's not much more one can do with that. It's a
decision that has to be put upon the decisionmakerxs
whether or not you want to accept that or not.

But thg EIR clearly discusses the impact upoﬂ Natomas
Airpark.

There are some mitigation measures that'we
discussed in the document. Oﬁe is an alternative would
be to revise the land uses to maintain Natomas Airpark
and use the proposed golf course and other open space
as the required 65dp CNEL buffer. Another is to develop
Natomas Airpark as an industrial airport. The other is

to maintain the airfield and relocate proposed residential
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units to sites which would not conflict with the existing
traffic pattern. So, you know, the informatioh:'is there.

I'd also point out, and I don't know if this
is relevant or not, but that the Natomas Airpark is a
privately owned airport operating under a permit from
Sacramento County. Based upon discussions that we've
had with the county, the owners of the airport can
at their discretion close that airport at any point that
they would like.

Okay. Also in terms of airports, Larry
Kozub from Sacramento County Department of Airports
spoke at the last meeting. He raised several questions
regarding the Metropolitan Airport, the use of noiée
contours, residential development nérth of I-5. Again,
I will point out pages D-22 and D-23 discuss the
county policies related to the development of the airport
and the county's comprehensive land use plan. Page G-6
of the braft EIR discusses' the County Department of
Airports concern for residential development. It says
right here: The Department is particularly concerned
about residential development of land west of I-5 and
encroachments on the take-off and landing patterns of
Metro Airport. The Department has indicated that it would
vigorously oppose any residential development in North *

Natomas west of I-5. We recognize the concerns. We also
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have some mitigation measures in there that talk about
that concern. So I believe the concerns that Mr. Kozub
brought up last time were, are responded to, are included
in the EIR.

Finally, as everyone takes a deep pause, I
said I could do this in an hour. 1It's a little over an
hour.

Finally there was some comments ffom the
Soutin Natomas Community Plan, Community Group. Again,
I think we responded to comments regarding the impacts
on the South Natomas streets. They also raised the
question regarding assumptions that have been made
for the regional transportation system. Again, the
document pages E-22, E-23, discuss future roadway
improvements in the region. Again, to clarify, in all
alternatives, State Route 99 was assdmed to be improved
to a four-lane freeway from I-5 into Sutter County.

It alsohincludes a grade separated interchange with
Elkhorn Boulevard. Both these projects are curreﬁtly in
the design phase. For the rest of the system, regional
system, existing freeway conditions were assumed and
that's what was used to analyze the transportation
impacts.

Specific interchange improvements related to

each of the individual alternatives, A through E, are
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discussed on page E-23 of the document and. there are
some specific interchange improvements. But' by, and large
the EIR assumed the existing freeway systems. '

Well, that concludes my prepared comments.

I certainly would be willing to respond to any comments
the Commission may have at this time if there's anything
I missed.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Are there any
questions from members of the Commission?

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: I have a general
question, and that is with respect to some of your.
information in the EIR goes as far as analyzing the
first three alternatives and then basically suggests
that the analysis for Alternatives D and E are so
significant that you just haven't gone that far and
continued the analysis. Is that sufficient with respect
to comparing --

. MR. BERMAN: I'm not sure that's an accurate
characterization of the EIR. Ve have attempted, and I
believe we have, analyzed each of the alternatives in
equal level of detail. Now, it is true that in some
instances in terms of what we've done is we've looked at
the year 2005 in some instances in terms of based upon
the analysis work done by Angus McDonald that build-out

would not occur for primarily Alternatives D and E until
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after the year 2005. So that when you're taking that
picture of the year 2005, in some instances it does not
include complete build-out. It would not go out then
and look at the build-out of Alternative D and E at
that instance. But that's again based upon the build-out
of both alternatives. Other than that, as I'm aware,
we've tried in each instance, traffic, air quality,
noise, to compare the impacts of the five alternatives
and to provide the same level-of information. In some
instances, as you get up to the higher levels of impact,
it's hard to distinguish the impacts, the differencés in
impacts. The impacts, it seems like you pretty much hit
a threshold and the impacts become similar and we have
indicated in those instances where the impacts for some
of the alternatives; C, D and E, are similar. But I
think, as I say, I do believe that we've done a fair job
in terms of all five alternatives.

‘ ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Any other Guestions?
I do have one for you, Bob.

You just mentioned that in analyzing the impacts
sometines it!s hard to distinguish a great deal of
difference. 1It's adjusting mitigation measures under each
of those alternatives, My, reading of the EIR suggests
that there's very little distinction between the order of

magnitude that would be required, for example, to mitigate
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air quality impacts under D as opposed to B or E.

Could you respond to that? g

MR. BERMAN: That's correct. What we tried to
do in terms of the mitigation meagsures is to say here are
the mitigation measures that would apply to all the plans.
Here are the mitigation.measuzes that would apply to
Alternative A. Here are the m;tigation measures that
would apply to B, C, and D, and to group mitigation
measures where appropriate. S$So you're correct, in a lot
of instances mitigation measures are similar for the
alternative, especially for alternatives B through E and
those mitigation measures are similar and because,;of that
they're grouped together in terms of air quality.' They 're
essentially the same mitigation measures for those
alternatives. The problems, the differences, for example,
in the ozone level between D and E, I think it ranges from
about three to five percent. With that order of
magnithde, you're qoing to require the same mitigation
measures. SO you are correct in that obsérvation.
Again, tnough, we tried to, where there are specific
mitigation measures for specific alternatives, we try to
pull those out. Like also we've done that for the five
individuallprojects. Where there are specific miiigation
measures for one or two of thosg individual projects,

we've spelled those out in the mitigation section.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION .
3431 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUME A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNI® 92478



T4

19
20

21

24

25

S3

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: bDid You attempt to
distinguish when you went through the kind of laundry
list of potential mitigation measures which ones were more
or less feasible? For example, we've already heard from
Regional Transit about the feasibility of using massive
bus service as a sigﬁifican; mitigation to air quality
impacts in North Natomas.

MR. BERMAN: Well, we think they're all feasible.
Some may' cost more than others. As you know, I mean
the way CEQA works for significant environmental impacts,
and there is a list of the significant environmental
impacts in Section B, that YOu are required to mitigate
those impacts. 'we believe that the measures identified
in the EIR would mitigate those impacts. IFf you find
that those mitiéation measures are infeasible due to
other reasons, economic reasons, social reasons or some_
other reason, the Council can then provide overridiné
considerations to indicate why the measures were not
adopted. But we do believe that the measures coniained
within the EIR are feasible in terms of mitigating the
impacts.

And admittedly though the question of the cost
in terms of regional transit, we recoygnize that will
require some hard decisions in terms of_the payment of

those, of the financing of mitigation measures.
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ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: One last question
about the process. 1In my experience we nozmi}}y hold
off acting to certify the final EIR until we have a
project, and you said earlier in your discussion that
we really don't have a project. We have a series of
alternatives. My concern is that shouldn't we leave
the Final EIR open as we go through this process working
down to a project because there is a possibility that
we'll find a new environmental impact as we work down to
a project that we may not have addressed? You suggested
that the solution is to do another EIR or a supplemental.
MR. BERMAN: Well, I would disagree. w?;?o have
a project. The project is the community plan. Okay,
but instead of looking at one land use configuration
for that community plan, what we've done is we've designed
the EIR to look at five land use configurations, okay, .
to look at that range, to allow the Commission and
ultimately the Council to look at the impacts of th'ose
ranges of alternatives. I would submit that whatever
alternative, whatever community plan you will come up with,
it will be somewhere within that range of those five.
I can't imagine -- maybe I shouldn't say this -- maybe
you will approve something in excess of Alternative E.
If that's the case, then you would have to go back.

Then this would cause problems because the EIR does not
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evaluate anything in excess of Alternative E. I feel
confident that the range -- and, again, the reason why
we added in those two additional alternatives was to give
a greater range of alternatives. So as far as the plan
that will be adopted, whatever comes out of this process,
this EIR covers those impacts at a community plan level.
When I was discussing the i@pacts, the need for
supplemental, I'm thinking more of the next level,
assuming that a community plan is approved, okay, and is
adopted. Then someone's going to go out and say, okay,
now we havelto do a specific drainage plan. At that point
when you do that specific drainage plan, okay, if in
the preparation of that it turns out that the assumptions
used for that specific drainage plan are different than
the assumptions used in this EIR, at that point you
may have to do supplemental work.

Another example would be a site specific project,
a stadium. If a stadium comes in and it's decided that
the traffic patterns of the stadium are completely
different than the assumptions used in the EIR, then you
would do a supplemental EIR but you would only focus
on the traffic. You wouldn't have to go back and look at
all the other issues related to the stadium. You would
do a supplemental on the traffic. But, again, that's

as more detailed information comes in beyond the general
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planning process because we are still at this general

plan level and I think you all recognize thas ?nd you
can't get to the level of detail that everybody would like
to get to in this analysis. But I firmly believe -- there
must be an attorney coming up. ©h, no.

MR. JENKINS: Let me suggest that we take a
15-minute break or so so the court reporter can redo her
machine.

(Thereupon a recess was taken.)

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: The meeting will

come back to order.

Are there any other questions from membe ks of
the Commission to be directed to Mr. Berman or any of the
other staff members?

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: 1 had one question.

See if I can remember what it was.
, It was with respect to the Final EIR. There's
a commént about the home to work commute goal that we

initially set out at the beginning of this entire

process and also the level of service C. If those

assumptions change at some point in this process, does

there have to be another analysis of impacts, for example,
if the level of service was dropped to D?
MR. BERMAN: No because that information is

still in the EIR in terms of the analysis. So it's
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8till there.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: So thére's adequate
information?

MR. BERMAN: It would be adequate. The
information in the analysis is not going to change.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: As well as the home to
work distance that we set out?

MR. BERMAN: Correct. Again, that analysis
is still in there. That analysis is still available.
So I yould say that it's still going to be adequate.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Okay. Are there
any other questions? Steve, you want to make a few
comments?

MR. JENKINS: Madam Chairman, Steve Jenkins,
for the record. Thank you.

Before we entertain public comments, I would
like to indicate if you do wish to speak, we '‘have a
yelloQ sign-in sheet for the court reporter. Please
Put your name and organization as we did the las; time.
Thank you.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Okay. Now we will
welcome public cohment at this time. Does anybody
want to comment? We do urge that any of the commentors
keep their comments brief and avoid repetition of comments

you might have made at the last meeting.
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MS. PATTERSON: I intend to do that.

Honorable Chairperson, Members of ;h;:
Commission, my name is Sheryl Patterson representing
the Environmental Council of Sacramento tonight. Last
week our vice president, Virginia Moose, presented you
with a detailed discussion of why ECOS feels that the
EIR for North Natomas project is inadequate and Bob has
gone through those comments and made his remarks, and 1
just want to let you know that we intend to respond in
writing to his comments because we don't agree.

In any case, what I'd like to present to you
tonight is just a brief overview to summarize why'”
ECOS recommends that you do not certify this EIR as
adequate. The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR
state what it's objective is. From reading this EIR
and based upon statements made about what this document
will be used for, there are really four different objective
or intended uses for this document. The direction of the
City Council was for this study to assist them in
answering the question of whether North Natomas should be
allowed to develop at this time. In addition, it's
objective is to evaluate the impacts of the proposed
community plan, which is Alternative C. This report
will also be used as a basis for decision on the five

project applications which have been combined as
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Alternative E. In addition, it will be the environmental
document used to make a decision on the location of the
proposed arena and stadium. We contend that these
objectives are not mutually compatible and the
relationship of each impact category to each objectivé
should have been specified but wasn't.

This is also true for the mitigation measures.

While we do not argue that the EIR is the
lopgest Environmentél Impact Report that this city has
ever prepared and that we have ever seen, tpat fact
should not be the primary justification for finding
this document to be adequate for its intended objectives.
In order to address the question of whether North
Natomas should be opened up for development and to
adequately evaluate land use options that would be of a
lesser impact than Alternative C, as is required by the
CEQA Guidelines, this report should have included an
alternafive land use plan that was somewhere between
Alternative A and Alternative B. Given that this.area
is currently in agricultural use, there should have been
an alternative which evaluated positive and negative
impacts of preserving, let's say, half of this area
in agricultural use and allowing urbanization within the
other half such as using the E-5 freeway as the dividing

line. Since this EIR is intended to be sufficient for
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making a decision on where the arena and stadium should
be located, it should have evaluated alternat}ge}locations
for these facilities both outside the North Natomas area
as well as within North Natomas. &All of the urbanization
alternatives B through E include these facilities in the
same location. Bob had referenced the fact that another
report, the ERA report, did talk about other locations
within the city where these facilities could be provided.
However, that report did not provide a full description
of the environmental impacts and that information was
not included in this EIR.

For these and all the reasons idencifie?gat
last week's meeting, we urge you to find that this;EIR
is not adequate and to direct staff to provide the
additional information requested. Vie feel the North
Natomas decision is a major turning point in the future
of the city and such a decision should not be made
hastily in order to meet an arbitrary schedule.

Thank you for your time.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Thank you. Are
there any questions?

Hiow many people are planning to speak?

Believe me, it would be helpful if you did sit close to
the front and sign in advance and then keep this moving.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Chris, are there going
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to be responses to these comments?

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Steve, could you
answer that.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Are there going to be
any responses to the comments that are made this
evening? 1I°'m just curious. There are not. I was
just curious.

MR. VAN DUYN: If the Commission wants us to
respond to specific issues related to whatever
testimonies are tonight, then you should ask us what
they are and what you want to know.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Okay. Thank you.

MS. SCHAEFER: Hello. I'm Trudy Schaefer,
President of the League of Women Voters of Sacramento.

The League of Women Voters has submitted
comments to the City Planning Commission regarding North
Natomas Draft Environmental Impact Report. Né wsuld
like to.reaffirm our support for the General Plan for
Sacramento and our concern that as yet there has geen
no General Plan update. North Natomas agricultural
land should be recognized as a renewable resource for
Sacramento's future. The area has been identified by
the city as land that‘should be held for agriculture.
It's production has been ensured by comprehensive planning

and zoning measures. Expansion of the urban service
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boundary is expensive. More and more agricultural land
is being consumed by urban sprawl in spite of ‘the policy
of infill. Any community plan for the development of
North Natomas will have major impacts on thesolicies: and
plans for all other areas of the City of Sacramento.
Because the decision of whether to develop
North Natomas will have such far-reaching consequences
for the future of the city, it is essential that the
Environmental Impact report thoroughly address all
significant and adverse effects which could occur as a
result of development. The League of Women Voters is
not convinced that the EIR contains adequate answersg
to such issues as transportation, both public transit
and road systems, air quality, including our ability
to make reasonable further progress in attaining the
standards mandated by the Federal Clean Air Act, solid
waste disposal, water supply and sewage treatment and the
effect Sn the redevelopment efforts that have already
begun elsewhere in the city. Moreover, considering the
expense of expanding the urban service boundary, the
identification of sources of funding of the infrastructure
and the timing of the funding are essential. - to the
process. These issues are of a magnitude that will
affect the overall quality of the environment of Sacramento

As you decide whether to certify the Final Environmental

|
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Impact Report, you as Commissioners must ask yourselves
whether you are satisfied that the EIR has adequately
addressed these impacts.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Thank you, Trudy.
Any questions?

Next.

MR. SMITH: My name is Ron Smith. I'm with
the Spink Corporation. I'm representing the Gateway
Point property owners.

First I would like to clarify Mr. Berman's
clarification of Mr. Yamshon's statement by indicating
that it is not the General Plan which requires the
North Natomas property owners to present compelling
reasons for development of North Natomas. It is the
city's growth policy. Am I correct?

We believe that the EIR in its present form
should and will be deemed adequate. This is an
extremély comprehensive document. It is probably more
comprehensive than any other EIR ever written on ; land
development project. This is not to say that we agree
with all the conclusions in the EIR. We believe that
in general fhe magnitude of the impacts identified in
the EIR are significantly overstated.

It's our opinion that this overstatement of

impacts results from a combination of conservative
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assumppions including the job-housing linkage, the employeeg
per household statistic, conserva;ive cost esifmﬁte

for infrastructure, unrealistic trip generatioﬁ rates
included in the traffic analysis, incorrect assumptions
of fiscal assumptions and funding assumptions, and many
other such conservative assumptions which result in
overstatement of the impacts. So it is our opinion that
the EIR is not only adequate, it is more than adequate

in identifying the impacts and appropriate mitigation
measures.

In conclusion we urge that the EIR be ce}Eified
in its present form and that we proceed with consideration
of the merits of the project. Thank you.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Thank you.

Are there any questions? Okay. Mext.

MR. SANDERS: Steve Sanders with the Sacramento
Transportation Coalition. I've already submitted our
comments on the Draft and also our comments on the Final.
I'd like to make just a couple of additional points.

One is related to the analysis that we asked

for on the impact on other areas, particularly downtown.

The EIR made a very general brief statement that growth
in downtown could be affected by opening up North

Natomas, but then went on to compare the impact to the
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impact in downtown San Francisco of what happens when you
have impacted traffic and transportation systems and we
don't think this is a fair analogy to make. We think
that tnis is the kind of comparison that downplays the
significance of the impact and perhaps lets a little,

has a little bit of bias creeping into it in terms of
what the significance of that impact are. I would suggest
the more appropriate comparison would be not with downtown
San Francisco which of course is a world class city with
no peer in this entire Northern California area,

but perhaps to the impact of suburban development on, say,
downtown San Jose or downtown Oakland. Those might be
much more cogent examples of what happens to a downtown
when you allow a significant development of this

magnitude to occur on an urban fringe which has happened
of course in both.of those areas.

Secondly, we didn't ask just for a general
statement of wiat the impacts might be. We asked for
specific mitigation measures that would prevent or
minimize the environmental effects that would occur
in'these other areas. These mitigation measures that
we've specifically asked for have not been provided and
there was basically no response to this, not only for
downtown and for the other areas, redevelopment areas,

as well as targeted growth areas, but also in terms of
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the transit system where we ask for specific mitigation
measures that would preserve and protect the comuunity's
investment in transit, both our ongoing investment and
our future investment in light rail. We think there's
going to be an impact. We think the impacts should be
analyzed. We think that proper mitigation measures should
be provided.

Secondly, the consultant pointed out that
feasibility is going to be a factor in determining what
mitigation measures will be required as conditions of any
approval. However, there's absolutely no guidance whatsoever
in the EIR as to the feasibility of many of these ..,
mitigation measures or the level of effort that's
required, particularly if you rely on the Surmary Table
which I'm sure many people will have to do simply
because of the comprehensiveness of the ten-pound document.

How are we to determine what level of effort
is required unless that information is provided and
without knowing the level of effort how can we determine
what level is feasible? So what you're being asked to
do is being asked to certify an EIR for which you have
no guidance on how feasible the mitigation measures
nor how effective they will be. We think that more
specificity needs to be required in both of those areas.

Third, in terms of some specific CEQA issues,
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the request that better information be provided in the
summary was not juét something we thought was a nice
suggestion. It's something that was required under CEQA
Guidelines. Guidelines and case law requires that

each significant impact and each mitigation measure be
described in the summary, not just those that are picked
and chosen to be included in there and we think those

in fairness should be provided.

Also, I don't think it's fair to say that
because sorme other agency hasn't pointed out a pressing
need for a mitigation measure that's been suggested
that, that there is no need for it. Case law again
specifies that an agency cannot put out a deficient EIR

in the hope that some other commenting agency will make

it adeqguate. If an impact has been identified, then it's

incumbent upon the preparers of the report, the lkad
agency, in this case, the city, to provide the analysis
and to provide the mitigation measures and not defer to
other agencies on basically passing the buck to them
saying it's Caltrans' responsibility or somebody else's
responsibility to provide that mitigation measure or
to certify to us that there is a need for that. So we
don't think that's a good response.

Finally, one last comment. The purpose of an

EIR is not just to inform a decisionmaker but it's to
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avoid environmental degradation. While we agree that

many of the impacts have been identified and 'thare's a lot
of information in the EIR, there has not in our opinion
been a good faith exploration of. actual alternatives

that will minimize or mitigate environmental damage and
there also has not been an adequate exploration of
feasible mitigation measures that should be adooted and
included in any community plan that falls upon the
certification of this EIR. Until that information is
provided and those mitigation measures and alternatives
are set forth, we don't think that the city would be
acting wisely to certify this EIR and should hold ouat until
that information and those measﬁres are provided. Thank
vou very much.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Thank you. Are
there any questions?

Thank you.

Any other comments? None?

MR. YAMSHON: Good evening. I would like to
disagree with Steve Sanders on just one item. I think
Sacramento is certainly as fine a world class city as
is the Bay Area or anyplace there such as San Francisco,
although I certainly agree with his analysis that
san Francisco probably does not nhave an urban fringe

in the way we have in Sacramento although they certainly
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have many fringes in San Prancisco.

I think Mr. Berman's opening comments are key,
and if you have hopefully had a chance to review our,
“our" being SCOLD, latest set of written comments which
we certainly don’'t believe have been answered adequately
tonight. Mr. Berman's comments gave you p;ecty explicit
reasons to find the Environmental Impact Report to be
inadequate. The California Environmental Quality Act
requires, it's an absolute requirement that cumulative
impacts on reasonably foreseeable impacted projects
be identified in attemsts to mitigate them. Although
they do not believe the 300,000 square foot additional
space in South Natomas is significant, they do not
identify cumulative impacts in South Natomas itself.
They identify only regional impacts.’® This is required
by CEQA. The EIR is invalid without it.

"Another problem we see is we agree that CEQA
does allow reasonable hypotheticais to be used when hard
data is not available. The question is what do you
use for tne hypothetical. In the hydrology section the

hypothetical is used since there is an admission that

there is no hard data or reliable data available for

many of the hydrological aspects, they use medium density
nousing. There were five alternative plans available,

four of which, B through E, call {or very intensive
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urban development, lots of industrial, lots of commercial,
and indeed the housing component is one of theimgre

minor aspects of some of these plans. The Sacramento
Board of Realtors earlier testified before this Commission
that they are very concerned about the out-of-kilter

jobs to housing balance. If it is going to be much

more intensely developed, then the hypothetical should
have been uséd for, if not all four plans, at least
something akin to what early on was a composite C or

D which are the currently most talked about plans could
have been reasonably used for the hypothetical. Tq use

a much lower volume or amount Of development such a;

23 square miles of medium density housing is not a
reasonable hypothetical within the meaning of CEQA.

In terms of other hydrologic aspects which we
do not feel were answered, we're looking at what had been
in the Draft EIR, in tne Final EIR, and in every hearing
until tonight, the ten-year flood. Tonight it was
described as the 100-year flood and that was for the
first time. '

Is that an amendment now to the drafc?

It's still the ten-year flooq you're talking about where
you'll use the streets for holding basins?

MR. BERMAN: Yes. I'm sorry.

MR. VAN DUYN: We want this on the record. So

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER ORIVE, SUITE A



19
20

21

23
24

25

71

why don't you address your questions to the Commission.

MR. YAMSHON: Okay.

One of our great gquestions in our commentary
on the use of streets for holding ponds is the EIRs in the
draft form's assertion was this would happen during
ten-year rainstorms. During Mr. Bermah's testimony
tonight, he stated he could not understand this because
for the 100-year flood, and tonigit was the first time
that that had been clarified. Every other hearing
and written document that I have seen, unless there's
some of these uncirculated Planning Devartment studies,
have referred to the ten-year flood. The report though
still talks in terms of inevitable pollution of the river
and reasonably probable pollution of the groundwater.

It says these things can be mitigated somewhat, but
the pollution will take place nevertheless. .

All we ask for is what would be the reasonably
foreseeable cost of this pollution. This was not
answered. All we were told is there will be mitigation
measures. That's great. We understand that. The rest
of the report remains, the pollution's going to happen.
What's the cost?

Our commentary about the use of the Alternative

A study was totally ignored with the commentary that he

does not understand why we object to the way Alternative A
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is used. I will explain it again.

I hope you don't get tired of this. ’
We understand that the use of the Alternative A study
was based upon current Master Plans and current zoning.
This includes the industrial area in the Northgate
Boulevard development area, in the airport Special
Planning Area. In the Final EIR, we questioned how
2000 acres of airport Special Planning Area could be
developed in the next 15 years. The answer in the
Final EIR was we assumed 500 acres of that. That
Special Planning Area has been in existence for 11 years
with no permits granted. If, indeed -- well, the "'’
Draft EIR states there's only the difference of 8,000

jobs between Alternative A and Alternative E, the

"most intensive, that would require about 26,000 jobs

to locate in that 500-acre area in the next 13 years.
All we asked in our final written comments is, okay,

if that's your assumption, what's your basis for it?
Where are we going to get 25 or 26,000 aircraft
manufacturing jobs in the next 15 years? They're more
than welcome. There is some land owned by aerospace
companies in Sacramento County. Aerojet and Douglas
Aircraft used to. I remember reading in the Bee it was
for sale at one time. I don't know if their 4,000-acre

parcel sold, but that was all on the Highway 50 corridor

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3423 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUITE 4
WrRIMENTD CALIFORMIA S350




1

12
13
14
15
16
7
18
19
20

21

23
24
25

73

out by Folsom and past Folsom. There is no land in the
planning area owned by aerospace companies and if we're
going to have 25,000 jobs with no development over less
than 1000 acres and only 8000 more jobs if you pave over
23 square miles, where did those other jobs go? Why will
they disappear if you develop the rest of Natomas
intensely?

Those are the kinds of problems we have with
Alternative A studies. They're just frought with
contradictions and we don't have any data backing them
up. The reason we are criticizing these is not because
we think it's wrong to study them. But when we find
@ajor contradictions such as this, we want to know the
data. When we ask for the data, we're just told it's
current zoning. We understand that. Please give us the
data. It is not adequate without it.

Also, I understand clearly the consultant's
position that certain aspects of funding are to be left
for another time for the current, for the community
planning process. But we're looking not only at costs,
we're looking at sources of funding. And when you look
at sources of funding, certain things are discussed.
Bond issues we're talking about, the fact that to support
the bond issue there'll have to be a regional tripling of

land prices. We're looking at assessment districts,
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potential taxes. Then finally there's this nebulous

item, other sources. We have asked for clarification of

other sources. CEQA does not allow environmental documents

to be passed without identification of the source of
funds. The mere hope that you can get state funding or
federal funding is not an identification of funds.
It is inadequately done.

Finally, if the difference between Alternative
A which is approximately slightly less than 1000 acres
of growth over the next 20 years and alternative C or D
which are the most likely alternatives to be passed which
is 23 square miles, 14,390 acres of growth, makes ar,
difference of only two percent regionally, two percént
population growth, I should say, which is well within
the margin for mathematical error in these studies.
If the difference in job ygrowth in that area between
Alcernative A and the more intensive alternatives are
so minimal, why are we bothering to develop them? Because
all it will do is draw economic growth, economic vitality

away from other areas which leaves our last question

~unanswered which perhaps was not understood and I assume

that from the comments.
In terms of cost, the areas which were slated
for developrment which will now no longer develop if North

Natomas becomes developed will still have infrastructure
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in place which has to be paid for somehow. That is
another one of the major regional cumulative impacts
which is required to be addressed by CEQA. The roads
will have to be maintained, the sewers will have to be
maintained, and the power grid will have to be maintained,
whether they're used or not. We believe these costs

to have begn addressed as well before the Final
Environmental Impact Report can be considered

adequate.

I want to thank you very much for your time
tonight and if there's any questions, I'd be glad to
answer them.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUWTER: Thank yéu. Are
there any questions?

Thank you.

MR. YAMSHON: Thank you.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: I think I saw one
more person who wanted to testify. Any more? Two,
three. Okay.

MR. THATCH: I'm Gregory Thatch and I represent
the Schumacner, Iverson, Keischer, Reid and Payne
applicants in the siudy area.

I'll be very brief tonight. In many respects
I can echo the remarks made by Mr. Smith. I am encouraged

as I sit here tonigint in hearing Mr. Berman's comments
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about the assumptions. They have caused us some concern.
We do not agree entirely with the assumptions 'utjlized
nor do we agree with the findings. However, I'm encouraged
by Mr. Berman's remarks and concur with that that it is
certainly permissible for this Commission and the

Council ultimately to consider other assumptions in that
those are contained in the EIR. I am also encouraged by
Mr. Berman's comments tonight identifying that in many
respects the analysis contained in the EIR is a worse
case analysis. We certainly think that that is so and
as such we believe that the document is adequate and

we would encourage you to vote for certification. .;,

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Thank you, Grég.

Any questions?

Additional comments?

MS. WESTON: My name is Pat Weston. I'm here
representing the California Department of Transportation,
Caltrans.

I'll be brief. I simply want to clarify
our comments on the Draft EIR. It's true that we did say
they generally have been adequately addressed and 1
simply wanted to clarify that our comments go on to say
that that is based on the fact that the Draft EIRand the
responses to it state that the cost of highway improvements

should be included in the final financing plan and the
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response to our comments does acknowledge the CTC
interchange funding policy. The letter goes on though

to state, and I wanted to clarify this, and I'll simply
read it to you quickly. We urge the city and the county'

to be aware that freeway mainline improvements in North

_Natomas will be competing for funds with other state

highway improvements in Sacramento County and in the
region. Improvements in the North Natomas area are
not planned to be buiit in the foreseeable future.

The next paragraph, and this will be brief
and will end my comments. The response to our comment
on the need for improvement separate regional impacts
from project specific impacts. We want to stress to you
that in our opinion the Worth Natomas development alone,
and we underline alone, has significant impacts not only
on the adjacent state highway system that's also oﬁ
downstream facilities including the downtown ranps,
for example, J Street -- and the gentleman has addressed
that -- and Business Route 80. The cumulative impacts
of Norps and South Natomas growth together as major
new access ‘into downtown is vital.

In summary, we feel that some of his responses
seem to downplay the need for mitigation measures by
indicating that measures, mitigation measures are desirable

We want to stress that they are necessary. It is a result
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of increased traffic volumes directly contributable to the
growth. Thank you. t

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Thank yo;, Pat.
Are there any questions?

MR. DOYLE: My remarks will also be brief.
I'm Bob Doyle. I'm speaking for the Natomas Community
Association. Your response to, the response to Heather
Fargo's comments of last week.

I want to take you back a couple of hours to
our bus trip. You may recall on the bus we went up
the little airport road towards the airport. According
to most of the plans that are before you and have o
been before us that we've been studying this, calls
for 14-20 and M-50 industrial uses within that area.
Now, you may recall that we weren't able to get up on
the freeway off of that, from that area. Remember how we
had to take the bus all the way around and go clear
down to an adjacent street two miles away and then
two miles ﬁorth and then two miles or about four miles
east until we could get over to the arena area? That's
because there is no way out of there unless there would
be some other way to get from the area and that, the
only other way would be to go San Juan Road which impacts
South Natomas. Now, this is the thing that I think

Commissioner Ramirez was referring to. When you impact
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South Natomas, you impact areas that are already impacted
to the point where they'are unmitigable.

Now, if this is going to cause more unmitigable
traffic, at least it should go into the record so that
the policy makers when they're studying this can deci@e
whether they want to add further unmitigable traffic in
South Natomas because that's the only way that you can
get the traffic from those M-20, M-50 industrial areas.
Just for the record.

Thank you.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTZR: Thank you, Bob.

Are there any other public comments?

Before we ciose the public hearing, does the
Commission have any comments or discussion, any questions
of the consultant?

okay. With that, the public hearing is
closed.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: I have a question of
staff. I'm interested in knowing the difference, once
again, between ceftifying the EIR this evening versus
continuing as we did in the South Natomas Community
Plan process wherdw we certified the EIR the same
evening that we took action on the community plan.

1R. VAN DUYN: Well, you certainly have the

option to do that if you want to go ahead and put off
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certification of the EIR this evening and continue that
and take action when you originally were scheéuiéd to hear
the plan, and that would be December 12th -- No;ember
21st, excuse me.

The problemwith that is the staff is suggesting
to the City Council and has suggested to the Planning
Commission as well that we have a series of workshop
sessions. Now, the intent behind the workshop sessions
was to get the Planning Commission and the City Council
in joint sessions so that we could start discussing the
principal matter of where we are going to go with the: North
Natomas Community Plan in its entirety. We have bé;h
advised by our legal counsel that the only proper way
for the Council and the Commission to do that would be
to first certify the environmental document. That's why
certification of the EIR is before you this evening
being the intent of the next process certification by the
Council and then an opportunity to begin the public
workshops to get into the plan. If the Commission feels
that they're not ready to certify the environmental
document this evening, then the workshop opportunity is
out of the question. There's just no way we can maintain
the schedule and still conduct the workshops and have the
objectives of meeting what those workshops might do for

us in the preparation of the plan. At the same time we
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have to get back and make a recommendation to the Council
by January the 6th.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: As originally designed
was the process developed for jqint workshops? I don't
recall.

MR. VAN DUYN: No, it was not.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Yet we were still going
to move within the time frame as sent out originally by
the City Council.

MR. VAN DUYN: The time frame is not being
suggested to change at all even with the workshops. The
only thing that staff is recommending to the Commission
and. the Council is that we have additional sessions.
Now, throughout the process, correct me if I'm wrong,
but I've heard a desire from the Commission's perspective
and others that have spoke publicly on the North
Natomas issue to have more meetings. We thoudht that
was an opportunity to do so and that is to certify the
EIR now, open up the process for workshops, but still
maintain the schedule which is the desire of the Council
and that is to get there by January éhe 6th. If the
Commission sees no merit in that, then fine, we can
proceed with the direction to not certify the EIR and
to go back to the schedule as it was originally designed

which means November the 21st you review the environmental

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
3433 AMERICAN RIVEA DRIVE. SINTE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95423
TF1 EPHONE (816) 972-8434

19
20

2

23
24

25

82

document and the plan and then the transmittal of your
decision to the City Council for their action’ dn'January
the 6th, and at that time the Council will. cerﬁify

the EIR and adopt the plan or at. least they will have
the opportunity to do so. If they decide to continue
it, then it's at their discretion.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Go ahead.

I just had one question. At what point in this process,
either with or without meeting jointly with the City
Council, will we discuss whether it's appropriate to
urbanize Horth Natomas at this time?

MR. VAN DUYN: Well, in your recommendation’s
for the plan will be November 21lst and you will begin
discussions on that.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: When we meet or
if we do meet jointly with the City Council, will we
be permitted to ask some of these fundamental questions
or any specific queétions about any of the EIR findings
or the proposed plans that have been -~

MR. VAN DUYN: WVell, I don't know what purpose
it would serve to ask questions about the EIR findings
if you're in a workshop because by the time you get to
the workshop the EIR will have been certified. Now, if
you're talking about mitigation measures --

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Yeah.
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MR. VAN DUYN: =-- then surely you can talk about
those and suggest mitigation measures up until the time
the Council adopts the plan. Theré's no restriction
on your opportunity or the number of mitigation alternatives
that you miéht want to suggest be included in the
preparation of the plan documents. So if yau find
some mitigation that was not discovered during the
environmental review, but you still want to use that
application for some land use decision later on, you're
allowed to do so.

ACTING CHAIRPERSOM HUNTER: Any other questions?

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Marty, then, again,
the benefit then of certifying the EIR is just for the
purpose of having a joint sessions of the City Council?

MR. VAN DUYN: Well, I don't know if that's
the singular benefict.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Can you tell me what
the others are?

MR. VAN DUYN: The other benefit is to get
into the plan process earlier than what we might have
done before, whether that be at the Planning Commission
level or at the City Council level, whether it be in
joint or separate sessions.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: Do we as a Commission,

can I get into the plan process without that certification?
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MR. VAN DUYN: 1I'm sorry. Frank, could you
repeat that? I'm sorry. A

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: As a Commissioh, we can
continue though with the plan process and get on with
the community plan without taking action on the EIR; is
that correct?

MR. VAN DUYN: Well, you can begin discussions
on the plan, that's true. But if you're intention with
that is to keep building a bigger environmental document,
then you may be creating yourself some problems in the
long run with getting to a project and then mitigating
that, whatever that might be if it does involve mfﬁ?gation
or at least'major mitigation.

MR. KOBEY: 1It's been our concern -- Ted Kobey,
Assistant City Attorney — it's been our concern that
discussions not proceed on the various plan alternatives
until the EIR has beenAcercified in order to remove
any problems that otherwise might crop up about pre-
determination and that type of thing. In other words,
get the environmental question, get the environmental
document éertified, and then proceed with the plan.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: How is that different
than the South Natomas?

MR. KOBEY: It probably isn't different than

the South Natomas, but it's, in this sense, except it's
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a larger development with I think probably larger basic
questions including the question of whether or not there
should be any urbanization. But nonetheless it's our
recommendation for this particular project, for the
community plan, general plan.amendments.

ACTING CHATRPERSON HUNTER: Okay . Are there
any other questions?

MR. VAN DUYN: Let me point out just so there's
no confusion. If the Council séends as much time
certifying the environmental document as the Commission
has, because let's assume for a moment that you certify
this evening, if you do certify, and the Council starts
hearing on certification and they attempt to do that
at what would have been the first workshop session, we will
effectively use that whole workshop session to certify
the EIR which leaves only one session that the Planning
Commission and the Council could meet in joint to do what
we had intended to do with three sessions. So in a
round about way what I anm Celling'you is that the workshop
sessions may be a washout in any event given the
length of time it's taken us to get to the point of
certifying the environmental documents.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: What's the pleasure
of the Commission? The question before us is whether or

not to certify the Final EIR at this time.
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COMMISSIONER HOLLOWAY: Well public bodies have
a tendency to leave the environnmental documené %ﬁen until
such time as they are totally comfortable and f;miliar
and happy. with the action that they're going to take on
the project. That's not the purpose of the environmental
document. It just happens to be the way public bodies
like to do things. 1It's a level of comfort.

From the way I understand CEQA is it's the
purpose of the Environmental Impact Report to identify
the impacts and to determine the significant impacts
and then to mitigate those impacts that can be mitigated
below the level of significance and to respond to é;ﬁments.
I think this document has done that and we can't leave it
open until we're completely happy and comfortable with
whatever action is going to be taken on the applications
and the plan and I think that as long as the document,
we can determine and the Council can determine that..the
docurent is adequate, it's time to do our job which is
to certify it or recommend it for certification. T'l1l
move that.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER SIMPSON: Second.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: Okay. Well,

I will make a statement that I would not vote for

certification of the EIR because I feel there are some
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fundamental problems with the EIR process, one of which
is the mitigation measures proposed have never been
demonstrated to be at all feasible or scoped out in terms
of the likelihood that they could be implemented. My
other fund;mental problem with this is that Plan A is
simply not a no-project alternative. If anybody who

was not already familiar with Sacramento picked up the
EIR and read Plan A, B, C, D, and E, they would assume
that North Natomas is already urbanized and they would
just ask what's the difference in degree.

So I tnink just from that point of straight
impression that you would get reading the description of
those alternatives, that Plan A does not fulfill its
purpose as a no-project alternative and I think there
are substantial questions that have been raised and that
could be answered in the course of this ovrocess as.we
work down to the Community Plan level. I recognize the
realities of expediting this process, but I'll just give
a dissenting vote.

Frank.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: I want to make a comment,
too. I'm not completely comfortable with the adequacy
of the EIR, nor am I comfortable in voting against the
adequacy of the EIR because I just feel I need more time

to reasonably sift through this huge document and
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continue to look at it from the perspective of the actions
we may be taking. My preference would be to éohtinue
the process because it doesn't seem to me thac'the
benefits tnat will accrue. from certifying it this
evening are all that great. In other words, we can c¢ontinud
to meet the schedules as originally set out and we can
continue to do a job that we've always done and that is
by moving the EIR along with the community plan. There-
fore, I'm not comfortable in voting with you, Brian,
but I assume is a counter-motion appropriate at this time?
Substitute motion.
ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: VYou can try x’d
COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ: I'd move that we not
deal with the adequacy of the EIR this eveninag and
that we move along in this Jrccess both with the EIR
and the community plan. As we did in South Natomas,
we adopted the EIR along with the comnunity plan if I
recall correctly. That would be my motion.
ACTING CHAIRPERSON HL{NTE/R: Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER FERRIS: I second it.
ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: The mo.tion will be
taken first. Will you call the roll?
COMMISSIONER HOLLOWAY: Vait a minute. What
rnotion?

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: The one that Frank
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MR. VAN DUYN: Substitute motion, your vote

at this time 1s on the substitute motion?

ACTING CHAIPPERSON HUNTER: Correct.
MR. VA}i DUYN: Ferris.
COMMISSIONER FERRIS: Aye.

MR. VAN DUYH: Fong.
COMIAISSIONER FONG: No.

MR. VAN DUYN: Goodin.
COMMISSTIONER GGODIN: No.

¥MR. VAN DUYN: Holloway.
COMMISSIONER HOLLOWAY: No.

MR. VAN DUYN: Hunter.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUWTER: Aye.
4R. VAN DUYN: Ramirez.
COMHISSIONER RAMIREZ: Aye.

MR. VAN DUYN: Simpson.

COMMISSIONER SIMPSON: No.

MR. VAN DUYN: Okay, Mr. Holloway's motion will —

COMMISSIONER HOLLOWAY: I have one question

before we vote. Harty, Chris raised an interesting

question.

In the South Natomas EIR and in the EIR for

the no-project. alternative or did the no-project

alternative under, for exanple, South Natomas, did it

89

other community plans, the no-project alternative, does
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project no development in South Natomas or did it take
in essence the status quo of the current zoningf”:‘x

MR. VAN DUYN: It took the current zoning and
the current plan as status quo.

MP. HOLLOWAY: WNo project. aAnd that's what
we've done in North Natomas as well?

MR. VAN DUYN: On the community plan basis we
have. When you take on individual project reviews,
obviously, no project means vou don't build that specific
project on the site and no project is status quo in
relationship to what's being applied for. But on p}?ns
what is existing is the adopted policy of the city.

In South Natomas that's wnat was adopted as amended up
to the date tﬁat the plan and the EIR work was prepared.
COMMISSIONER HOLLOWAY: Thank you.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: OKkay, take the roll
of Mr. Holloway's rmocion.

MR. VAN DUYN: On the main motion. Ferris.

COMMISSIONER FERRIS: Wo.

MR. VAI{ DUYN: Fong.

COMIMISSIONER FONG: Aye.

MK. VAN DUYN: Goodin.

COMMISSIONER GOODIN: Aye.

MR. VAN DUYN: Holloway.

COMMISSIONER HOLLOWAY: Aye.
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MR. VAN DUYN: Hunter.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUNTER: 1lo.

MR. VAl DUYil: PRamirez.

COMIISSIONER RAMIREZ: - Aye.

MR. VAIl DUYMN: Simpson.

COMMISSIONER SIMPSON: Aye.

MR. VAN DUYN: Motion passes.

ACTING CHAIRPERSON HUIITER: Okay. This meeting
is adjourned.

(Thereupon the meeting of the City

Planning Commission was adjourned

at 10:14 p.m.)

--000-~
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ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL OF SACRAMENTO !
GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

Attached are.copies of testimony which ECOS presented to the City Planning
Commission on October 17 and on October 23, describing inadequacies in the EIR
for the North MNatomas Community Plan. In addition to the reasons stated in
those comments, we append the following reasons for appealing the Planning
Commission decision to certify the EIR:

1. UWe agree with the comments |isted below shich sere made by other porties
at the October 23 hearing (page numbers refer to the transcript of the
hearing):

a) Pp. 64-65. Inadequacy of the assessment of the impact and the
specification of mitigation measures for the negative impacts on dowsntown, on
other redevelopment areas and on the community's investament in transit, ohich
is an air quality management measure in the Sacramento Air Quality Plan.”

b) p. 66. Inadequacy regarding specification of the level of effort needed
to mitigate various impacts in different alternatives, and the feasibility of
mitigation measures at the needed level of effort.

c) p. 67. Inadequacy of the Summary Table in identifying signficant impacts
and the mitigation measures needed for each.

d) p. 68. Failure to do a good faith exploration of actual alternatives that
will minimize and mitigate, and feasible mitgation measures that should be
included in any community plan.

e) p. 69 ond p. 16. Specific identification of the impacts and mitigations
for South Natomas intersections.

f) pp. ?0-71. Lack of clarity regarding the 10 year vs. 100 year flood
management needs.

g) pp. 12-73. Lack of documentation for the Riternative R development
scenario, unreasonable assumptions resulting in an inadequate “no project
alternative®.

h) pp. 74-73 Failure to include the cost of maintenance of existing
infrastructure outside the North Hatomas Community which @ill be underutilized
if North Natomas is urbanized.

2. MNany of the responses of the EIR Consultant to our comments were
inadequate and conjectural; we do not consider the'responses to our comments
to have addressed our comments adequately.
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3. MWe find some contradictions between the testimony of Hr. Berman to the
Planning Comaission and the mritten document, or other facts, indicating that
the Planning Coamission may have based its decision on false information.
Specifically, please notice the conflicts noted below:

a. There is considerable confusion about the fAlternative R developaent
assumptions and the issue of whether Alternative A is a sham no project
alternative. (P. 9 of the transcript for Berman's remarks, see also pp.

12-73, as noted above, October 23 hearing.) To illustrate the conflicts and
fir. Berman's inability to clarify the conflicts, we refer you to p. 61 of the
North HNatomas FEIR, wohich says that Alternative R has 500 acres of SPA
build-out in the year 2005; Exhibit A-20 of the Draft EIR shows that
Aiternative A has 2000 acres of SPA build-out in 2005. UWe would also note
that Alternative A has 2000 acres of SPA build-out while Rliternative C has
500; how then can it be argued that Alternative A assumptions are consistent
with B through E assumptions?

b. Regarding the lack of stadium alternative analysis, Hr. Berman refers to
the Economic Research Associates' study of sports facilities (p. 8). We would
point out that Economic fAnalysis of an Arena and/or Stadium for Sacramento,

California (Prepared for the City of Sacramento, Septeamber, 1984) wmas not an

EIR, and no documentation was presented in the ERR study to justify the
conclusion. P. |1-5 of the ERA study presents a one sentence explanation of
why central city and Cal Expo sites for a staodium were eliminated from
consideration: “fAfter evaluating site size, availability and existing parking
in more detail, it was determined that only Sites D and £ could realistically
acconmodate a stadium and its required parking.”

c. Hr. Berman's comments on stadium traffic analysis (lines 11-22, P. 13 of
the transcript) are misleading. He refers to p. E-112 of the DEIR. His
comment implies that the worst caose involves stadium and arena traffic
concurrent with peak commute flows in and out of the city. He does not bother
to tell the Planning Commission that he_is talking about a Sunday_afternoon.
In fact the peaks he refers to are the traffic generated by the sports
facilities. Nowhere in the DEIR or FEIR are sports facility impacts on
comnuter traffic assessed. Mr. Berman does not address our comment that worst
case should be based on both the volume of special events traffic and the
volume of traffic that otherwise would be using the same roads.

d. MHr. Berman says that the North Natomas EIR and the Sacramento Light Rail
Transit Starter Line EIR (August, 1983) are consistent. (p. 12) However, the

North Natomas EIR does not quote or refer to the LRT EIR and no specific
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information is presented to document his assertions regarding their
compatibility. The Hortheast Sacramento Corridor Preferred Rlternative Report
(June, 1981), specifically refers to "a major goal with respect to transit
improvesents and urban development is encouragement of infiil and clustering
around transit stations® (p. 16), and lists encouraging "the clustering of
urban development around a larger number of tranist stations” as a reason for
the preferred alternative being selected {(p. 27). The FEIS {(August, 1983)
repeats this goal and contains other references to compatibility between land

use and transit development. HNo where does the FEIS claim that the LAT
starter line is designed solely to serve existing commute trips, as the North
Natomas FEIR asserts. Instead, the purpose of the project is explicitly

stated as to meet growth needs in the most cost effective and environmentally
benign manner (2-34, 2-39).

The land use assumptions as stated in the August, 1983 FEIS, include vthe
following. These assumptions are in conflict with assumptions about LAT in
the North Natomas EIR:

e substantial gromth in the LRT corridor (pp.-l-3,1-4),

o growth in Central City employment (1-4),

e "to channel additional urban development to locations that, taken together,
will be more readily served by public transit systens. Significant
opportunities exist, particularly in the Folsom Corridor, to coordinate major

new land developments with transit system improvements.” (p. 1-4)

¢"The North-East Sacramento Study Area encompasses almost 80 percent of the
Sacramento urbanized area....® (3-9)

e"The 1982 Sacramento fAir Oualitg' Plan approved by the SACOG recommends

‘transportation control measures designed to increase ridership on public

transit. The proposed light rail system has been adopted in the 1982 Draft
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) by local agencies as one of those measures.
This project is in an air quality non-attainment area which has transportation
control measures conditionally approved by the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPR)in a State Implementation Plan (SIP) on July 1, 1982." (3-14)

e"By improving public transit, coupled with suburban park and ride lots, LRT
will reduce demand for parking spaces in the Sacramento central business
district. This is consistent with goals identified in the Sacramento Central

City and Capitel fArea Plans.® (3-15) |
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e“One of the principal reasons that involved jurisdictions have created the
Sacramento Transit Development fgency is to ensure that both the City and
County of Sacramento continue to be involved in the project. This woill
facilitate coordination of LRT deveiopment with supportive actions including
- land use decision making as well as traffic and parking management.” (8-10)

o°fAs to existing land use and vacant parcels, it is expected that over time
the presence of LRT will result in development of wvacant land mostly with
offices and retail commercial facilities in the vicinity of stations.® (8-12)

In_sum, the Horth Natomas E!R would have to be amended to be compatible with
the Sacramento LRT Starter line FEIS.

e. Regarding the ability of a dome on the stadium to mitigate negative
environmental impacts and improve the jobs-housing balance in the coamunity,
(pp. 25-26) MNr. Berman presents conflicting information and avoids answering
our comment. P. 166 of the FEIR acknowledges that a netal dome would make the
stadium compatible with any adjacent land uses. This would imply an increase
in the potential amount of residential land in the community plan, given the
statement on P. G-24 of the DEIR regarding Alternatives B,C,0 and E, "In order
to agvoid stadium noise annoyance to future residents residential land uses
should not be designated within the 40 dBA maximum instantaneous A-weighted
sound level contour of the stadium.” Exhibits 6-10 through G-13 show the 40
dBA maoximum instantaneous A-weighted sound level contour of the stadium for
each of the alternatives. Clearly o dome would increase the amount of
potential residential land in the community, and therefore the attainment of a
jobs-housing balance favorable to air quality and preservation of agricultural
land in surrounding areas.

f. Nr. Berman has not backed up the assertions in the FEIR regarding ozone
mitigation measures with documents from the Air Pollution Control District.
He has faulty information; he has given the Planning Commission faulty
information. Instead of wverifying his information with the Air Pollution
Control District, he is putting the burden upon that agency to correct his.

Berman says on p. 30: there is currently smog incident planning, there's some
joint city planning PSH [sic] programs being undertaken.” This is not true,
- While the regulations of the APCD provide for emergency episode measures ghen
smog_levels reach the alert stages, Sacramento does not have a planning
process for avoiding smog alerts through smog season planning, nor is there a
joint city-county transportation control program.
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Major land use changes increasing air pollution in @ non-attainment area
logical ly must be accompanied by all feasible mitigation measures. The EIR
does not adequately identify and evaluate all feasible mitigation measures for
the air quality deterioration created by the proposed land use changes.

g. P. 24. Nr. Berman says that data do not exist to tell us hoe many days of
unhealthy air we can expect to occur under the different alternatives in the
EIR. This is much too important an environmental indicator to be dismissed.
Knowing that gross emissions for the region will increase a certain percentage
‘tells us almost nothing about what we can expect--and therefore must plan to
prevent--in terms of the air quality we experience. MNodels do exist which can
be used to moke estimates. MWe know the range of days in violation of clean
air standards shich have been experienced in Sacramento and the range of days
in urban areas with greater levels of emissions. MHe are not asking Mr. Berman
to predict the weather; we are asking for a reasonable estimate, a range of
variation, under the different alternatives, of the increase in days exceeding
the national clear air standards.

h. P. 30 Hr. Berman asserts that mitigation measures are in the financing
plan, but he does not note in his testimony that there are mitigation measures
that are pot in the financing plan. This is a signficant oversight in his
testimony and in the EIR. It is difficult to weigh the costs and benefits of
‘adopting a new Horth Hatomas Community Plan in a reasonable way when the costs
are not specified. He have not seen a list of which mitigation measures are
included and which are not included in the financing plan. MHe do not believe
that costs have been included for mitigation of agricultural land loss,
wildlife and vegetotion loss, air quality degradation, traffic impacts in
South Natomas, transit operating costs, natural drainage, and perhaps others.

" CONCLUS IO

There is much good information in the EIR, information which should be
important in the evaluation of alternative plans for Sacramento. However,
there is much that is missing from the EIR that will be needed to accurately
and adequately assess the impacts and required mitigation measures for changes
in the land use in the North Natomas Community. Therefore, we believe that
the EIR should not be certified, and instead, the Council! should direct that
the inadequacies which we have identified in the EIR be corrected.



TESTIMONY BEFORE THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ON THE NORTH NATOMAS FINAL EIR
October 23, 1985

Honorable Chairperson and members of the Commission, my naze is " and I
an representing the Environmental Council of Sacramento, Last week, our vice-
president, Virginia Moose, presented you with a detailed discussion on why
ECOS feels that the EIR for the North llatomas project is inadequate,
Hopefully, you have had the opportunity to read throuzh this report and I
would be willing to answer any questions you may have on tae information
contained therein. I would also like to briefly provide an overview of why
ECOS recommends that you do not certify this EIR as adequate tonight,

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR state what its objective is, From
reading this EIR and based upon statements made about what this document will
be used for, there are actually five objectives or intended uses of this
docunent. LAt

The direction of the City Council was for this study to assist them in
answering the question of whether North llatomas should be allowed to develop
at this time. In addition, its objective is to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed Community Plan, which has been identified as Alternative C. Thais
report will also be used as the basis for a decision on the five project
applications, which have been combined as Alternative E. In addition, it°will
be the environmental document used to make a decision on the location of the
proposed arena and stadium, We contend that these objectives are not mutually
compatible and the relationship of each impact category to each objective
should have been specified but wasn't, While we do not argue that this EIR is
the longest environmental impact report that the City has ever prepared and
that we have ever seen, that fact should not be the justification for finding
this document to be adeqwuate for its intended objectives.

In order to address the question of whether North Natomas should be opended up
for development and to adequately evaluate land use opticns that would be of a
lesser impact than Alternative C, as is required by the CEQA guidelines, this
report should have included an alternative land use plan that was somewhere
between Alternative A and Alternative B. Given that this area is currently in
agricultural use, there should have been an alternative which evaluted the
positive and negative impacts of preserving half of the area in agricultural
use and allowing urbanization within the other half, such as using the I-5
freeway as the dividing line. Since this EIR is intended to be sufficient for
paking a decision on where the arena and stadium should be located, it should
have evaluated alternative locations for these faciltiies both outside of the
North Natomas area as well as within North Natomas, All of the urbanization

~ alternatives, B through E include these faciltiles in the same location.

For these and all of the reasons identified at last week's meeting, we urge
you to find that this EIR is not adequate and to direct staff to provide the
additional information requested. We feel the North Natomas decision is a
major turning point in the future of this City and such a decision should not
be made hastily in order to meet an arbitrary schedule.

Thank yoh for your time,
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COMMENTS ON THE FINAL .ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW FOR
THE NORTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN, Presented to the City Planning
Commission

The Environmental Council of Sacramento finds inadequacies with the
environmental review of the North Natomas Community Plan.
Specifically, we find inadequacies in the EIR in:

ethe definition of the alternatives under study and the evaluation
of the cumulative impacts of these alternatives; .

ethe information presented
alternatives;

to document the impacts of

ethe presentation of feasible mitigation measures.

Specific examples of each of these inadequacies are listed on the
pages that follow. These inadequacies involve the whole range of
environmental issues--traffic and the transportation system, air
quality, noise, jobs-housing balance, impacts on existing community
plans, downtown vitality and redevelopment areas, natural area and
wildlife preservation, toxics, hydrology and public safety.

As a general conclusion we would observe that there remain many
questionmarks in assessing the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of
urbanizing North Natomas. Also it is clear that the City is unable to
resolve inconsistencies among its various plans.

We are asking the Planning Commission specifically to ensure that all

mitigation measures included in the text of the DEIR and FEIR be
included in the Summary Table of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, or
clearly referenced there. Also the Planning Commission should
request a list of all environmental impacts for which adequate
information is not available at this time, but which should be
evaluated at any later more detailed review.

Environmental Council of Sacramento, Inc.

™~

€2 Recycled Paper

909 1éth Street, Sacramento, California 95844




Page Two

oThe Definition of the Alternatives Under Study and the Evaluation of
the Cumuiative Impacts of these filternatives is Inadequate

!. lmpucts of changes in the comeunity plan should be compared with
existing conditions. This is not done, for example, in the Summary
Table.

2. The range of alternatives is unnecessarily constricted given a
major general plan change. ARlternatives between A and B exist which are
not adequately evaluted. RAlternatives emphasizing housing have not been
examined. Every alternative emphasizes industrial oand sports
facilities. This points to a predecision on  sports/industrial which
is inappropriate in the absence of o general plan omendment specifying
the need and evaluating alternative locations for such facilities.
Adequate industrial land already zoned for this purpose exists in
Sacraomento. fliternative sites for sports facilities exist shich have
the necessary infrastructure and are not located in areas designated by
the General Plan for agricultural and open space use.

3. The RAlternative A constitutes a sham no project alternative.
This has many ramifications in the EIR, some of shich have been pointed
out at previous hearings.

a. For example, it is wrealistic to assume that the approved levels of
development in the County area of North Natomas ®sill occur if the city does not
approve urbanization in the City area of North Natomas. Hence the impacts of
Alternative A are overstated, and cosparisons with other altermatives are incorrect,
for exampla in the case of housing.

b. Another example: since the rezoning in the County “Northgate Industrial
Area” has already been subject to an erwirommental review, inclusion of the impacts
of that development in this EIR is improper in so far as it obscures the impacts of
City rezoning of North Natomas farmiaond to urban uses, as it does for examplae in its
assessaent of the impocts on other city community land use plans (p. 16 "Summary”)>.

4, Riternative A is defined so that comparisons are made with
other alternatives that imply small differences between the
alternatives, yet Alternative B through E impact magnitudes are two to
three times the magnitudes of Rlternative R, and many times the
magnitudes of existing conditions. "The Summary of Imspacts and
Mitigation Heasures” is severely flawed in that major differences in
impacts and mitigations needed under different alternatives are masked.

5. A specific exomple of improper assessment of impacts under
Rliternative A versus other Alternatives is illustrated on page 33,
“Solid Haste" impacts. City lacks the policies, financing and
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prograss to accomodate the solid waste to be generated under

Aiternatives B through £ but under Alternotive A, City would not need
to develop these mitigation measures since all solid waste generation
due to development would be the responsibility of County governament.
The "Summary® fails to recognize that City lacks the ability to manage
the solid waste generated by Alternatives B through E, and that it has
no responsibility for mitigation under Alternative A. Instead impacts
and mitigations are considered equivalent under fAlternatives A through

E.

6. One result of points 1 through 5 above is that the cumulative
impacts of development under different alternatives have not been
assessed adequately. The document has been constructed so that the
range of alternatives is constricted and so that differences betseen
Alternat ives appear to be minimal. The result is that the environmental
impacts of different land use and mitigation measure decisions are
sinimized and masked.

oThe Information Presented to Document the l|mpocts of RAlternatives is
|nadequate There are five types of instances in shich the inforsation

presented is inadequate. The categories and exasples are listed belos.
Also we present our coseent on these instances.

1. Response is an undocumented assertion or information is garbled
so that it is difficult to tell whether the question has been anseered.
Our comment is that such assertions should be backed by analysis and
documsentation. Examples are:

a. P. 133 “The initial light rail linas will serva areas that houve high
levels of developwent already, or hove plans for significant developmsent in the near
future. The development of North Natomas shouid have minimal or no effect on the
ridership of those two lines.” See also Page 146, “The light rail starter line will
be serving, predominately, existing cosmuter trips. Development of North Natomas
should hove little or no impact on the starter line ridership.” The analyses in
the UMTR Alternatives Analysis and the Light Rail Project EIR are based on the
assuaption that Morth Natomas will not be urbanized, and that land use policies would
support light rail transit development. The North Natomas EIR assumptions should be
consistent with the assumptions in the alternatives analysis and erwironmental impact

report for light rail.

b. P. 134 "The proposed hours of operation of the sports complex should
preclude any significant conflict between sports complex and comsuter traffic.”
thepmposedharsofopemtimofthemtseo-plexbemmesented?

c. P. 70. Rlso P. 103, Respnse to D-4 Tha assertion is mode that the
difference between the Blayney-Dyett Plan for South Matomas and the Plan to be
adopted by the City Council is not signficant, because the 300,000 odditional square
feat of nonrasidential developsent is not a significant increase. The type and
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location of development q:prwals would have significant ispacts in teres of
assessing North Natomas Community Pions. See also P. 131, E—43 Response which soys
that the traffic volumes generated in South Natomas would be 11 percent greater.

d. P. 9. C-10 Comment and Response. It is important to estimate the_pet
additional jobs added by opening up North Natomas and then compare the ervironsental
and fiscal costs of generating those jobs ogainst the bemefits to the cossunity
brought by the jobs. He do not have a clear statement that the loss of agricultural
and agriculturally related jobs by the removal of HNorth Natomas land from
agricul tural production has been subtracted from the expected esployment generated by
non—agricul tural users. [t is not enough to say that the number of jobs created will
be greater than the number of Jobs eliminated. (See P. 84, Response to C-47)

e. P. 83 Response to C-10. The response does not answer the question.
How much risk is there for umitigated erwironmental impacts, what ispacts sould be
ummitigated, what additional mitigation would be needed if the employee density
factor used varies substantially from the aoctual employee density factor experienced
in North Natomas development? UWhat would be a substantial variation? Hhat we are
looking for is assurance that the risk of error in employee density and other assumed
characteristics of the comaunity, e.g. worker per household factors) is low. |If
there is substantial ervirormental risk involved, then the EIR should hove a msethod
for litigoting the impacts which were not estimated because of faulty assumptions.
This is particularly important given the statement on P. 87, Response to C~28, that,
Northﬂato-ascwnotbeoo-paedtomgotherwbma‘eobecmse |tuouldbeam|q.ae
comaunity. This is also important to any phasing plan.

2. Response is “"outside scope”. Our comment is that such ispacts
should be documented if EIR is to be adequate. Examples are:

a. P. 130. "An analysis of impacts to the regional light rail/bus transit
system resulting from development in North Natomas was beyond the scope of this
study.” It should be noted that the success of the transit system is a part of the
Air Quality Maintenonce Plan for Sacramento adopted by the City and County of
Sacramento in order to meet federal Clean Rir Act requirements. (See also Page 133)

b. P. 135 Costs to freight hauling of alternative comsunity plans is
deemed "beyond the scope of this DEIR.” (E-36) This impact is not beyond the proper
scope of the EIR. For example, does increased cost of freight hauling operations
cause g loss of trucking business in our area? |If so, the economic value of this
loss in terms of jobs needs to be included in the calculation of net jobs produced,
and the growth inducing impact on nearby agricultural land needs to be included in
calcuiation of eewironmental impacts.

c. P. 136 "R daetailed analysis of the traffic ispacts on the internal
South Natomas street system was beyond the scope of this study.” He disagree, and
support the Natomas Community Association comments on this issue.

d. P. 122 "Because the regional analysis was perforsed on an ADT basis,
speclflc peak hour Information is not avalld:le for more co-prehenslve LOS analysis,
ond was beyond the scopa of this study.” What this meons is that the EIR assesses
traffic impocts, infrastructure sizing, and indirectiy air quality impocts, using an
assumption about the expected peak to base ratio of traffic that is typical of large
metropolitan areas, while Sacramento today has a higher peak to base ratio. This is
particularly disturbing because the EIR is saying that se will plan on having traffic
patterns like the Los Angeles and the Bay Area have, while the purpose of an EIR is
to plan so that we don't repeat the mistakes of the past. This is disturbing also
because of the EIR assertion that HNorth Natomas is unique. If North Natomas
development is unique,why will the EIR use stondard (LA-Bay Area) trip generation
assusptions not consistent with the patterns in Sacramento?

e. P. 159 "The preparation of a year 2005 emission inrventory for the
non—attainment area is beyond the scope of this EIR."  This does not answer the
question shy a year 2005 emission projection for ozone and carbon monoxide for the
County was not prepared for the EIR. How can the North Natomas impact on air quality
be assessed if a projection of air quality without Morth Natomas development is not
available as a basel ine?
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3. Response is "inforsation is not available®. Our comsent is that
the information should be available aond is needed to document the
impacts. Examples are:

a. Poge 161, Coament F-23 “Currently there is no methodology by which the
ruaber of days violating the standard con ba datermined from emissions data. The
modeling performed as part of the AQP focused on predicting the highest levels of
ozone, not the rumber of days exceeding the standard.™ HWe believe that a methodology
axists to obtain a reasondble estimate of the number of days exceeding the standard
under different development scenarios. This is essential information in assessing
the erwirormental iapacts of various alternatives and in plamning mitigation
measures. He should know whether there will be two, twenty or two hundred more smoggqy
days under the different al ternatives assessed.

b. P. 161-2 Comment F-25 and Responsa. “However, no data exist that
sould allow prediction of health costs associated with an incresental increase in
pollutant levels in Sacramento.” We believe that_some data do exist and that an
aeffort to quantify the ispacts of air pollution induced by tha rezoning proposed in
the proposed North Natomas Community Plan is required. Mumber of daoys exceeding the
standard and costs. per exceedance day for the metropolitan area are relevant to the
evaluation of a major general plan amendsent in a nonattainment area.

4. Response is "staff directed us elseshere.” Our cosment is that

the EIR is the city's document and city staff should respond to the
coamment. Exaaples are:

a. P. 134 flegarding usa of a Sunday afternoon as the uorst case traffic
iopact analysis for the stadium/arena complax, the FEIR lists "direction of the city”
as a reason. This is inadequate. Other "worst cases” should have been analyzed.
Judging worst case on the basis of highest attendance at the complex ignores the
iaportance of the ratio between the traffic generated by the special aevent to tha
traffic which otherwise would be using the samse tronsportation facilities at the samse
time. Friday and Sunday evening travel between the Bay Area and Lake Tahoe, for
exaaplie, cannot be ignored in assessing the traffic impacts of sports complex use.

5. Response is "information is not appropriate to this level of
revies but is appropriate at a later revies stage.® Our coament is that
these issues should be listed separately, and the City should commit
itself to responding adequately to these coaments at a later stage.

sThe Presentation of Feasible Hitigation Heasures is |nadequate There
are wmany instances in which available aitigation aeasures are not
evaluated and/or are not included as feasible mitigation aeasures in the
Summary Table, and instances in which the costs of feasible amitigation
aeasures are not included in the financing plan. Our comment is that
all feasible mitigation measures should be included in the FEIR, and
that the costs of the mitigation measures should be included in the
financing plan. Examples are:

a. P. 29, A domed stadium. A domed stodium would mitigate many of the
negative enwironmental impacts of the sports facility on the balance of land uses In
the community plan, parsitting a greater supply of housing in North Natomas, less
commuting, a better jobs/housing balance. Yet the additional cost of an enclosed
stadium is not estimated, and it is not listed as a feasible maitication seasure.
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b. "Sussary” P. 133 Light rail is not included in the Suamary Tablae.

¢. P. 135 FEIR notes that “operating hours of the facility (sports
conplexl should be limited to reduce conflicts wsith weekday peak hour traffic,” but
this is not listed as a mitigation measure in the Susmary Table or elseshere.

d. P. 1722. H-13-14. The City today lacks policy, financing and progrom
for managing solid maste that is currently being generated given the limits of
current landfill capacity. HHw does the EIR assuma that tha City con solva its
current solid waste mancgement problem and the additional solid wsaste burden
represented by the North Natomas Cossunity Plan? Why does the EIR not list as a
necessary aitigation measure the need to find odditional disposal capacity? Hw does
the EIR show no difference in solid waste msanagesent iapacts between Alternative A
and Altarnatives B through E whan under A, City sould hava no msaste disposal probles

over the existing plan, while under B th‘oug'n E, the City would have a substmtmllg
increased waste disposal plan?

a. List in the Susmary Table the specific mitigation measures contained in
the letter from the Sacramento Audubon Society, Sth and 6th parographs, regarding a
nature preserve area contiguous with Fishersan's Lake, retention ponds, etc. .

f. PP. 163-164 F-30 regarding additional mitigation seasures for the air
quality impocts. Participation of project sponsors and sajor empioyers within the
North Natomas area should be included as a mitigation measure. The responses on
feasibility of smog incident planing and joint city/county tsa program should be
verified sith the Air Pollution Control District. e are not aware that either of
these programs currently exist as part of air pollution control.

g. FPhasing of North Matomas development contingent on build out and
occupancyy of particular areas already zoned for similar development is a feasibla
mitigation measure which should be |isted.

h. Hitigation measusras should be included in tha financing plan.
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tne Clerk

please.

regarding

PROCEEDINGS

{{AYOR RUDIN: Call the meeting to nrder. will

call the roll, please.

DEPUTY CITY CLERK BEXA/IAN: Chinn.
COUNCIL HMEMBER CHINN: Here.

DEPUTY CITY CLERX BEAMAN: Johnson.
COUNCIL MEMBEP CSNHNSON: Here.
DEPUTY CITY CLERX BEAMAN: Kastanis.
COUNCIL MEMBEP KASTANIS: Here.
DEPUTY CiTY CLERK BEAMAMN: Pope.
COUNCIL HMEMBER POPE: Here.

DEPUTY CITY CLERX BEA:AN: Robie.
COUNCIL MEMBER ROBIE: Here.

DEFUTY CITY CLERX BEAMAM: Serna. Shore.
COUNCIL MEIYBER SHORE: Here.

DEPUTY CITY CLERK: Smaliman. Rudin.
ri:AYOR RUDIN: Here.

(Thereupon a discussion was held off

the record.)

{IAYOR RUDIN: wWill the Clerk call Iter 15,

DEPUTY CITY CLERK BEALAN: Various natters

North Natormas: Consideration of an appeal of

the City Planning Commission action on Octoher 23

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE A
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95825
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recommending certification of the EIR for North Natomas
Community Planning Alternatives Study and certification
of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the North
Natomas Community Plan Alternatives Stﬁdy.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you. Mr. Jenkins, before
you begin, let me just tell how we're going to be proceed-
ing on tnis. First of all, we're going to deal with the
aépeal and certification of the EIR conzurrently. Ue're
going to open botil hearinis at the same time because.I
think a lot of the guestions that would be asked in one
would be asked in the other one and we'll be considering
tae same kind of subject matter. We will begin with the
appellant's comments. We'll take those first. Well,
we'll take first some staff comments and thenr we'll take
the apgpellant's comments. After we hear from the apvellant,
I would ask during tihat time that Council tlembers hold
their questions back until we hear all of the arpeal and
titen we'll ask questions and respond, get a resnonse from
staff. After wﬁich we'll take other comments as part of
the public}hearing on the EIR. We'll take Council
guestions, staff response, and then take whatever action
the Council sees fit at that point. So now, dr. Jenkins.

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: Mayor, before we begin -+

MAYOR RUDIN: Questions about the n»rocess?

COUNCIL IiMEMBER XASTANIS: 1I'd like to acknowledge

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUITE A
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two classes from Sac State that are here, Tina Thonas'
students from the Environmental impact Renorting class
and the Environmental Law class that are here to observe
demécracy in action. Good luck, guys.

MAYOR RUDIN: Raise your hands. %e're going
to try to set a ¢ood exam»le tonight.

Mr. Serna.

COUNCIL IiEMBER SERNA: This is no excuse fo?
Professor Thomas not to be teaching her class ' on campus.

MAYOR RUDINMN: She took tne easy wav out tonight.
We're the guest lecturers tonignt. Anything else?

All right. Then, if that »rocedure is accentable to
evervone, we'll call on iiir. Jenkins now for staff
nreview.

MR. JENKINS: Thank you, Mayor Rudin, Merbers
of the City Council. . Steve Jenkins, Planning Counsultant
and Project Manager for the lorth Natomas Planning
Studies.

The first item before you as the Clerk indicated
is considegation of apoeal of the Planning Commission's
action of October 23rd recommending certification of the
North Natomas EIR. On October 23rd the Planning
Comnission voted by a vote of seven ayes and two noes
and two absent to recommend tnat the Council adopt a

resolution certifying the North Natomas Comrunity Plan
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Alternatives EIR. 1In certifying the EIR, the technical
éétion that was requested of thé Commission and also of
the Council is that you certify that the Environmental
Inpact Report has been orerared in accord&nce with state
environmental guidelines, local environmental cuidelines,
and that you have read and considered not only the
report but all the comments and transcripgts at hearings,
et cetera, that were submnitted as part of the hearing
nrocess on that report.

On November 1lst the Planning Division received
an anpeal from the Environmental Council of Sacramento
listing various reasons why thev felt that the Planning
Commission action of October 23rd was in error. Also on
November lst notice was placed in the Daily Recorder
that you would be considering the appeal this evening,
November 1l2th. On November 8th a staff report was
submitted for your consideration. That report contained
various items which are listed on pace 3 of the staff
report. They included not only the appeal that was filed

with the Planning Division, but also staff and consultant

Aresponses to the appeal, a written transcriot of the

Commission's October 23rd Final EIR hearing, a transcript
of tne October 17th hearinag on the Final EIR, a copy of
the Final EIR, a copy of the Draft EIR and all hearings

on the draft as well as comments that were submitted,
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have been submitted to you previously. Staff has
reviewed tine material contained in the appeal. They
nave reviewed the written comments and the testirony
that was submitted on October 23rd and, as a result,
staff recommends that the appeal be denied.

I would like to indicate to you before I get
into the staff recommendation, formai staff recormmendation
that the item before you tais evening, Both Item 15A and
15B relate to an appeal on the Environmental Impact
Rerort as well as a recommendation for certification of

the EIR.. The various land use applications that have

been submitted to the City as well as the five alternative

Plans contained in the EIR are not before you this
evening and you are not to discuss the merits of either
the applications or the alternatives. Those matters
will be scneduled before vou on January 7th, 198¢, for
your consideration.

Now, with resgect to the formal recommendation
on the staff report of the appeal, staff recormends that
the City Council conduct a public hearing, as vou've
indicated, close the dublic hearing, and indicate an
intent to deny the appeal based on findings of fact
due in two weeks on October (sic) 26th, or if tne City
Council upholds the anveal, then the Council should

continue the hearing and advise the staff which issues,
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which specific issues need to be given additional
analysis.

With respect to the second item before vou which
is certification of the Environmental Impact Report,
on October 18, the close of the formal review period
of the Final EIR, staff submitted a staff renort and
recommendation to the Planning Commission and the City
Council recommending that you certify the EIR at a hearing
tentatively scheduled for October 23rd. This was
followed up by a staff report of October 22nd which
contained a written transcript of a hearing conducted
by the Planning Commission on October 17, as well as
all written comments. .

As I previously indicated, the Planning
Comnission did recommend certification on the 23rd.

The City Council decided not to attend that hearing and
as a result this is the first time that you'wve had any
direct involverment with the EIR.

On November 8th a staff remort was submitted
for your qpnsideration. The recommendations contained
in that staff report, again, tne staff'and Planning
Cormmission recommend that the City Council conduct a
public hearing, close the nublic hearing, continue this
item for two weeks to November 26 and then at that time

proceed to certify the EIR and adopt the resolution which
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is attached to the staff report.

MAYOR RUDIN: Excuse me. ¥ould you read that
again, that last statement vou made?

MR. JENKINS: Certify the -- close the public
nearing, continue the item for two weeks to November 26
and at that time proceed to certify the EIR and adopt
a resolution which is attached to your staff report.

Some of this presentation may seem technical
and long-winded, but as you can see we have a court
reporter as we've had on all of our hearings on the
Environmental Impact Rewort and as we'll continue to have
all the way tnrough this process to make sure that there's
a certified written transcript of all the testimony,
et cetera.

We have in attendance mernbers of the North
Natomas consultant team, Angus iMcDonald, with the
firm of Angus McDonald and Associates who prepared the
economic and financial analvsis, Marty Inouye and also
Gary Hansen from Omni Means who Prepared tﬁe transportation
analysis, and Bob Berman with the firm of Nichols-Berman
who orepared the Environmental Impact Report. ‘

I would like to make one final comment, and
that is as people testify on the Environmental Impact
Report and the appeal, I have on this desk richt here a

sign-in sheet and if you would please print your name and
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the organization that you are with before you testify.
This will assist the court reporter in her assignment.

That concludes my presentation, and I believe
the next item is to convene the public hearing.

MAYOR RUDIN: All right. Thank you.

COUNCIL !EMBER KASTANIS: I have a question.

MAYOR RUDIN: bir. Pope.

COUNCIL HMEMBER PCPE: Steve, I don't know if
it's a question to you or to Ted, but I want to make sure
I understand what we're doing here is I'm looking at the
appeai and also the certification of the EIR. 1It's not
a question the way I understand it of whether or not
we agree with the specific conclusions of the EIR or the
comments made in the EIR. 1It's just whetner or not all
of tne various issues in our opinion have been adequately
addressed.

MR. JENKINS: That's correct. In this process
we have separated the certification Drocess into two
elements. The first element -- and this is also dealing
witih the Planning Commission as well as the City Councilv
-- the first element is certification that the renort
has been prepared in accordance with the recuired
procedures and that you have read and considered tae
infqrmation tnat's been submitted in the revort as well

as at the nearings.
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COUNCIL ™MEMBER POPE: I see.

iMMR. JENKINS: The second item of the certifica-
tion process is an identification of significant
environmental impacts as well as mitigation measures,
statement of overrides. That will occur with the
Planning Commission écheduled for December 12ta when they
make their recommendation on North Natomas to you and
then it would be scheduled for your consideration when
vou decide whatever vou're going to decide on North
Natomas. That's when you will determine the specific
impacts and make your environmental findings.

[{AYOR RUDIN: Any further procedural questions
of Mr. Jenkins at this noint?

Mr. Kastanis.

'COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: Steve, then if we
act on Item 15 B tonight, tihen, we will be taking action
on November 26 on final action; is that correct?

MR. CENKINS: That's correct.

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: And yet the Planning
Commission. will be discussing the elements of the
Community Plan a week befofe that, then, on the 21st?

MR. JENKINS: That's correct. The Commission
again has already recommended certification of the EIR.

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: So thev'll be

discussing the actual elements of the Community Plan and
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we will be refrained from doing that until after we
certify the EIR on the 26th?

MR. JENKINS: According to tne City Attorney,
that's correct.

COUNCIL I'-IEMBE‘R KASTANIS: Well, that's doing
it wrong again. I thoucht we were going to avoid that
Drocess.

.MR. KOBEY: 1It's not at all uncommon for the
Planning Commission to take action on a community olan
or general plan amendment before the Council takes
action on the EIR. Happens all the time when the
Cormission certifies or recommends certification of the
EIR and takes its action at the same time. It's taken
its recommendatory action on the community plan or general
plan before the Council's certified the EIR.

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: We were honing to
separate those processes a little bit with this one,
though, so that we could have some interaction with the
Commission.

.~ MR. KOBEY; That's correct, but the Cormission
can still proceed to consider the Community Plan anendments|
It's taken its recommendatory action on the EIR.

COUNCIL MEWMBER KASTANIS: Is that a unanimous
opinion from our legsal department or just yours, ~

vir. Kobey?
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(Laughter.)

MR. KOBEY: No, it isn't just my opinion.
It's Mr. Jackson's.

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: Mr. Jackson's, too.

COUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: This is for the benefit
of the Sac State students to show we have democracy in
the Attorney's Office.

COUNCIL MEMBER POPE: In the staff, yeah.

MAYOR RUDIN: It doesn't require a unanimous
agreement of staff, just a majority of one. Okay.

(Laughter.)

MAYOR RUDIN: Let's move on then and nhear from
the appellants.

MS. LAMARE: Hi, I hope that you don't notice
that I had a big bowl of French onion soup for dinner.
That's the first thinc that Tina Thomas noticed wnen I
came 1in éhe roomn.

MAYOR RUDIN: Do you really want that on the
record?

MS. LAMAPE: No. I don't want that on the
record.

MAYOR RUDIN: Give your name and address for
the record in addition to your menu for dinner.

MS. LAMARE: Good evening, Mayor Rudin and

Members of the Council. I'm Judith Lamare. I'm
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representing the Environmental Council of Sacramento

and nere with me tonigat are members of my board. 1'q
like to introduce them. They're nere to answer your
questions. The members here include Virginia Moose from
the League of Women Voters, Mike Eaton from the Sierra
Club, our Treasurer, Cheryl Patterson representing the
Sacramento 0ld City Association who is our secretary,
and ECOS Board Member is Ralph Propper from the
American Lung Association of Sacramento, Katharine

Thompson from the Modern Transit Society, Andy Sawyer

. from the Sierra Club. So I will ask them to come up

and be forward here and be present so that as questions
cone up they may be able to answer then.

MAYOR RUDIN: Actually -- excuse me, if I may
interrupt. We want to hear from you or whoever is going
to sweak. How many peogle are going to speak?

MS. LAMARE: No one is going to speak until
you have questions. I'm going to review our position.
e will make a statement.

HMAYOR RUDIN: What I'm trying to say is we
want to hear from you what the objections are since
you're appealing the EIR. I think that there will
probably be more information we want from you as far
as specifics on the'EIR( you know, what specific points

do you feel are lacking. Rather than ask you questions
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about the EIR, we want you to tell us in your appeal
what you feel is deficient, in what ways you feel the
EIR is deficient and be very specific about that
SO we can get specific answers from staff.

MS. LAMARE: Just to review the process,
ECOS has commented at every stage of the EIR review
process since June 21st, 1934. In reviewing the Draft
EIR we responded with very détailed comments amountiné
to about eight single-spaced cages. We had 45 days to
do that. We had 14 days to respond to the responses of
your consultants and staff to our questions. The Final
EIR, our comments on the Final EIR itself numbered six
pages. We then had ten days to prepare our appveal. Our
apreal you nhave had in writing for aimost two weeks.
Our appeal contains all the previous comments that we
have made and in addition five pages of comments based
on tne hearing the Planning Commission held October 23rd.
The staff report on our appeal was issued last Friday
afternoon. Because of previous comnitments of our board
to families and friends, most of us really did not have
a chance to read the staff's response to our comments
until last night or today. So we do not have a point
by point confrontation with your staff's response to our
comments on the appeal. .

I want to say that in ceneral this process,
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the EIR review process, has resulted in what we think
is a better overall product because every time we raise
questions and staff and consultants respond to those
questions it makes for a better understanding of the
environmental impacts of the North Natomas Community
Plan Alternatives and of tne specific projects.‘
In this process what we have done is we have gone with
your staff and your consultants and we have looked at.the
foundation of tihe city. We have been in the basement. of
the city looking at the structure and the share and the
size of the city and we have been projecting and forecast-
ing and thinking what is going to be the impacts here,
there and there of making a big, big change in the
size and snape of the city. We nave in this process
raised the questions and the problems that we think could
come back to haunt our community later. Now what we
want is for the Council to go through this process. e
want you to walk through the foundation. We want you
to walk through the baserent of the city, look at the EIR,
its impacts and at the mitigation measures and the cost
of those mitigation measures, the issues that we have
been dealing with.

We think the Community Plan will be ruch,
much better for your attention to this EIR and the

problems that we're identifying with the EIR. We think
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that our appeal is a guide for you as Council Members
to the Community Plan and its impacts and the problens
that it may have. So in doing our appeal, we did become
very specific and we did try to pinpoint the issues that
we think you should look at before you certify the EIR.

Tonight you can adopt the staff's recommendation,
reject our appeal, and certify the EIR or you can grant
our appeal, tell the staff to go back and correct the
issues and problemns thét we have identified with the-
EIR.

Another thing that fou could do is to leave the
EIR certification open, review the EIR appeal, look at
it in detail, and confront the issues that we're raising
for you. To our knowledge there is really nothing that
compels you to certify the EIR tonight. In fact, if you
believe tnat you're compelled to certify, we would like
you to clarify that. .

I want to summarize what's in the appeal.
I do not want to stand up here for an hour and read that
appeal to you and I think everyone has had an opportunity
to look at it. If you do want to go into detail on each
of the points, then certainly we can do that.

We nave tonight come, a number of the members
of the board who have worked on this, have come here

prepared to clarify issues or to make statements about
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different issues in the appeal. Please notice that we
have three kinds of problems with the EIR.

We are saying the EIR is inadeqﬁate in three
different ways. One of the ways is in the very framework
of the structure of the way the EIF has been frared.

This is the most serious kind of problem because it
means perhaps going back and restructuring things a

bit more than people would really want to do. However,
we think it's important for you to know and feel comfortabld
yourselves with the way that the EIR has been structured
and to know when community plan issues are raised whether
the issues that are raised can be affected by the structure
of the EIR. In other words, one major issue that came

up during the process that many, many people commented
upon, ourselves included, is that the No Project Alternativg
is not a true no project alternative. It does not

really provide for tne Council the c¢omparisons with the
other alternatives which v ould allow you to evaluate

the impacts of the other alternatives.

We have pointed to other problems with the
structure of the EIR. One is that the EIR is supposed to
deal with several different problems: A General Plan
amendment, a Community Plan and five specific project
proposals. Any one of those problems would have

required a very studied EIR. By trying to deal with
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three different layers of environmental impact review,

the EIR fails to do so adequately in different areas.
Basically you're trying to do a General Plan

update without doing a General Plan update EIR. Okay.

That is a summary of the issues that we have raised

and we can answer specific questions about any of

those, but that category comes under the framework or the

structure of tne EIR, the way it's been put together.

A second category of problems that we have with the

EIR has to do with documentation of the impacts. There

are -- of course, this is a very huge document and there

are some areas that are very well documented. We didn't

bother to go over that and pat people on the back.

We were interested in finding out where the docurentation

of the impacts was inadequate and would hurt, in the long

run would severely nurt the ability to do a good

Conmunity Plan and we have focused on four areas. One

is air guality. The second area is the LRT starter line,

the impacts on the success of the LRT starter line and

its core,ﬁthe development in that corridor. The third

has to do with sports traffic and the assessment'of

the sports traffic. The fourth has to do with impacts

on South Natomas and particularly the traffic impacts

on South Natomas.

We feel that the king pin here is air quality
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because it's national policy implications. So if youy
read our appeal and the comments that we've made over the
last few months, you'll see that many times what we
are asking for is more definite documentation of impacts,
a more specific outlining of what will be the impacts.
One alternative compared to another alternative. What
is the level of impact of each alternative? bne of our
major complaints is that this EIR does not tell us how
many more days of poor air quality or unhealthy air
we are going to have under the different alternatives.
Will we have two more days, 20 more days, or 200 rore
days of air quality that exceeds national standards?

The EIR doesn't even cive us a reasonable forecast.

A third area and where we have problems 1is
in the identification of feasible mitigation measures,
what they will do and how much is needed for each
level of development. Also in terms of feasible
mitigation measures, how much will they cos£ and assessing
the cost per unit or anything like that in many, many
cases is not taken care of in the EIR.

Council and development proponents ha&e said in
the past that developérs will pay for all the costs of
all development in North Natpmas, that the developnent
will generate the revenues to pay for itself. But if

we do not know the cost, if they're not documented in
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the EIR, it will be very difficult to know how nuch those
costs are and to see that they're paid.

Most importantly, if the environmental impacts
have not been fully identified and the costs have not
been identified and the mitigation measures have not been
settled ét this point, the public will end up daving the
cost in the long run. So that is a very important
reason why we feel that the EIR has to bé really good.

It has to be -- we can't skip over major areas of cost
and impact if wg're going to make a community plan that
we can all be proud of.

All right. To sum up then, we feel that

certifying a faulty EIR is not part of ‘the answer. 1It's

part of the problem. We think that it is a pattern of

really well-intentioned mistakes. We don't see any bad
intentions on the part of the City. We think that the
staff is trying to give the Council what the Council
wants which is adhering to a predetermined time schedule
and a specific budget and that we think the Council is
trying to give the community what it thinks the community
wants which is a sports stadium.

But life is more complicated than single purpose
objectives. Life is complicated because it requires
a lot of different objectives and we think that here

in Sacramento there are a lot of wants. Air quality 1is
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important. We think that the health of the areas in the
City that are already developed is important and that
we need to be sure that these needs are balanced and

welighed, come out with a city that is a balanced and

healthy city.

The EIR is where we get the information to

.make the decisions about how to balance those interests.

If the EIR doesn't do its job, then it is a sham and
Sacramento deserves better than that.

So we want you to know that whether you
certify the EIR tonight or leave it open, whether vou
grant our appeal or not, we will continue to monitor the
Community Plan process, we will continue to evaluate
how the Community Plan is developed and we will comment
on the environmental impacts and the mitigation measures
and we will continue to point out where we think the
deficiencies in the EIR are making the Conununj.;cy Plan
problematic.

We think that, of course, if the Council would
leave the EIR open and look at the process as it unfolds,
that you will do a better job on the Community Plan and
that if you close the EIR at this point that you may be
losing an opportunity to correct some problems between
now and January.

So to close, we believe it's in the best
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interests of the City not to certify the EIR at this
tfﬁé, but to review our appeal in detail over the next
éouple of weeks or month or before you actually near
the Community Plan and we would like you t§ get involved
in looking in detail at our comments that we have
made. Thank you.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Judy.

Are there any dquestions?

Is there anyone else in the audience who wants
to present testimony on any aspect of this appeal?

MR. YAMSHON: Good evening, lladam Mayor,
Members of the Council. I'm Daniel Yamshon. I'm Chair
of the Sacramento Coalition Opposing Leap Frog Development.
We support the appeal of ECOS. Our written commentary
has been on file with the City staff and we will incor-
porate that into our testimony tonight.

Let me state something akout the process of
the Environmental Impact Report. If it is not certified
tonight or even two weeks from now and it's sent back for
study, that does not prevent the City of Sacramento or
the Council from later certifying a Community Plan. Indeed
the function of the Environmental Impact Report.is to
answer questions that the public and the City leaders
have a right to know before ermbarking on such a venture.

This is indeed a venture. 1It's six times the downtown

Y
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1 and midtown combined and that should tip people off to

2 the fact that tine impacts, even if mitigated, are

3 going to be significant.

4 | We believe that the Environmental Impact

5 Report is_inédequate in several basic areas. Illumber

6 one, it leaves too many econOmic cuestions unanswered.

7 tJe do not know where the funding is going to come from.

8 The Environmental Impact Report does talk about

9 developers payiné a certain percentage of the costs

10 involved. It talks about assessment districts and
1R} it talks about bonds. It also assigns approxinately :
12 25 percent of tha cost to something identified as
13 other sources. We believe this is pretty abstract and

14 | before the City puts the »ublic in debt which is wnat

15 will happen if other sources don't magically anpear on
16 the stdate or federal level, that we should know where

17 this money is going to come from. Also the California
18 Environmental Quality Act does not allow planning based
19 on unidentified funding. We have to know where the

20 money is coming from.

21 “A recent develonment since the drafting of

22 the econoric sections of the Environmental Impact Report |
23 came out two weeks ago from the Treasury Dedartment

) 24 where Donald Reacan indicated that one oi the major
25 rmoves on the federal level is going to be to take away

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUITE A
SACRAMENTQ, CALIFORNIA 35825
TO COLIMAIE /GI8Y G7I.RRAY




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24

235

23

the tax-exempt status from municipal bonds. This would
have severe impacts on Sacraﬁenté and any rmunicipality
from not only redevelopment, industrialization funding,
but this kind of basic infrastructure funding which would
be necessary for the City to iﬁdebt itself with a bond
issue as well.

I realize it's abstract now, but our nunicipal
bonds are one of the easiest areas for the Treasury |
Department to make inroads upon and indeed this year.the
first inroads into threatening the exempt status of
tax-free bonds by the registration provisions from the
Treasury Department did c¢o into effect with barely
a whimper.

This could threaten funding of this significantly-.

To support the bond debt, the Environmental
Impact Report states that you would need a regional
tripling of land prices. Regional is not only Sacramento
City, it's Sacramento City, it's portions of El Dorado
County, portions of Sutter County, and portions of
Yolo County. We question whether or not development in
North Natomas is going to give rise to a regional tripling
of land prices. I think that the other adverse inpacts
of the regional tripling of land prices should be
scheduled as wella. That would cause a general inflation

because any businessperson or any renter is going to have
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to charge more for their services, charge more for their
rents if a landlord has to chargé more to justify the
cost of the land. Tha;'s not answered or even addressed
in the Environmental Impact Report not to mention vhat
happens to the attractiveness of the low cost of living
and the low cost of doing business in Sacramento if you
have to triple the costs of doing business in order to
finance your plan. |
These comments were acknowledged by the
consultants but not answered. So the only way that's
left to finance many of these items becomes new taxes.
In other words, the public will be paying sooner or
later one way or another. 1In some respects in the
fiscal analyses I think the developers are indeed to be
commended for offering to pay for the costs of development.
It's about time that this has}happened; If you read
the report carerfully, they're talking about the
immediate on-site infrastructure costs. They're not
talking about regional costs. Indeed, regional costs
were not addressed in many areas such as regional costs

of improving roads, regional costs of improving sewers,

which must be passed on to the taxpayer because they felt

it was outside.the scope of the Environmental Impact Report.
We believe the public has a right to know.

In the hydrology section -- and I will get
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technical for only a second -- the hydrology section
admits at its outset that it did not nave data to do an
adequate hydrological study. We all know that this is

a low-lying wet area with many, many problems with the
soils with permeabilities that three counties drain through
there and a tremendous amount of water will come through.
So what they did was they used something called
qualitativehydrology . Qualitative hydrology is you make
up the information based on your best guess. So they
looked at the 23 square mile area as if it were mediun
density housing. Other than Alternative A and possibly
portions of B, we know that C, D and E call for extremely
intensive urban develorment. Their justification is

if data is not available, you can use qualitative

figures under the California Environmental Quality Act.
That aspect of the Act is true, however, we think that

the data was available. There are certainly water flow
studies, rainfall studies, soil studies. The kinds of
data that would be needed to analyze the various community
plans is gertainly available. We admit thatlengineers
today are capable of performing miracles with water and
other projects, but by assuming a very, very low hydrologic
problem, by assuming medium density housing, and even
here they're talking about raising a 23 square nrile

area above the 100-year flood line. That's avproximately
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12 feet. We don't know what the real costs are.

Anotner omitted item completely is the
hydrologic report of inevitable pollution of the
Sacramento River and a finite probability in the

Environmental Impact Report's words of ground water

- pollution in the Natomas area. The discharge of the

drainage canals with the inevitable pollution wbuld be
directly into the Sacramento River, even though mitigation
measures are proposed and we definitely think that the
planning process goes through that all mitigation measures
and water and air quality should be required, but it
still states there is this inevitability. The drain
canal, as all of you know, is only a mile above the
City's water intake. If the water filtration nlant has
to be relocated, if we have to look for alternative
measures such as fighting with East Bay MUD over
American River water, going to deep wells, all kinds of
things which the City has correctly rejected in the vast,
then the cost of these should be assessed.

We find problems with the transportation
system analysis. ECOS and Modern Transit Society's
comments incorporate most of our comments or our comments
incorporate them and I will leave you only with this
thought. If the light rail system was designed to bring

people downtown from outlying communities and you
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suddenly concentrate your business population.. away from
the target area of the light rail, wnere will be the
ineentive to use it? 1In other words, if the people
from Rancho Cordova and Citrus Heights no longer have
a light rail line to their work, there will be no
incentive to use it if, indeed, the studies show that
there will be a ceneral population and employment shift
to North Natomas. Which leads us into what we found
inadequate with the Alternative A study. Alternative A
is the so-called No Project Alternative.

I don't.disagree with the premise by both the
citics . and the authors of the EIR that Alternative A
is not a true no project alternative. What Alternative
A is is a studv of the current Master Plan, the City and
Ccounty, for that area, and assumes buildout of it.
That includes the 2,000 acre speciel assessment, excuse
me, Special Planning District near the airport, although
it's not clear now much of that is going to be built in
the Alternative A studies.

In some portions of the EIR it talks about a
500 acre eeildout of the airport SPA. In other sections
it talks about a 2,000 acres buildout. In any event,
it states that with the no project alternative there is
only going to be a two percent difference in growth in

Sacramento in tae next 20 years. We question if paving
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over 23 square miles of farm land versus not paving over
23 square miles of farm land and building out 500 acres
next to the airport nakes no difference really because

two pvercent is within the realm for mathematical error
with these kinds of studies, why are we bothering to go
through this process? Conversely, we asked and still have
not received an answer where is the aerospace industry
going to come from?

The airport Special Planning Area is for
aviation. related industry. We take.that to mean aircraft
repair or manufacturing. We také that to mean avionics
which is airplane radio type work, painting, fabrication,
maintenance, anything like that that's related to aircraft.
We do not take that to mean Pacific . Intermountain Express
putting a truck dock in there because it nandles some
air freight and, indeed, that has been basically how the
County has handled that area. In the 14 years the
airmort Special Planning Area has been in existencé,
there has not been a single rermit granted because there
has not been any aerospace industry wanting to locata
in that particular area. There is property in the
region held by aerospace companies along Highway 50
such as Aerojet. At one time there was 4,000 acres
owned by Douglas Aircraft .next to Aerojet.l At ane time

I read thev were hopinc to trade that for something else.
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I do not know if that trade took place. But the aerospace
in&ustry itself nhas located closer to the Air Force
bases and away from letro Airport.
| So thése leave tremendous questions which we

do not see answered in the Alternative A study and we
ask you as the Planning Commission asked the consultants,
to take a good, hard look at those studies.

In agriculture, this is becoming something of
a forgotten part of the environmental studies. We find
that the numbers are somewhat ofi because 1933 was the
base year whicn was the year of the Payment in Kind
Program where farmers were given cormmodities which they
would have growﬁ for not growing them.” This is a
different kind of subsidy than past farm subsidies have
been wnich was a cash type of arrangement for taking
some land out of production but not all the land as
under Payment in Kind. There were still significant
numbers of farmers in that area who decided to plant.
But because of the nature of the PIK Program which had
people taking 100 percent of their acreage out of
production rather than 25 percent of their acreage out of
production,~we believe that the agricultural production
figures are way under value.

The last topic I will talk about is the topic

of pnasing. The Environmental Impact Report states over
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and over again that any economic feasibility of develop-
ment depends on how are you going, how you are going to
rhase this. When vou're talking about 23 sguare niles
of new city which must by its nature merely draw
development from other existing areas, you have to know
what order things are going to be built and you cannot
put in 23 square miles of infrastructure all at once.
All the documenps to date are totally silent on the
issue of phasing. Since this does address the econonic
aspects so strongly, we believe that there should be some
answers on that. |

In conclusion, the function of Environmental
Impact Reports 1is to give you, the City Council people,
and us, the public, the information needed to make
informed decisions about the future of our community.
These are environmental decisions such as air and water
pollution, these are economic decisions as to the kinds
of taxes we're going to pay, where we're going to put
our resources. Are we going to put our resources into
unused streets or into schools and libraries? The
Environmental Impact Report does not give us enough
information to really make intelligent, informed lahd use
decisions at this time.

I want to thank you for your patience with me

and I'll be glad to answer any questions you might have.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUITE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825

P e maie cAcAL ATA ARAG




10
n
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24
25

31

MAYOR RUDIN: Afe there any questions?

MR. YAMSHON: Thank you very much.

MAYOR RUDIN: Other speakers?

MR. SAWYER: My name 1is Andy Sawyer. I live
in Sacramento at 500 N Street, Number 1403. I am an
ECOS Board Member and I offer these comments both in
support of EC0S' appeal and on the issue of certification.

In particular I want to speak to the issue
raised in the ECOS' appeal of the problem of trying to
do a General Plan update without a General Plan EIR.

The fundamental problem causing both this and other
deficiencies in the EIR is a planning process imposed
on EIR preparation where the EIR is required'to address
too ruch in too little time for an adequate document to
be prepared. According to tie EIR, it is intended to
serve as an environmental document for several planning
decisions ranging from General Plan amendments to site
specific approvals. The Resources Agency Guidelines for
implementation of the California Environmental Quality
Act establish a process for dealing with such a series
of decisions called tiering. Section 15383 of the
Guidelines provides in vwart tiering refers to the coverage
of general matters in broader EIRs such as on General
Plans or policy statements with subsequent narrow EIRé

or ultimately site specific EIRs incorporating by
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reference the general discussions and concentrating
solely on the issues specific to the EIR subsequently
prepared. Following this tiering process the sequence
of environmental documentation ﬁere should be, first,
an EIR on a General Plan émendment, second, a supplemental
EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan, and finally,
a suppiemental EIR or EIRs for specific approvals
including the sports complex and individual project
avplications.

Instead we see an effort to shortcircuit the
process and try to deal with all these decisions in a
single document. The result is an EIR which is inadequate
for any of these decisions.

The first step, as I said before, is General
Plan armendment. To allow approval of the projects
under review here, this amendment would have to amend
several General .Plan policies, not only as they apply
to Nofth Natomas but to take into account impacts through-
out the region. For example, the Final EIR points out
that the girculation element will have to bé amended to
incorporate reasonably specific Proposals for accommodating
the growth allowed in North Natomas. In haste to move |
on to the community planning issues, the EIR has glossed
over these Gerferal Plan issues and fails to provide

enough information even as to what the General Plan
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anendments will be, let alone what their impacts will

be. The basic problem with the Community Plan discussions
of the EIR'is somewhat different. It appears to assume
that the General Plan issue has already been decided.

The Draft EIR states that all five alternatives

are inconsistent with City and County agricultural
policies. Alternatives B through E all provide for
extensive industrial development, all provide for a sports
complex and all provide for é jobs-housing balance of

66 percent or less. Needless to say, one views the

issue as whether to develop North Natomas at this time,

. the range of alternatives which should be considered

is much broader. Alternatives consistent with City and
County agricultural »olicies must be considered.
Alternatives with a jobs-housing balance of 80 to 100
percent could also be considered. In short, the EIR
treats the issue as one of what intensity of industrial
development is appropriate rather than to develop and:
what type of development is appropriate at this time.

Such an approach would be appropriate as part of a tiering
process once a decision is made to amend the General

Plan to designate North Natomas for industrial development.
In focusing.on such a narrow range of alternatives at

this time, however, the EIR has simply jumped the gun.

Finally the EIR states that it's intended to
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serve, apparently without circulation of a supplemental
EIR, is the EIR for several specific projecﬁ
approvals. But the EIR simply lacks the necessary
specificity to make those decisions. For example, one of
the site specific approvals is for a sports complex,
but the EIR does not consider any sports cémplex
alternatives. Alternatives D through E all involve
a sports complex at the same location with both the
arena and the stadium at that location with an open air
stadium, with the exact same number of seats in the
arena and the stadium under all alternatives. By
trying'to deal with general planning, community planning
and site specific approvals in the same EIR, the EIR
simply has failed to consider an adequate range of
alternatives or to adequately document and mitiaate
environmental impacts for any of the decisions to be
made on the basis of the EIR. In short, bad land use
planning has resulted in an inadequate environmental
document.

.MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Mr. Sawyer.

Are there other speakers.

MR. PROPPER: Yes. My nare is Ralph Propper.
I represent the Lung Association of Sacramento. I'm on
the Board of ECOS and I'm here tonight to address some

of the issues dealing with air quality for ECOS.
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I believe that I should point out that there
may be some costs that the City of Sacramento will need
to bear that have not yet been considered by other
speakers here tonight. This has to do with the fact
that the EPA has announced a new policy as of a couple
of months ago in settlement of a suit called the
Reasonable Efforts Program which applies to Sacramento as
well as three other areas in the State of California
that do not show attainment of air quality standards,
in this case for ozone for Sacramento.

The bottom line is that there is the possibility
of sanctions that EPA can apply if it feels that the
Sacramento area is not doing all that, all that is
reasonable in the way of efforts to reduce the number
of exceedances, the number of days that is that the
ozone'standard is Qiolated in this area, this health-based
standard.

It would appear quite clear as though this project
would cause an increase in the number of days that we
have violation of the ozone standard.

Now, there have beer examples that we've seen
recently of how there have been increased costs as a result
of the fact that we don't reach attainment of the
national standard. I know for example with the

oronosed Waste to Energy Project that was considered
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here there was the fact that it was economically
infeasible partly because there would have to be a large
cost for necessary pollution control in this non-
attainment area. Basically the Reasonable Efforts Program
that the EPA announced a couple of months ago states
that in this coming year that EPA will try to determine
whethef all reasonable efforts coﬁtinue to be made over
and beyond the strategies that were contained in the
1982 plan. Among the kinds of measures that would be
considered is new transportation control measures.
Also there may also be needed new, of a new source
review requirement as well as mobile source measures.
This could mean, fér example, that it would be much nore
difficult for new industry to be sited in Sacramento.
We have seen that the EPA does use sanctions. For
example, Kern County didn't want to go ahead with a smog
check program for automobiles, that is, an inspection
and maintenance program and with the threat of sanctions
Kern County did agree to that. In addition in the
South Coast in recent years EPA withheld funds for
road construction and sewage hookup.

So it's clear at this time we do not know
exactly what the status of the EPA will be relative to
the number of increased exceedances of the ozone

standard. 1It's clear we cannot show reasonable further
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progress if this project goes ahead. So I just want
to be sure that the Council considers the possibility
of additional costs to Sacramento as a result of this
new policy.

Thank you.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Mr. Propper. Are
there any questions?

| Thank you.

Are there other speakers?

MS. THOMPSON: Good evening, Madam Mayor,
and ilembers of the City Council. Katharine Thompson,
President, Modern Transit Society.

Modern Transit supvorts the work done by the
Environmental Council on the enumeration of deficiencies
in the EIR. Our comments will servé as a brief
amplification of these points.

I believe they differ somewhat although they
cover some of the territory you've already heard.

We have three main points. That light rail
patronage may very well be affected; A major additional
impact that's unquantified in the EIR, Final EIR and
the responses to it, is the extent to which development
of this 23 square nile land mass inhepently turns
away from transit as the means to handle the growth 1n

transit over a year before Sacramento's new light rail
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i

system even opens. The point is, opening this land

turns awry the City's cormitment to transit, to compact
growth, to vertical growth, and to infill as tﬁe means
to handle growth. The EIR has difficulty recognizing
this. It doesn't really. It even returns in comments
by transportation agencies to our attention from the
underworld, a ghostly 1974 freeway in Orangevale,
Route 102, and a brand new freeway around the rim of
the County. It sharpens competition for scarce trans-
portation dollars by running up the bill by introducing
other major new road and freeway projects such as the
widening of I-5 and I-8C.

The 160 million dollar lignt rail project
did require studies of its efficacy. Some of you were
on the Council at the time. The City Council in 1981
assured the funding agencies such as UMTA in the Final

EIR and the alternatives analysis that light rail was

intended as a land use development tool. The development

'~ was going to take place in the Route 50 and Route I-30

corridors:yhere it would not encroach on agricultural
land. Light rail was also uéed, as the ECOS response
and appeal states, as part of a federally required
Air Quality Maintenance Plan for mitigation of air
qualitf violations. .

The EIR states that development of North
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Natomas should have little or no impact on the starter
light rail ridership. This is unsubstantiatedf The

UMTA Alternatives Analysis and the L.ight R:ail Final

EIR assume no such development in North Natomas. Elsewhere
the Natomas EIR assigns a siphoning effect on employment
of 37 to 65 percent. The MTS question remains unanswered:
How much will this job diversion affect lignt rail
patronage into downtown on the starter line?

Now, that's the specific question. The rwore
general question is is this not a departure from vour
established policies that underlay your air quality
plan, your central city plan and your decision on the
alternatives analysis which were all complimentary one
to the other.

- On air quality we have tne same questions
as the Lung Association's Air Conservation Committee
with the addition that we want to know what the
cumulative impact on agriculture, on produce that is,
of a departure of this kind may have on the Sacramento
Valley region as an air basin? What effort has been
or can be made to say we are not in this alone? If
we depart from what we believe are more considered
policies to policies of sprawl in the valley, what will
the ultimate impact be on agriculture on terms of damage?

We note that ARB has said that in the 3an Joaquin Valley
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1 this damage is now amounting to $134 million. And that

2 is part of the Clean Air Act, impact of air pollution
3 on crops.
4

Certainly it ought to be a concern. We're

5 in this valley which is the most ripe prospect for

6 pollution, rore severe than that of Los Angeles, the

7 worst in the United States according to the National Atlas
8 because we have no where for that pollution to escape.

9 If we set that kind of a precedent in standard, what -

10 would any other county in the valley be expected to do?
n Secondly, we second their comments about the impacts

12 on the attainment of the health related standard.

13 Then third we reiterate what North Natomas speaker said
14 | that the transportation costs are not totaled and it's

15 difficult for us to know what portion of those costs

16 should be borne when we don't know what they are.

17 It not only sharpens the competition for the dollars, but
18 it doesn't total them. We can only suppose that that

19 | means an increase in contribution by other people elsewhere
20 than the people that own the land there. 5o we urge

21 you to postpone or deny certification of the EIR on the
22| pasis of, in terms of transéortation, that we don't

23 know what the impacts are going to be on light rail and
24 | ye don't know whaﬁ the impacts are going to be on air

25 quality and we don't know where the money is coming from.
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MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you. Other speakers?

MR. SMITH: iadam Mayor, Ladies and Gentlemen
of the Council, my name is Ron Smith. I'm with the
Spink Corporation. I'm here tonight representing the
Gateway Point property owners.

Thougnh we do not acree with all the conclusions
reached in the Environmental Impact Report for the
North Natomas Community Plan,'we are convinced that that
document does meet all the requirements of adecuacv.

We would therefore urge that you deny the appeal before-
you this evening and proceed with the process of
certification of that EIRand consideration of the project
on its meriﬁs. Thank you.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Mr. Smith.

Other speakers.

MR. POLANS: Good evening, Mayor Rudin, City
Council Members, Jack Polans, 19 Milwaukee Court.

I'm not quite clear of what the Council refers
to as their opinion and that no elements or comments
would be stated. Does that mean that whatever the
City Council's opinions are as of today is what it
referenced and tiilat the elements such as air cuality
control is not to be spoken to today? I'm not clear
as to what was meant by City Councilman Pope on that. .,

COUNCIL MEMBER POPE: I didn't say anything.
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MAYOR RUDIN: I haven't heard anybody say
anything like that, Mr. Polans. The purpose of this

hearing though is to near from the public. Someone has

appealed the EIR. Someone has challenged it saying it

is not adequate. We're here to hear what the deficiencies

are in the EIR and make our decision after we hear staff
response on whether it's adequate which means whether |
it covers the bases as required by law.

MR. POLANS: In that case, Mayor Rudin, I just
heard I believe his name is Ron Smith suggest that
the City Council okay the EIR. If that is so, I would
like to make a motion for the City Council concerning the
procedure, if I may, Mayor Rudin.

MAYOR RUDIN: Well, you may not because the
public doesn't make motions. You can make a recommenda-
tion to us if you like.

MR. POLAMS: I would like to make a
recommendation, then, hopefully for a motion. And that
is as long as Rbn Smith is claiming that this EIR is
adequate and, therefore, wants the City Council to okay
it and certify it, I would like the public to be
pernitted to cross-examine the expertise of this EIR
and until such a thing has happened, I cannot see how
the City Council can certify the LIR.

I nainly would like to talk now about air
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quality. what I've heard so far, if the City Council
does not, if the City Council does certify the EIR,
then anything anybody else says as far as the public is
concerned would be useless. For example, on the air
guality, there is such a thing known as small particulate
pollutants and what is known as the large molecular
structure of the pollutants. The small particulate
pollutant coming from an exhaust car in traffic can
enter the skin.of a human being and enter from that ’
point into the organs, the lungs, the heart, and thereby
get into the blood cell causing cancer and respiratory
diseases. This should be stated in the EIR and it
hasn't been done so and if it has, it certainly hasn't
been done adequately as I can see clearly from this.

I will not go any furtner. I want to thank
the City Council. Mayor Rudin, thank you very nuch.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Mr. Polans.

Other speakers?

Are ybu coming down to speak, Connie?

~-MS. FINSTER: Connie Finster, Sacramento
0l1d City Association. Ve don't have detailed remarks,
but we are very concerned that the Environmental
Impact Report be direct and adequate on the problem
of impact on development downtown and on the impact on

the ability of the light rail system to survive. ie've
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been working witn the City Council for quite some tine
on those two projects and it's véry clear that the size
of the proposed projects in the North Natomas area are
going to have a very serious negative effect and this
can't be an adequate Environmental Impact Report

unless it addresses that head on.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Connie.

Are there any other speakers?

MR. KELLY: My name is Richard Kelly. 1I'm'a
resident of the North Natomas area and also work there.
Probably a rarity in the roon.

My problem with the -~ I'm alsc Chairman of
the North Natomas Planning Advisory Council, a Council
with the County.

- I'm confused by the document and I'm speaking
now as just a citizen who lives in the area. I'm not
an expert in particulates or anything else of that
nature. I'm a businessman doing business in North
Natomas with an integrated circuit company that we moved
here four.years ago on a promise of a better way of live
than the Silicon Valley. My main concern in getting
involved in planning is that I didn't do so along with
several hundreds of other people in the Silicon Valley
and as a result we ended up with a monumental disaster

as far as environmental effects are concerned.
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I would certainly hope that the Council and
others here will not only examine the EIR but learn from
the lessons that we have in the Silicon Valley, in
Los Angeles and San Jose and other regions.

Now to the EIR and its adequacy. As I
understood it, and I'd like someone to correct me anytime
they want on this point, I thougnt the basic question was
do we want to or should we develop North Natomas at this
time? I thought that's where we started from.

When I read the EIR, what I see is an answer
that says since you want to develop Nﬁrth Natomas,
here are the relative alternatives and here are the
relative costs. I don't believe the original question
has been answered or even addressed. It starts on the
assumption that you will and I have real trouble with
that.

The next thing is the business of relative
versus absolute costs. As a citizen and a taxpayer;
one of my main concerns and I'm sure the main concern
of all of us is with the taxes that we pay and are
expected to pay in the future. I personally am not
opposed to growth nor am I opposed to change. I believe
they're inevitable consequences and a natural consequence
of city dwelling. *However, I think that a oproject of

this magnitude which probably rivals the pyramid in scope
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needs some very careful consideration and some very
fundamental basic gquestions and in reading the EI§
-- and I have followed this process for a long time and
I worked with the staff. By the way, excellent,
professional staff, very cooperative and you're very
fortunate to have them on nand. Bué in looking at it,
I had trouble with the fiscal part particularly because
it speaks of relative costs. That reminds me of a man
who drowned in an average depth of three inches of water
when we speak of relative things. I'm not being
sarcastic -with that remark. It comes from an honest
point of view which is if you're going to do something,
what are the relative comparative costs of one thing
versus another. In my simple mind it's no different
than looking at I'm going to go buy somne snoes, what
are the relative shoes available and how much is the
relative cost of each because if I'm going to buy something,
I'don't care what it costs really because I'm going to
look for the best quality and the best price and I'm
going to buy it. So I'm looking at relative costs.
Again, I think it comes from an aséumption that you're
going to do something fairly irrespective of its cost.
Now, I'm not again being derogatory in that
remark. It's a point of view and a philosopny, a

fundamental structural approach to the EIR which I have
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trouble with. For 20 years I've made my business as a
general manager doing fiscal planning in which I
handled such programs as $20 billion space shuttle,
Titan Missile development program for several hundred
million dollars. So I think I know something about

big dollars in estimates. I'm not trying to overwhelm

you with that background. I feel qualified to talk about

numbers and plans of this magnitude and costs relative
versus absolute.

If I went to my corporation and I suggested
to them that we undertake a $400 million integrated
circuit plant in Albuquerque, New Mexico, because it
had a relative cost of Fairchild's plant in Sunnyvale
at X, I'd be immediately fired. I have no doubt about
that. My corporation and any other business-like
approach to business is to know what the absolute
cost of something is before you jump into it.

There's been a noble effort here undertaken
and I'm sure with the time and the monies available to
the planning staff and to the consultants and I have no
doubt about that, but the fact remains irrespective of
that that we don't know within a half a billion or even
a billion dollars what this program might cost us and
I've spent a lot of hours going throuah that fiscal

report looking at it. I've also examined Anderson's
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So I think you ought to, when you're looking at this
thing, look a lot at the fiscal plan and ask youself if
you're comfortable with an EIR tiat gives you relative
costs but you can't tell the absolute costs within
billions. That's a real straightforward, honest statement.
I1'1ll be glad to get into detail with anybody who wants
to argue that point.

' The regional costs of transportation are omitted.
The ostensible reason they're omitted is that the
costs will be incurred aﬂyway. Now, if you were setting
a budget for your household, would you aécept thatA
conclusion for the telephone bill, for the grocery bill?
I wouldn't. In the sewage area we're talking about
pumping an enormous amount of sewage. You have 70,000
pebple and all the other interactions of human waste
involved there down to Freeport and then disvosing of
it from there. The cost of the sewage again is omitted.
fhe reason giQen that with the normal expansion of the
area, they'll be incurred anyway. Now, I have trouble
with that because if there's going to be 250 million
has been irresponsibly thrown around for sewage, and
when I talked to Angus McDonald he told me regional
transportation is going to be a big number because

it costs $40 million a mile for a freeway today or
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something like that. When I talked to Omni Means alkout
thébtransportation thing, they told me that we'd have

to have the full extent of the freeways expanded to their
maxirum limits, their maximum physical right-of-way
limits from the bridge at I-80 to Madison on 80 and

from the City to the airport on I-5 even without the
development of North Natomas if you take the projected
population growth for the Sacramento area. So I tried

to get into that. I tried to understand it and all

I got from it was at the moment, and, again, understandably
so with the time and monies available to do the analysis,
a blank in those areas.

Now, getting into the fiscal part as far as
the mitigation measures associated with these enormous
amounts of monies, the mitigation measure provided is
a very, very key and important aspect of the entire
EIR as far as I'm concerned and as a planner and a
logistician myself it really caught my eye. There is an
old saying in a big project world that if you're going
to eat an_glephant, you do it one bite at a time and
you better have the right appetite, the right condiments
to go with it and an adequate size mouth and digestive
system, et cetera. Okay. So phasing is proposed.

So we're going to eat this elephant by bites to solve

the fiscal problems of approximately two billion is just
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a guess. So we're.going to phase it. We're going to
take phase one, phase two, phase three, phase four, in
order to approach this thing.

The consultant statss that the only phasing
we're looking at is the Phase C primarily. Dismisses
D and E because he says the traffic is so god awful
unmitigable, there's no.use wasting your time trying
to look at the phasing of any other plans. So there's
only one plan in the entire EIR that is in fact
examined from the phasing stan:lpoint and anybody who
has done anything'like this in the way of planning knows
that there is no way to approach a project of this
magnitude without approaching it in a phased, bite by
bite process. In my lifetime I may never see anything
but Phase I and probably a lot of you won't either.
I'd like to know what the hell Phase I is. I asked
that question at the Planning Commission and staff
and nobody knew. I bet you tonight I could ask the
question and nobody would know here either. Because
the only thing that's discussed in the way of phasing
in the EIR is you're given a little table and it
says, well, we would allocate X number of acres of this,
that and other to Phase I and we'd come up with
Phase II, et cetera. We don't hawe any view of what it

is. Is it 80 to Del Paso? 1Is it the canal to I-5?
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Is it west of I-5?

There's nothing in the plan that will tell you
that. If you have a Phase I, where do the roads end?
Where do they begin? If you have a sewer, where does
it end, where does it begin? If you're going to have
a Phase I, which applicént project is in Phase I?

None of those questions are answered in the EIR.

Okay. Phasing and financing is an absolute
key to doing this project correctly. It is the absolute
key in my opinion. I don't think there's anybody here
that would disagree with that. Yet, we don't at this
point know. It's not a criticism. I'm not blaming
these guys. If you asked me for a five-minute estimate,
I'll give you a five-minute estimate. It-will probably
be wrong. When I did a space shuttle program, each of
the contractors involved spent $25 million on just the
proposal. That tells you how much effort and how much
money it takes to plan a job to the point where you can
be fairly certain of what you're doing. Now, I'm not
blaming anybody here for not spending that kind of
money. I wouldn't spend it either. I'm just saying
for the money spent and the time involved to date, we
don't have enough information on fiscal matters and on
phasing to approach this project in a logical way.

Next I'd like to address the question of jobs
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and population or the benefit issue. I summarized the
sumhary because I work for a boss who says if you can't
get something on one page, you don't understand it.
Keep it simple, stupid, he says. So I just kind of
drift into that process of trying to get things down
to one page. When I did that I took the summary and I
laid it down and it got 25 categories and I took each
plan and I assigned a measure to it. Did the EIR say
that the impact was adverse or did the EIR say it was -
beneficial? Did it say it was significantly adverse?
what did it say? The score came out 25 categories all
adverse except one. In other words, when I read the
EIR, the score was only one beneficial effect of
developing North Natomas. That effect was employment.
When I got into the EIR.and the jobs and employment
question, it says, yeah, but that's a gross number for
North Natomas, not net for Sacramento. He explained
that remark beéause it's a very important issue. ilet
meaning that more than half of the source of development
for North gatomas and the population who would fill

up the space there would come from other areas of
Sacramento. So the 59, 60, 70, whichever plan you
pick, thousands of peo»le who would be living in

North Natomas, would be at the expense of other areas

of the City. 1In other words, to gain jobs in North
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Natomas, you give up jobs in Delta Shores, Laguna,
downtown, North Sacramento, et cetera. That's what the
plan says. In other words, we will create a competitor
for other projects alreédy approved and in process in

the City and create a major competitor for capital

monies from the City to support this other project and
we'll do it in the most expensive possible area in the
world to develop a swamp. In the process we're going‘to
abandon our entire General Plan for the City and adopt

a whole new policy. WNo infill. We're goinc to leap frog
it. We're going to forget about the downtown core develop- )
ment. We're going to let everybody compete to see if
they can't get a piece of North Watomas. That's what
the job population thing says.

If you read the population section it says the
total net gain to the City in population through the
next 20 years created by a development of North Natomas
is about four percent. You have to derive that figure
because it's not in the data. 1It's there, the data is
there, bugzyou have to take that ratio. It says South
Natomas will grow by 302 percent and Mr. Shore will
represent over half the vopulation of Sacramento.

(Laughter.)

COUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: I'm having enough

trouble already with what I've got.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
13433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95828

TEL EALIMAE /AEY OTY. Q004




10

1"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2)

23
24 .
25

54

MR. KELLY: That's why I wanted to warn you,
Dave. 1It's going to get vorse. '

COUNCIL MEFBER SHORE: He's got a good

argument.

| MR. KELLY: But it does say that. The fiqures
say that. And we know the tyranny in numbers, but it
does say that. Three hundred and two percent growth
in South Natomas. I thougyht Dave already had enough
problems with North Natoras and South Natomas without
getting involved with that one. In ather words, the
nlan directs that the growth of population in Sacramento
for tae next 20 years be olaced in the lNorth Section
of Sacramento and at the expense of jobs and population 4
in the other communities of Sacramento. As different
councilmen representing different districts, I thought
you'd be very interested in that.

Now, this competition for jobs and economics
in different sections of the cormunity is discussed in
the EIR, but I guarantee you that none of you will be
able to figure out what it means, to you, to you, to
you and té your constituents it isn't there. It
should be there, but it isn't there. Again, I'm not
blaming anybody. 1It's a five-minute estimate.
| The transportation section. The transportation

section combines with the fiscal section to say that
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it can't be done, folks. That's what it says. It can't
be done, but it isn't clear. Unfortunately, when you're a
staff of people working for a political body, vou aave
to become a little political. So you lay things
between the lines, don't you. Well, in reading the
EIR, there's a lot laid between the lines. 1It's
unfortunate, but that's the way it is in life. They
have to eat, too. But the transportation section says
we're going to fill up, again, wall to wall concrete. from
the bridge to Madison and from the city to the airport
and we're going to build a sports complex that puts
90,000 people rignt square between the city and the
airport when they go to events, 20,000 of them to the
basketball came and 50,000 of them off to the footbhall
game and I'd like to see somebody get to the airport
on time because I lived in the Silicon Valley and there
was no way in the world I could get to San Francisco
in time without taking about a Zfour-hour lead time
or helicopter. You're going to shut off, according to
this plan, you would be shutting off four corridor
between the city and the airport, and I guarantee it
if this plan is pursued.

I think that would be an absolute terrible
mistake. If you want a sports complex, why concertrate

the complex in that one corridor. Why not split it up?
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Put a stadium somewhere else. Put an arena out there.
i think everybody would support having an arena there.
The stadium, according to the data I saw, was fiscally
infeasible in an earlier report and the chances of
getting an NFL or baseball team worse than none as Dizzy
Dean used to say. So take what you have which is nut
an arena tihere and put the football stadium and the
baseball stadium somewhere else, but don't concentrate
it in that corridor.

Now, the fiscal and transportation plan,
according to that plan, the state and the federal
government is going to pay for most of the regional
transportation. The state's already told you they're
not going to touch it and the federal government is
going to tell you that in just a short period of time
or you can just ask them to get an earlier answer
because it's probably ¢oing to be no as we know. The
realities are that the taxpayer is fed up with
payving taxes and yet we have a lot of things to finance
and new big projects like this and $40 million a mile
isn't goiﬁg to get any public support and we all know
that.

The land use qhestion, and that area I think
the city planners became the most brave and the most

straightforward‘as they could be in this volitical body.
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They tell you that none of the applicants, none of the
applicants was able to show a compelling need for
development in North Natomas nor that it couldn't be
done anywhere else. Now, that's as straightforward as
it can get and it says it just like that.

Now, we know that there is in this town a
consensus at least for an arena if we can get it at
a reasonable price considering cost, land use issues
and quality of life and so on. So I think at least
one applicant may have shown some kind of public need
in that area. So maybe the statement as far as I'm
concerned and probably most of us are concerned is a
little strong in that respect. But nevertheless that's
what it says. I think what they were addressing,
and they do go on with that, is that when we adont
a development of North Natomas, we throw our city
plan rignt down the tubes, the one we have. So North
Natomas becomes a policy issue of great magnitude.
It says have we been developing the downtown core for
nothing? It says that we've been directing a real
transit s;stem into downtown for nothing. It says
should infill be our volicy? 1In other words, should we
do our development in a place whare it costs the taxpayer
tne least or should we do it in a place where it

costs the taxpayers the most? That's the land use issue
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and that's the reason I believe that the staff came up
with that conclusion that people had not shown a
compelling need for the project or that they nad shown
it couldn't be done somewhere else.

I think the EIR has a certain adequacy which
I applaud. It certainly brings up all these issues
and the staff ought to be commended for that. There's
no way I would have known about them except for the |

information they gave me and the information I got

‘thrOugh going down and spending some time talking about

it. Appreciate your indulgence and your time and I
hope somenow I kept you away from Silicon Valley.

Thank you.

[AAYOR RUDIMN: Thank you, Mr. Kelly.

Other speakers? Oh, time to change the vaper.
Take five minutes.

(Thereucon a recess was takan.)

MAYOR RUDIN: The meeting will come back to
order, please.

Mr. Carter, were you about to address us?

ﬁR. CARTER: Mayor Rudin, --

MAYOR RUDIN: Excuse me. Let's wait until the
doors are closed. Just a minute.

All right. Proceed.

MR. CARTER: Mayor Rudin, Members of the
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Council, my name 1is John Harvey Carter. I'm an architect

and I'm President of the Beautify Interstate 5 Association,

a non-wrofit corporation. I assure you one thing, I'1l1
be very brief.

I think the main‘single issue that the EIR
fails to address, and this is in a sense a reiteration
of the previou§ speaker, Rich Kelly, it has to do with
need. That the EIR doesn't really addreés this issue
in any significance. It simply, as Mr. Kelly pointed
out, makes an option of certain options that this Council
should have, but it doesn't addfess the issue: 1Is there
a real need for development in the North Natomas area.
In fact, the city today has in excess of 3,000 acres
that are currently undevelovned and already zoned for
this very kind of develorment and if any other measure
is taken ﬁo develop beyond 80 into the north area, then
we're into such total tremendous infrastructure costs
that do not play fair with what's already happening
within the city. With . these 3,000 acres and the
present comsumption of land within the city, we nave
enough land in the city to last well intb the year over
2000. Now, if you extend this to the metropolitan area,
and the EIR thing shoqld address that, then we have in
excess of 40,090 acres currently available for industrial

development beyond the city and encompassing the entire
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metropolitan areé. If this happens, that means that
this metropolitan area has enough land currently zoned
for development to last 175 years at least without
considering any development in the North Natomas area.
I think that's thé main poinﬁ I'd like to make.

I'd like to attempt to just briefly answer
Mr. Kelly's question about phasing. If the record of
this Council and the City Planning Commission is any
measure of what's going to happen in North Natomas,
then we can answer nis question of what Phase I will be
will simply be which developer‘gets here fastest with
the mostest and which can put thé most pressure on this
City Council. So Phase I is going to be developer A,
Phase II will be developer B with his 2,000 acres and
their specific plan for them to fight over this 23 sguare
miles. It will be a real traqgic event out there if
that happens.

Thank you. That's all I have to say.

IMAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, John.

.Are there other sweakers.

MR. WILSON: My name is Dave %lilson. I live
in South Natomas.

Mr. Kelly said just about everything I wanted
to say and probably better. I would like to go on record

as saying I support not only the ECOS appeal, but I
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think it would be mandatory that you examine Alternative
A of the EIR what a no-vlan plan would be. I think

that it's interesting that all of the areas of the plan
that are weak or indefinite or foggy or don't have
sufficient facts are anything that would not benefit

the developers. Thank you.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you.

MR. KILMER: I'm Russ Kilmer. I'm the illanager
of Natomas Airport, 3801 Airport Road. I presure now
that we've gone across the line and we're now in
your vortion of your agenda where we're taking general
comments on tne EIR. I'm not here speaking for the
appellant, but I do have comments I'd like to make on
the EIR in general and what they are is basically just
simply a reiteration of the written comments that
I've submitted to the Planning Commission when they were
considering the Draft EIR last month.

I feel that, as I previously stated, the
EIR is inadequafe in the way that it addresses the subject
of Natomas Airport. The aviation community in
Sacrament; is presently facing, if not a crisis, at least
a very serious problem. It may not be a matter of
awareness to all members of the aviation community as
yet, but it is coming home to roost rapidly, and that

is the subject of lack of capacitv, airport capacity,
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basing capacity for airplanes. That certainly has a
béaring or impact on the human environment of all of
those people that are a nember of that aviation community
and the reagional nature of aviation as it is means

that any shortfall anywhere in the region, in the area
has serious impact throughout the entire region.

That's why the potential impact of the closure of
Natomas Airport should be addressed moré adeguately

in the EIR.

The EIR, as I understand it, and this is
certainly not my field of expertise, but as I understand
it the EIR is supposed to address the impacts of
the vroposed development. The proposed development,
other than Alternative A, that is B through E, all of
those provosals do not include Natomas Airport. So
we think that that's a shortfall in the EIR that
should be rectified.

The only mitigation measure would be to
relocate the'aifport if that's possible, and that
subject was not addressed adequately also in the EIR.
That possibility nas been privately discussed, not
publicly as yet. But if it is a possible mitigation
reasure for the closure, of the loss of that airpnort,
we think that should be a matter of public record and

it should be addressed somewhere in this EIR
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consideration process or the EIR review orocess.

I'd like to remind you in closing that this
Council supported Natomas Airport during the Reliever
Airport Study as a strong contender for reliever status.
Unfortunately, from my point of view, the final decision
on that question was not in your hands. It went back
to the county. At that point we were dropped as a
contender for that position. However, this Council did
support Natomas Airmort as a strong contender for
reliever status, and I believe that was wise of the
Council to take that position because I think they
recognized the airport at that time as an asset to the
community, an asset that should be preserved.

Thank you.

IMMAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Russ.

Yes, we can get into the general comment phase
of this now, too. 1If there are no more corments on the
appeal or no more apvellants and Dpeople want to make
comments just géenerally on the EIR, this is the time to
do it.

ﬁR. EATON: Mayor Rudin, Members, Mike Eaton.
We'd like to speak briefiy given the hour on one aspect
of the ECOS appeal which I helped prepare.

One of our major concerns, as vou know, is

air quality in the Sacramento Region. As you know,

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUITE A
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95825




10
n
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24
25

64

Sacramento is in violation of the federal standard
fdr air quality. The overwhelmingly greater part of the
emissions which go into this air basin are due to
automobile traffic. The federal air gquality standard
is a concentration standard. It determines, sets a
level for the concentration of pollutants to which people,
Plants, trees are subject. The EIR before you
doesn't give you a concentration estimate of the
impacts of development in North Natomas. It gives
instead an estimate of the emissions, additional
emissions that would be released as a result of
development. In our comments we noted this »oint and
argued that a responsible and complete EIR had to
estimate for your benefit and for the benefit of
citizens here concerned about air quality what the
impact ofithat development would'be or might be for the
air we breathe.

I would like to call your attention particularly
to the staff response on page 10 of your packet to
our concern. I think that response is not responsive.
I think ygu should recognize that fact. On nage 10 at
the bottom, sentence one describes the type of data
that would be required to develop an estimate of ambient
concentrations. Sentence two notes that the most

sophisticated attempt to do that for the Sacramento
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region was an attempt sponsored by the Air Resources
Board. Sentence three describes the limitations of

that particular model. If you were considerihg a major
new stationary source emissions in this district, a
necessary legally required and essential part of that
application in that EIR would be a model which identified
for you the impact and concentrations on concentrations
of the additional emissions on that facility. I think
that kind of estimate is essential for this EIR,
essential for the decisions you'll be making over the
next couple of months for these issues and something
you ought to insist upon. I know, it's my professional
opinion, tnat those estimates can be developed. There
are air quality models that can do that. They will not
give vou responses or answers that are accurate to

three decimal places, but they will give you information
that is accurate within the reasonable bounds of other
information contained within the EIR.

Let me close by suggesting an ana'logy. You have
been concerned for several years now with pesticides in
the rice fields north of Sacramento that find their
way into Sacramento's water supply. Your concern in
that instance is not in the gallons of pesticide dumped
in the field. 1It's in the water, the concentrations of

that pesticide, and the water that's consumed by
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Sacramentans. I think in that instance you would not

be- satisfied simply with data that told you how many
gallons of pesticide were going into the field. You
would insist on knowing what's the impact on Sacramentans.
I think in this case you should also insist on knowing
what is the impact. I think those answers are available
to you and that this, if any, is an area that you ought
to probe further. Thank you.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, liike.

Other speakers?

MR. MC CLEARY: Madam Mayor, Council, my
nameiis Elmer McCleary. I'm just a plain old local
citizen around here.

There's been a lot of things kicked around
and some of them brought up some questions and
some of them sort of been bothering me about this
whole project.

Assuming tihis whole thing is built and these
folks are saying, yeah, we'll pay to have roads put in
and lighting and such, whose going to pick up the bill
for repai;s from these ten miles ten years down the road?
Alta Sierra had the same problem out at Nevada City a
few years back. A contractor put in, people bought the
houses, paid to have the roads, gutters and services.

Eventually everybody else ended picking up the tab on
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it.

Another situation out there that I haven't
heard talked about any at all, in the wintertime there's
tremendous amounts of fog. Can you imagine dumping
traffic all day long into that tremendous amount of fog?
That fire we had a few weeks ago would be nothing,
absolutely nothing to the safety factor of that.

We talk about creating jobs. Well, what kind
of jobs are we creating? Construction work. A few .
years down the road those folks are done and gone. We
still haven't got that much work in. They moved in.
They nad to have homes to live in. What happens when
they evaporate and go? . How about the folks putting up
the money to build it, the. developers? Well, they
got bucks and they can move on any 6ld time, but we're
5till sitting around here paying the bills. I don't
nave sidewalks where I live. I'm still paying somebody
else's bills.

Electricity, we're having a big problem here
in Sacramento with electricity. Our bills keen coing
up. SMUDrcan't provide it. Have to buy it from the
outside. Where's the electricity for this area coing
to come from? We're going to_have to buy it somewhere
and those of us taxpayers around here we're going to

have to pick up the bill on that one also.
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Trash and garbage, we got problems. That City
dump has had it. Vhere are we going to put the rubbish
that's created in all these places? We still got all
these folks living out there that's going to produce
garbage. Industrial complexes produce industrial
garbage. These are all concerns that I haven't seen
brought up, brought out in there. I see people talking
about where are we going to get the money for things
and all these sorts of things, but none of that. We.
talk about putting 23 square miles of concrete and
structures, well, that's a lot of vegetation gone.

Vegetation through the process of photosynthesis

recreates our air that we breathe. If we take that

vegetation away, we've lost a lot of air around here
so to speak. So we've got another problem with the
trasn in the air. Just a few little things that kind of
been mulling around. I thank you all for your time.

MAYOR RUDIMN: Thank you, Elmer. b

Other speakers generally on the EIR or on the
appeal? ‘

MR. DAVIS: I'm Ben Davis from Broderick,
California, and I'm speaking generally on the EIR.
Mayor, Members of the Council, in the preliminary review
of the EIR -- I haven't been able to go into it in depth

like I'd like to, but you nave to remember that we're
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in a different county and we don't get notices to all
of the meetings and all the actions that are taken
like a person living in downtown would. So I try to
stay ﬁp on the issues as best I could as they were
timely.

But my preliminary review of it it didn't
appear that it addressed the question cf development
in East Yolo adequately. In particular, if I'm --
unless it's tucked away in some portion of that document
I wasn't able to £ind, it didn't address the potential
of incorporation of the area. .If the area does
incorporate, there's going to Le a lot mcre money
spent in East Yolo and the whole situation is considéred,
even the figures that you have considered for East Yolo,
might not be accurate. So I would like to see the EIR
updated of supplemented to consider the East Yolo question
and I would like to give you some input if that does
occur. Thank you. |

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you.

Are there any other speakers?

1MS. CHAMBERLBIN: I'm Roseanne Chamberlain
from the League of Women Voters of Sacramento.

The League of Women Voters has subnmitted
comments to the City Planning Commission regarding the

Nortiy Natomas EIR and we'd like to reiterate those comments
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for you tonight. We'd like to reaffirm our support for
the. General Plan for Sacramento and our concern that as
yet there has been no General Plan update. Any

community plan for the development of North Natomas

will have major impacts on the policies and plans for

all the other areas of the City of Sacramento. Because
of the decision of whether to develop North MNatomas

will have such far reaching consequences for the future
of the city, it's essential that the Environmental Impact
Report thoroughly address all significant adverse

effects which could occur as a fesult of the develooment.
The League is not convinced that the EIR contains
adequate answers to such issues as transportation,

both public transit and road systems, air quality,
including our ability to make reasonable further progress
in attaining the sEandard mandated by tihe Federal Clean
Air Act, solid waste disposal, water supply and treatment
and the effect of ﬁhe redevelopment efforts that have
already begun elsewhere in tne city. Moreover,
considering the expense of expanding the urban service
boundaryu.£he identification of sources of fundinc for the
infrastructure and the timing of the funding are
essential to the planning process. These issues are of
a magnitude that will affect the overall gquality of the

environment of Sacramento. As you decide whether to

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825

erl AR m s sa e mva ARAL




10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24

25

71

certify the Final Environrental Impact Report

fof North Natomas, you rnust ask yourselves whether
you are reall? satisfied that the EIR has adequately
addressed these impacts.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Miss Chamberlain.

Are there any other speakers?

Okay. I think we could entertain gquestions
then from the Council if any of you want clarification.
I'd like to have the staff response though first. !laybe
we ougnt to have that and then we'll take questions
of the Council.

MR. BERMAN: Good eveﬁing. My name is Bob
Berman and I'm with the firm of Nichols-Berman. We're
the prime contractor in the preparation of the
Environmental Impact Report.

I'm going to be real short. I'm not going
to try to respond to each and every comment that has
been made tonight. I do want to assure the Council
that what we havé heard tonight, we nave not heard any
new comments on the EIR, comments that we've not

previously heard or considered in the preparation of

the Draft or the Final EIR. In fact, I think the discussion

that we've nad tonight, that we've heard tonight,
really illustrates that the EIR provides information,

adequate information to allow an intelligent decision or
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intelligent discussion'regarding North Natomas development,
and that discussion that we heard tonight really by
itself attests to the adequacy of the EIR. I would
state that based upon the appeal and the public nearing
tonight, we do not believe that these, the appeal or
the hearing, raises any new environmental issues that
have not already been addressed in the Final EIR.
with_that; I'd be happy to try to respond to any
specific questions as Council Members may have or,

as Steve indicated earlier, other members of the
consulting team are here that we can respond to
comments.

MAYOR RUDIN: Let me clarifv something first.

- Does the law require -- a lot of people brought up

econonic aspects, fiscal impacts. .Does the law recquire
that economic impacts be addressed in an environmental
impact report?

MR. BERMAN: The law does not require economic
and fiscal aspects by themselves to be discussed in an
EIR. Basically what the law requires is that these
types of impacts, soc%oeconomic impacts, may only be
discussed to the extent that they relate to land use
impacts. There's an extensive section in the EIR,
Section C that discusses the impacts in terms of

nopulation or employment and housing in other comnunities
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within not just the City of Sacramento but Sacramento
Coﬁnty. We certainly believe that that discussion is
adéquate in terms of the socioeconomic aspects of this
project.

MAYOR RUDIN: I have other questions, but

I'll wait for the Council lMembers to ask theirs if

they'd like.

Mr. Kastanis.

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: I have a question
that consultant Bob can answer, maybe staff, regarding
the cormments I think more than one person mentioned,

specifically Andy Sawyer did mention the impacts that

this Community Plan will have on our General Plan as well

as the Community Plan, as well as the Site Specific
Plan. In terms of how this EIR addresses those, what
was your response to those comments?

MR. BERMAN: Well, basically, as I think
you're aware, sir, the EIR has been structured to
look at the impact of the community, the impacts of the
General Plan amendment, and the Comnunity Plan and the
five speci}ic projects. What we've done in the EIR
is to look at not just one project but a range of
alternatives. As a community plan comes in, assuming
that the community plan is within that range of

alternatives that's discussed, then the EIR will be
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sufficient for the Community Plan. Then as specific
projects cone in, if there are differences within those
projects tnhat are discussed in the EIR, for example,

i1f the stadium is to be proposed at a different
location than what's di;cussed in the EIR, then it rmay
be necessary to do some supplemental environmental
documentation. At that point you would not look at the
complete realm of environmental impacts, but rather |
you would focus in those specific issues, traffic, for
examvle, which is one that's been brought uo.

MAYOR RUDIN: So determination of impacts
and mitigation measures is an ongoing process actually.
We do the basic work with tne overall EIR, but things
will come up during the project, during consideration
of projects that we'll have to address then.

MR. BERMAN: As an EIR consultant I certainly
hope it isn't an ongoing vrocess.

[{AYOR RUDIN: Ue hope it's not an ongoing
process, but realistically --

MR. BERMAN: I don't mean to rake light of
the quest;on. Right. It is an ongoing process and as
projects come in later on, it will be necessary to
go back and to ensure that those impacts were adequately
looked at in the EIR. If not, some supplemental work

may be necessary.
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COUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: HNow Ilthink we know the
anéwer to waat is Phase I.

MAYOR RUDIN: Dave and then Joe.

COUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: Just a coupnle of areas
I wanted to touch on.

The question was raised on, I think it was
Response No. 23, is the air quality by Mr. Eaton as
to the measurement and the adequacy of the measurement
that was spelled out in the EIR. I'd like to get a
response to that as to whether we should be looking ét
a different measurement system.

MR. BERMAN: Well, as we pointed out, the

guestion that's come up is an attempt to predict the

number of days that an air quality standard would be
exceeded in a specific year within the area. 2s we've
tried to point out in our responses that the models
that are available simply don't allow you to do that
and the standards are not based upon that. As you
know, this area has done extensive work on air quality
modeling and that modeling that's been used in this
area doeshnot allow you to predict the number of days
that a certain standard will be exceeded. We've done
information based upon the air quality plan. ile've
looked at consistency of this project with the air

quality plan. We've looked at, in terms of what it's
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going to do, what this project will do in terms of the
city's attemnt to maintain or to meet air quality
standards and we indicate clearly that it's going to

be much more difficult to meet the standards because
there will be an increase in ozone due to this project.
So we believe that what we've done, what's provided

in the EIR was adequate.

We would also point out, and I don't think
this is always a proper thing‘to say, but we would
point out that both the Air Resources Board and
Sacramento County Air Pollution Control District reviewed
the EIR and concurred witn the methodology and the
findings of the EIR. They were satisfied with the
approach that we took.

COUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: You have to forgive me.
I don't remember. Do you propose mitigation or do you
think mitigation is necessary?

MR. BERMAN: Well, there's a list of two pages
of specific mitigation measures tnat relate to
development within North Natomas in terms of
transport;tion management programs, that type of stuff.
There's also measures that look at in terms of regional

ransportation and regional nitigation measures of
perhaps instead of going to a two-year process of checking

the emissions standards from automobiles, perhaps we
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should be moving to a yearly review of that and there's
other regional type mitigation measures. One of the
things that we point out within the EIR is that in
order to meet the standards witnin Sacramento, it may
well.be necessary to go to more regional-wide mitigation
measures. That it won't be enough just to put in

some additional air quality nitigation measures wiﬁhin
the Coﬁmunity Plan.

COUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: One of the other
questions that was raised was as to the threshold,
threshold issue of development. Is that a question to
be taken up in the community plan process outside the
EIR process?

IiR. BERMAN: Again, I'm not sure exactly what
you mean.

COUNCIL I'EMBER SHORE: Tﬁe threshold guestion
of do we adopt a community plan or do we do sometiiing
in Natomas -- ‘

MR. BERMAN: Well, obviously that decision is
a decision that is left up to this body.

EOUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: The Community Plan
hearing date?

MR. BERMAN: Well, correct, and ultimately.
You know, that decision has not been made. The EIR

provides that information and certainly it is still
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within the responsibility of the Planning Comnmission and

the City Council to adopt Alternative A which is an

extension of the existing policy.
COUNCIL +EMBER SHORE: I Jjust have two more

questions I want to get into. One has to do with the

' Yolo County development and testimony of why any impacts

night happen in Yolo County. Is there a response?

MR. BERMAN: There is a discussion. Section
B talks about the growth inducing impacts.. We look ét
not only Sacramento, we look at Sutter County, Placer
County and Yolo County.

COUNCIL HEMBER SHORE: Okay.

[FAYOR RUDIN: Tnank you. Joe.

COWMICIL MEMBER SERNA: Following the same
line of questions, the issue was raised on regional
costs and I'm trying to focus just on the adequacy
of the EIR here.

To what extent does CEQA require tnat we
identify regional costs as a result of a project like
this? ‘ |

MR. BERMAN: Well, really as 1 undersfand
CEQA, and we have lots 6f attorneys here, that is not
a mandatory requirement of CEQA to get into the
fiscal impacts, that basically this is a requirement

that's put on by the city in terms of saying if we're
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going to look at this land use, you really need o know
fiscal impacts. So this EIR does contain an extensive
fiscal impact analysis, but that is not required by CEQA.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: As our consultant
and advice to this Council, how much weight should this
Council place on the item of regional cost?

MR. BERMAN: Well, I think that's a decision
you'll have to weigh.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: I understand we have
to make it.

MR. BERMAN: I think Qhat needs to be done is
that as the, as the decision is made on the Community
Plan, as we begin to focus in on and adopt a Community
Plan, there does need to be a specific financing plan
for that and I think it is appropriate to look at some
of those fegional costs in terms of the overall scheme
of development within North Natomas, within the context
of the larger region. But, again, I think that can
really only get done as you begin to focus in on a
preferred community plan and get a better handle on what
level of dévelopment will be recommended and what that
impact would do to some of those regional costs.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: Now, in your study and
recormrmendation to us, did you find that in fact other

governnents in tne region considered the same question

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION

3433 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE. SUITE A
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 35825

YEI COUIAME O ATH GAAA




10
"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24
25

80

with regard to their growth policy, the county, Roseville,
Placerville, Sutter?

MR. BERMAN: Not really. I believe that the
effort that's been undertaken here is the most
extensive planning effort in the region and I think
from an EIR point of view, what we'wve done here,
we've really done in essence a regional EIR, that
rather than simply looking at the project, North Natomas
in isolation, there's been an economic analysis done.
by Angus McDonald that looks at the entire region from
the land use point of view, and the question of what
would happen if North Natomas should open, what are the
land use implications for the region, and a lot of the
work that is done, transportation, air quality, noise,
is based upon not just develooment within North Natomas
but what the level of development will be in the year
2005 in the Sacramento region. So that is an anproach
that's different than site specific EIRs.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: As I read the EIR,

I read it as a worst case scenario. Is that accurate?

'ﬁR. BERMAN: I don't know if worst case.

The EIR provides a wide range, and I think it provides
the range from Alternative A which is an existing
condition to.Alternative E which is probably the most

unlikely condition, and I guess that would be,
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Alternative E; that would be the worst_case situation.

But between Alternative A énd E there's quite a lot

of variation and the EIR tries to distinguish between

the impacts of, for example, Alternative C and Alternative
E. S0 you can, the Council can begin to understand

the differences inloutcome, picking one alternative

over another alternative.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: The issue and testimony
tonight spoke of something called qualitative hydrology
which I sqspect means unscientific or value ladened
hydrologic studies. 1Is that because we have the lack
of data or is that criticism an accurate one in this
EIR?

MR. BERMAN: I've been a little puzzled by
the question of gualitative hydrology. What had
happened was initially, and. you have to remember of
course that this has been a long process. In the
initial studies that were done a hydrology plan was
done for North Natomas development without a specific
land use plan in mind. But basically the question was
what woulé-happen if North Natomés should develop

urban developrent and a hydrology plan was 2repared for

.that. That hydrology plan is the one that is evaluated

in the EIR. I would, however, point out that subsequent

to that, the City had requested and paid for additional
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work from Dewante ; Stowell to come up with drainage
plans for each of the {ive alternatives, Alternatives A
through E. Now, because of the timing of the whole
process we did not go back and look at the impacts
of each of those five hydrology plans. However, the
hydrologist from the EIR point of view has said that
basically those impacts would be similar to the impacts
that are discussed in the EIR on the initial plan because
the concepts are basically the same and the program would
work. Basically what the five plans did is got a little
more detail in terms of sizing, got a little more
detail in terms of where you would put canals, but the
concept is the same.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: So the criticism in
your nind is what, substantive criticism or --

MR. BERMAN: Again, I think it's invalid.
I think, again, I believe the EIR provides adequate
information regarding hydrology to make a decision in
terms of land usé in North Natomas. Again, I would point
out similar to the question that was asked earlier,
if subseqﬁéntly a Community Plan is developed and a
drainage plan different than the concepts that are
discussed in the EIR, if that drainage plan is adopted,

that would then require some additional environmental

documentation.
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COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: But that would be a
considerable departure of anything considered in the
EIR?

MR. BERIAN: That's correct.

“AYOR RUDIN: There's Lynn and then Terrvy.

COUNCIL MEMBER ROBIE: We talked a lot about
the two important things that have been pointed out by
ECOS. One of course is the financing key which we
talked a little bit about and the other one is the
phasing and we haven't really discussed that tonight
very nuch.

It is the feeling by some of the grouns that
you have not really supplied the Council an adequate
phasing that could be done or give us the ability to
make tnose kinds of decisions. What's your comment
about suggested phasing?

FiR. BERMAN: Well, let me just indicate it
is correct that the Community Plan and the EIR does
not discuss phasing. It was not part of this level
of the Community Plan effort. 1In order to prepare
some of the financial aspects of the Community Plan,

there were somne phasing programs done primarily for

Alternative C. That vhasing was based simplv on logical

extensions of infrastructure and.was based upon a concept

that you would start from the south and work to the
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north, you would start from the east and work to the
west. That provided adequate data to do a financing
plén. It, however, should not be considered a prediction
of phasing for the North Natomas area. Again, I think
that's an adequate, that's a gquestion that should be
dealt with as part of the Community Plan process in ternms
of the overall phasing of the Community Plan.

But it is correct that it has not been specifically
addressed in eitner the draft community plan or the EIR.

COUNCIL MEMBER ROBIE: Thank you.

MAYOR RUDIN: Terry.

COUNCIL #EMBER KASTANIS: I have a question
related to hydrology similar to the lines of what Joe
mentioned.

Number 6 described by the appellant regarding
the ten-year versus the 100-year flood management need,
and they claim that the EIR is not cleér regarding
ten years versus 1090 vears, But on page !M23 you do
cite doing various kinds of things to handle that
by enlarging the canals, lined canals versus unlined ones.
Why 100 yéérs? I mean, yeah, I could see a flood
every ten. But why 100 years and why was that year
picked and how do you deal with that?

MR. BERMAN: Well, basically in terms of

hydrology, the hydrologists look at typical intervals
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of storms, ten-year storms, 25-year storms, 100-year
storms. In terms of 100-year storms meaning it has

a percentage basically of one in one hundred occuring.
So it's not likely to occur at any given time. Basically
because of costs and other considerations, it's not

feasible to design a system, a drainage system to. meet

- that type of a storm. IlMore likely what happens is vou

design your drainage system for what is called the
ten-yvear interval storm or a storm that has a chance
of occuring once in ten years. But in addition to that,
you make provision should you have storms of greater
quantity and what typically happens in the City of
Sacramento as other cities is that you indicate you
would locate building pads, you would perhaps
increase building pads or design a street system sé
that if there were some temporarv flooding, that it
would be handled in, in this case, in the street system
and it would not be a threat to property or to lives.
COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: So, in other words,
in that one storm, one every 100 years, what you've
describedléhen in the Draft EIR could be handled in
the streets and buildings and homes would not be
flooded in that one in 100-year flood?
MR. BERMAN: Correct. Basically what we're

saying in the EIR is it's designed to handle that
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ten-year storm. That in storms of greater intensity;
there is a likelihood of some flooding. However,

the system is designed to handle that and not to
endanger life and property.

As I understand it, I mean, that's a typical
procedure that's used in the City of Sacramento aﬁd
it's used iﬁ other locations. We did make some
mitigation. We did discuss some mitigation measures

where there is the possibility because of the unique

" situation here that you could do some oversized drains

at the south end of the community plan to even reduce
the likelinood of flooding.

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: Did you consider
drainage from north of this planning area outside of
the county?

MR. BER!MAX: Correct. The drainage nlan
includes drainage to the north and it includes diverting
agriculture, continuing agriculture drainage aroﬁnd the
conmnunity plan so as not to mix the urban drainage with
the agricultural drainage.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: Question.

MAYOR RUDIN: 'Joe.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: Again, on the nydrology.
tJas there any comparison done at all witn the makeup with

the nydrology in Worth Natomas compared to the Pocket-
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Greenhaven area, water tables, that sort of thing?

FIR. BERIAN: Not really. Basically we looked
at North Natomas, we looked at water tables, we looked
at drainage patterns in North Natomas.

MAYOR RUDIN: Other gquestions?

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: I have a question for
legal counsel, for our environmental attorney.

MAYOR RUDIN: Mr. Mihaly.

MR. MIHALY: Mark Mihaly.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: Mr. Mihaly, is there
anything you've heard in tonight's testimony in your
professional opinion that allows you to believe that
this EIR cannot be defended?

MR. MIHALY: No.

COUNCIL MEMBER ROBIE: That was an easv question.

MAYOR RUDIN: That was a simple question.

COUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: One-word answer and
you call yourself an attorney?

Must not be charging by the dollar.

(Laughter.)

'¢OUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: That's good enough for
ne.

MAYOR RUDIN: Let me go back to Iir. Berman.

I wanted to ask you, the Natomas Airport issue was

raised. Is this one of the issues that would be
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addressed when we deal with svecific projects or did you

consider anything, did you consider the Natomas

Airport and its effect on the entire plan from an

environmental standpoint at all when this was addressed?
Mﬁ. BERMAN: We did consider the Natomas

Airvort and, in fact, page D48 of the D;aft EIR

specifically states that under Alternative A the

Natomas Airpark would continue and that under

Alternatives B through E, however, they would convert

the Natomés Airport Park to other land uses and that

there are no suitable sites in the North Natomas

studv area where the airport could be relocated. I

mean, the EIR is quite clear that under Alternatives

B through E the Natomas Airpark would cease operation.

tle then go on with a little discussion in terms of where

we believe the traffic from the Natomas Airport would

be diverted to other airports and that tyove of thing.

I think you can't be more clearer than saying if under

those four alternatives the airport would have to close.
MAYOR RUDIN: I have another question.

Are conce;ns such as those expressed by the Sacramento

Housing and Redevelopment Agency dealt with in the

economic studies? They weren't exactly, they weren't

environmental gquestions.

MR. BERMAN: They weren't exactly environmental
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questions and I think they rasied some good comments
and good questions and some significant issues in terms
of the housing and redevelopment, and I think as I
recall the issue as it was discussed at the last Planning
Commission was that the Agency has some specific ideas
in terms of the types of measures, mitigation measures
that they would like to see incorporated into the
Community Plan in order to reduce impacts on redevelopment
areas and that they would like to be able to continue
to work with the City staff to resolve those issues.
I think that's proper and I think the Agency is satisfied
with the continuing cooperation between the two Ciﬁy
agencies.
MAYOR RUDIN: Okay. I had one other question.
It still isn't clear to me what the phases were that
Mr. Kelly was referring to. I should ask him, I suppose,
but maybe that was the alternatives rather than phases.
MR. BERMAN: I'm not sure. As I indicated,
phasing itself was not a specific area within this
EIR. Certainly an appronriate area to be looked at in
the develoément of the community plan.
MAYOR RUDIN: Okay. One morevquestion. Someone
referred to river contamination from the drainage
canals. Nas.that a -- and I know in the EIR it says

that there are going to be two sewer systems of drainage,
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one for agricultural uses and one for urban and I gquess
déhestic uses. |

MR. BERMAN: PRight.

MAYOR RUDIN: Does that take care of the
problem?

MR. BERMAN: There is discussion in terms of
the - EIR, in terms of potential impacts on the Sacramento
River and it's felt not to be significant. The EIR does
recognize tihie concerns that I think you all recognize
in terms of potential ground water contamination from,
especially from high tech industries. We think we're
putting in force the existing rules and regulations
that the state has come down and that ‘the work that the
city is doing now in terms of this, that those measures
would be adeguate to mitigate ground water contamination
problems and subsequently problems into the Sacramento
River. But that is discussed in the draft EIR.

MAYOR RUDIN: Okay. Other questions?

Is there anyone else in the audience that
wants to Take any comments at all?

MR. BERMAN: Thank you.

MAYOR RUDIN: Thank you, Mr. Berman, but
don't go away. We're not finished.

What is the wish of the Council?

COUNCIL MEMBER POPE: I move we deny thae
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appeal.

MAYOR RUDIN: It's been moved. Is there a
second?

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: Second.

MAYOR RUDIN: It's been moved by Mr. Pope,
seconded by Mr. Kastanis, that we deny the appeal.

COUNCIL MEMBER POPE: It comes Back the
26th for findings?

MR. KOBIE: Yeah. That would be intent
to deny subject to findings and be back before the
Council.

MAYOR RUDIN: Okay. Any further discussion?

COUNCIL MEMBER POPE: That's the motion.

MAYOR RUDIN: That's the motion. Any discussion
on tnat motion?

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: Do we close the public
hearing?

COUNCIL !MEMBER POPE: Okay. Incorporated
in the motion will be closing the public hearing, or,
Ted, do we have to have a separate moﬁion?

rMR. KOBIE: You don't have to.have a sevarate
motion. You can do it =-- it would --

COUNCIL MEMBER POPE: I move that we close
the public hearing, deny the appeal with the intent

that we have findings of facts returned to us the 26th.
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Do we want a separate motion for certification or do we
need a separate motion?

MAYOR RUDIN: Wo, do it all at once.

COUNCIL MEMBEP. POPE: Okay. we'll add to that
we certify the EIR.

MAYOR RUDIN: Is that included in the second?

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: That's agreeable.

MAYOR RUDIN: Comments?

COUNCIL'MEMBER KASTANIS: Do we need two weeks?
Why the 26tn?

COUNCIL MEMBER POPE: I guess that's the

- staff's request in terms of preparation of this.

MR. KOBIE: Staff request, otherwise that
gives us 36 hours to prepare findings and that won't
te enough.

COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS:- You need more than
38 hours?

MAYOR RUDIN: Okay. I think we all appreciate
the fact that tﬁis is a very general EIR. It covers
a very gengral concept right now and what we're saying
in certifying is that it does cover the bases as
required by law. Even though we may not like the answers
it gives, we may not like some of the information
that's there, we may not agree with it, still it is

there and it's been dealt with.
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I asked tihe question earlier about whether
this was going to be an ongoing process. I really see
this as coming up over and over and over again. Using
the South Natomas project as an exanple, we've been
living with that for about eight years now and we've
seeh that as projects develop and as new projects are
considered, we learn, we become aware of specific
impacts as a result of those specific projects and
we take appropriate steps when the time comes. I think
we have to be very aware of the svecific impacts of
specific projects and deal with them as we get to each
one. If we agree tonight to certify it, it doesn't
mean that we're going to not look at environmental
impacts again. Thére are many we can't measure at this
point. We can't assess them until we get some specific
proposals before us.

I think we all fesel that it does cover the
legal requirements and has been written as inclusively
as possible given the information we have.

'Call the roll on the motion, please.

DEPUTY CITY CLERK BEA!MAN: Chinn.

COUNCIL MEMBER CGHINN: Aye.

DEPUTY CITY CLERK BEA:MAN: Johnson.

COUNCIL SEMBER JOENSON: Aye.

DEPUTY CITY CLERX BLEAMAN: Kastanis.
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COUNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: Aye.

bg:PUTY CITY CLERK BEAMAN: Pope.

COUNCIL MEIMBER POPE: Aye.

DEPUTY CITY CLERK BEAMAN: Robie.

COUNCIL (EMBER ROBIE: Aye.

DEPUTY CITY CLERX BEAMAN: Serna.

COUNCIL MEMBER SERNA: Ave.

DEPUTY CITY CLERK BEANAN: Shore.

COUNCIL MEMBER SHORE: Aye.

DEPUTY CITY CLERK BEAMAN: Smallman.

COUNCIL MEMBER SMALLMAN: Aye.

DEPUTY CITY CLERK BEAMAN : Rudin.

MAYOR RUDIN: Ave.

I agoreciate the time all of you took. I
really appreciate the time the people who brought thev
appeal toék to try to make us aware of the issues
that they're concerned about and we do have to follow
tiiese issues along and make sure that they aren't
a concern later.

?hank you very much.

Is there any further business to come
before the Council?

COLNCIL MEMBER KASTANIS: Are we coing to deal
with certification?

MAYOR RUDIN: We dealt with that. The meeting
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is adjourned.
(Thereupon the meeting of the
City Council was adjourned at
10:45 p.m.)
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