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Description/Analysis 

Issue:  The applicant is requesting approval of a single-story, 70,860 square foot acute care 

psychiatric hospital. The facility will provide approximately 120 patient beds and will operate as a 

24-hour a day, seven-day a week secured inpatient facility. The hospital will primarily serve as a 

transitional care facility for the short-term treatment of psychiatric illness. Patient visits will typically 

last between three days and two weeks. The facility will also provide outpatient services for 

patients who have transitioned out of direct care. This request requires a Rezone of approximately 

6.78 acres from the General Commercial, Labor Intensive, Parkway Corridor (C-2-LI-PC) Zone to 

the Hospital Parkway Corridor (H-PC) Zone, a Special Permit to construct a new 70,860 square 

foot hospital, and a Design Review for new development in the North Sacramento Design Review 

District. 

On June 27, 2013, the Planning and Design Commission voted unanimously to forward the 

requested entitlements to the City Council with a recommendation for approval. On August 29, 

2013, a community meeting to discuss the project was held at the Woodlake Clubhouse. 

Approximately 80-100 residents were in attendance at the meeting. Most of those who spoke at 

the meeting had concerns about the project and were opposed to the proposed psychiatric 

hospital. Among the concerns were:

 A lack of outreach to the Woodlake community regarding the project

 Concerns related to security and patients walking through the Woodlake neighborhood.

 Lack of nearby public transportation

 Impact of traffic created by the proposed facility

 Proximity of the facility to railroad tracks

 Proximity of the facility to American River Parkway access and Utilities drainage facilities.

Due to the concerns voiced at the community meeting, the City Council Hearing, originally 

scheduled for September 10, 2013, was continued to October 29, 2013. On October 23, 2013, a 

second community was held at the Woodlake Clubhouse.  Approximately 50-60 community 

members were in attendance.  Similar to the initial community meeting, the discussion focused on 

the security and operations of the proposed facility. After this community meeting the October 29th

City Council hearing was continued to November 12, 2013 to allow for additional community 

feedback and outreach. The City Council hearing was subsequently continued to December 3, 

2013. In addition to the comments made at the community meetings, staff has received a number 

of letters with questions regarding the project or stating opposition to the development request. 

These letters have been attached to this report (Attachment 5). Staff also received a comment 

letter from the County of Sacramento Department of Community Development recommending 

additional conditions of approval. This letter, dated November 19, 2013, has been attached to this 

report as Attachment 6. The City’s Community Development Department staff has reviewed this 

letter and has provided a response. The response has been attached to this report as Attachment 

7.
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Policy Considerations: General Plan: The subject site is designated as Suburban Center on 

the General Plan Land Use and Urban Form Diagram. The Suburban Center designation is 

reserved for primarily non-residential, lower-intensity single-use commercial development at an 

FAR between 0.25 and 2.0. The proposed acute care psychiatric hospital is classified as a 

public/quasi-public use that is allowed within the Suburban Center designation and the proposed 

FAR of 0.35 is consistent with the target FAR for the site. Additionally, the proposed project is 

consistent with the following General Plan Goals:

Design Review. The City shall require design review that focuses on achieving appropriate 

form and function for new and redevelopment projects to promote creativity, innovation, and 

design quality. (LU 2.7.1)

Development Review. The City shall continue to include the Police Department in the review of 

development projects to adequately address crime and safety, and promote the 

implementation of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design principles. (PHS 1.1.7) 

Adequate Community Supporting Uses. The City shall seek to ensure that all manner of public 

and private community-supportive facilities and services are located throughout the city to 

provide places that serve the varied needs of the community, provide for community meeting 

places, and provide community and neighborhood landmark buildings and places (LU 8.1.2).

Expanded Emergency Care Facilities. The City shall support the efforts of the health care 

sector to provide expanded emergency health services throughout Sacramento, especially 

north of the American River (LU 8.2.6).

Environmental Considerations: 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): The Community Development Department, 

Environmental Planning Services has reviewed the project and modification of development of 

a 70,860 square feet, 120 beds, single-story acute care psychiatric inpatient hospital facility, 

which will primarily serve as a transitional care facility for the treatment of short term 

psychiatric illnesses and has prepared an Addendum to the previously adopted Expo Parkway 

Offices Mitigated Negative Declaration in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 

15164. On March 10, 2005, the City Planning Commission adopted the Expo Parkway Offices 

(P04-133) Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan. No substantial 

changes have occurred that would require the preparation of a subsequent mitigated negative 

declaration (MND) and, therefore, this report recommends adopting a mitigated negative 

declaration addendum and the mitigation monitoring plan for the Expo Behavioral Healthcare 

Hospital (P13-011). 

Since the recommendation made by the Planning and Design Commission on June 27, 2013, 

Staff has been provided with a number of neighborhood issues and comments relating to the 

environmental documentation prepared for the project. Staff has reviewed the issues raised 

and has revised the addendum to provide responses to comments received. Information in 

response to early comments is also shown in Attachment 9.
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The adopted mitigated negative declaration for the Expo Parkway Offices Project and the 

revised addendum to the adopted mitigated negative declaration are available at the 

Community Development Department’s webpage located at the following link: 

http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-

Reports.aspx

Commission/Committee Action: The project request was heard by the Planning and Design 

Commission on June 27, 2013. The Commission voted unanimously (9 ayes, 4 absent) to forward 

the requested project entitlements to the City Council with a recommendation for approval. No 

members of the public were in attendance at the hearing to comment on the project.

Rationale for Recommendation: The applicant is requesting entitlement to allow the 

establishment of a single-story, 70,860 square foot, acute care psychiatric hospital. The facility will 

provide approximately 120 patient beds and will operate as a 24-hour a day, seven day a week 

secured inpatient facility. Staff recognizes that there are concerns related to the project. However, 

staff continues to believe that the proposed hospital is compatible with the surrounding 

commercial development and that the proposed facility is consistent with the General Plan goal to 

provide expanded emergency health services throughout Sacramento, especially north of the 

American River. Furthermore, the building’s design is consistent with the North Sacramento 

Design Guidelines. Staff supports this request as it is compatible with the surrounding commercial 

and light industrial uses and the applicant has modified the building’s design to be consistent with 

the North Sacramento Design Guidelines and the Parkway Corridor Overlay. Furthermore, the 

project proponent has proposed additional security conditions based on community concerns 

related to the security of the proposed facility as well security of the immediate vicinity. 

Financial Considerations:  The applicant is incurring all costs for the proposed hospital project.

Emerging Small Business Development (ESBD): No goods or services are being purchased 

under this report.
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Attachment 2 – Background

The subject site is currently vacant and zoned for commercial uses (C-2-LI-PC).  There 
are street improvements along Expo Parkway. Paved access to the American River 
Bike Trail and a drainage channel run the length of the western property line. There is a 
mix of office and light industrial uses to the east and west, and a hotel to the north. The 
American River Parkway is to the south of the project site on the opposite side of the 
levee.

On March 10, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a Tentative Map and Special 
Permit for the Expo Parkway Office project (P04-133). The project consisted of the 
current subject site and a parcel on the north side of Expo Parkway that is still vacant. 
The project proposed five office buildings that totaled approximately 60,000 square feet 
on the subject site. This project was never completed and the project site remains 
undeveloped.

Land Use

The applicant is proposing to construct and operate an acute care psychiatric hospital at 
the subject location. The subject site is currently vacant and is surrounded by a mix of 
commercial and light industrial uses. There are no residential uses adjacent to the 
proposed facility and the nearest residential use is approximately a quarter mile to the 
north. The site is currently zoned General Commercial (C-2) with Labor Intensive (LI) 
and Parkway Corridor (PC) overlays. 

The proposed hospital will be a 120 bed acute care psychiatric facility that will serve 
those in need of alcohol and substance abuse treatment, as well as treatment for other 
mental and behavioral illnesses. This facility will be a private hospital and not operate as 
a “walk-in” clinic. Patients who are being treated at the facility will have their own health 
insurance. The typical patient would stay at the facility between three days and two 
weeks. Invasive medical procedures would not occur at the facility, and no bio 
hazardous materials would be produced. Though the hospital will operate 24-hours a 
day, seven days a week, the facility also incorporates an outpatient therapy and 
counseling component that will serve 20-30 people a day during normal business hours. 
Patients will generally arrive by friends and family, but a 24-hour-a-day ambulance drop 
off is provided. Patients will generally not have their own vehicles. The facility will 
provides transportation services for the outpatient and counseling component of the 
operations.

The facility will have approximately 210 employees who will work in three shifts. The 
day shift will have 90 employees while the night shift will have 70 employees. There will 
be 50 employees for the overnight shift. 

Section 17.24.030 of the zoning code permits major medical facilities (hospitals) only in 
the Hospital (H) zone with the issuance of a Special Permit. The applicant will be 
rezoning the subject site to the H zone to accept the proposed facility. With this Rezone, 
the Parkway Corridor overlay will remain, but the Labor Intensive (LI) overlay will be 
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removed. The LI overlay will be removed as the newly adopted Zoning Code no longer 
sets forth specific development standards for development within the overlay zone 
(Section 17.320). The Parkway Corridor has been retained in the new Zoning code and 
the overlay will remain on the subject. The resulting zone for the site will be H-PC. The 
Parkway Corridor Overlay Zone provides development standards that include height 
and setback requirements related to the parkway levee. The overlay does not prohibit 
the proposed hospital land use. The rezoning of the site is consistent with the General 
Plan goal to provide expanded emergency health services throughout Sacramento, 
especially north of the American River.

Public Comments

On June 27, 2013, the Planning and Design Commission voted unanimously to forward 
the requested entitlements to the City Council with a recommendation for approval with 
no opposition recorded. On August 29, 2013, a community meeting to discuss the 
project was held at the Woodlake Clubhouse. Approximately 80-100 residents were in 
attendance at the meeting. Most of those who spoke at the meeting had concerns about 
the project and were opposed to the proposed psychiatric hospital. Among the concerns 
were:

 Impact of traffic created by the proposed facility
 A lack of outreach to the Woodlake community regarding the project

 Concerns related to security and patients walking through the Woodlake 

neighborhood to access light rail.

 Lack of nearby public transportation.

 Proximity of the facility to railroad tracks

 Proximity of the facility to American River Parkway access and Utilities drainage 

facilities.

With regards to traffic impacts, a Traffic Study Assessment was performed by the Public 

Works Department to determine the expected traffic volume of the proposed hospital 

(Attachment 10). It was concluded that the proposed hospital produced fewer peak hour 

vehicle trips than the previously approved office development. Since hospital produced 

fewer trips than the previously analyzed project, it was determined that a Traffic Impact 

Analysis was not required for the project. Though a Traffic Impact Analysis was not 

required of the project, the proposed hospital is still be required to construct all frontage 

improvements on Expo Parkway, and to make a fair share contribution toward a future 

signalized intersection at Slobe Avenue and Expo parkway intersection.

In terms of project noticing, early notices were sent to the Point West Area 
Transportations Management Association, Woodlake Community Association, North 
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, and the Del Paso Boulevard Partnership. No 
comments were received in response to the early notice. Public hearing notices were 
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mailed to property owners within 500 feet of the subject site and to the neighborhood 
groups that received early project notifications. Staff did not begin receiving public 
comments on the project until after the Planning Commission had made a 
recommendation on the project and voted to forward it to the City Council for a decision.

Staff has received a number of letters from concerned citizens (Attachment 5). Many of 
the concerns echo the safety and security concerns heard at the community meetings. 
The project has been reviewed by the Police Department with respect to public safety. 
The project proponent has agreed to the conditions of approval that have been put in 
place to provide for a secure facility (Attachment 16). The facility will be a private facility 
with a majority of the patients arriving with family/friends by private vehicle. The nearest 
light rail stop is nearly three-quarters of a mile to the north at Arden Way. Staff does not 
believe that patients will make regular use of light rail to get to the facility, or upon 
discharge. Additionally, the proposed operator, Signature Healthcare Services, has 
submitted a statement related patient admissions and discharges, and patient care 
which has been included in Attachment 11 of this report.

In addition to the letters citing safety and security concerns, an original letter was 
submitted listing specific concerns related to the original project’s Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and the Addendum to the Mitigated Negative Declaration (Attachment 8). 
Some of these specific concerns were:

 Fire Department access to the Parkway and access to Sump 151;
 The existence of a Union Pacific railroad spur line adjacent to the site; and 
 The impact of storm water runoff from the site;

The full list of specific concerns had been reviewed by City Staff. The response to these 
items can be found in Attachment 9. Subsequent correspondence has been received 
reiterating these concerns as well as stating additional concerns related to hospital 
operations and the history of Signature Healthcare. Both staff and the applicant have 
provided information that responds to some of these concerns. This information can be 
found in the letters submitted by the applicant (Attachment 11) and also the addendum 
to the previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration (Attachment 23).

On October 23, 2013, a second community was held at the Woodlake Clubhouse.  
Approximately 50-60 community members were in attendance.  Similar to the initial 
community meeting, the discussion focused on the security and operations of the 
proposed facility. The project applicant was not in attendance at this meeting, but 
security conditions, as proposed by the applicant, were presented to those in 
attendance. The additional conditions, forwarded to staff by the applicant for inclusion in 
the Special Permit conditions of approval are as follows:
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1) Applicant shall provide onsite security 24-hours per day, seven days per week at 
the project site, as well as offsite security patrols twice daily between 6:00a.m. 
and 6:00p.m.  

At the end of two years from the date of commencement of operations, the 
Planning Director shall evaluate the need for continued offsite security patrols 
and may determine that continued offsite security patrols are unnecessary.  The 
Planning Director’s determination shall be based on the following standards: 

(a) the nature of any security related incidents that occurred offsite during the 
prior two year period, which involved patients of the facility; 

(b) the number of any security related incidents that occurred offsite during the   
prior two year period, which involved patients of the facility; and 

(c) the location of any security related incidents that occurred offsite during the 
prior two year period, which involved patients of the facility. 

Based on the factors above, the Planning Director shall determine whether there 
is a continuing need for offsite security patrols.  In the event that the Planning 
Director determines that continued offsite security patrols are necessary, the 
Applicant shall continue to provide offsite security patrols for an additional two 
year period.  The Planning Director shall make a determination as to the 
continued need for offsite security patrols every two years consistent with the 
standards provided for above.

2) Applicant shall provide up to one thousand dollars ($1,000) of funding to the 
Woodlake Neighborhood Association on an annual basis for purposes of 
obtaining the necessary City permits that are required to allow security patrol 
service providers the ability to carry firearms into Woodlake Park.

3) On an annual basis, Applicant shall participate in volunteer efforts to assist with 
periodic clean-up along the portion of the American River Parkway near the 
project site.

These conditions were prepared by the applicant for review and acceptance as 
conditions of approval for the requested Special Permit. These conditions are meant 
address the concerns voiced by the residents of the Woodlake neighborhood as they 
relate to security, project operations and impacts to the adjacent American River 
Parkway. These conditions can be found in the Special Permit Conditions of Approval
(Attachment 16).  

Site Plan/Design

Site Plan: The subject site is currently vacant. There are street improvements along 
Expo Parkway. Paved access to the American River Bike Trail and a drainage channel 
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run the length of the western property line. The hospital facility will be located in the 
center of the site surrounding by a surface parking lot. Development of the site will not 
affect the existing American River trail access. 

The subject site is located within the Suburban Parking district. This district requires that 
the facility provide a minimum of one space per patient bed. The 127 space parking lot 
meets this requirement. The parking lot and associated driveways and maneuvering 
areas ring the facility. Most of the parking is located on the north and east sides of the 
building, but there will be an area with a limited number of parking stalls at the 
southwest corner of the site. 

Vehicular access to the site will be via two driveways that will provide access to Expo 
Parkway. Both driveways will allow full access to the public street. The main entrance to 
the facility will be along the north side of the building. There will be a main entry with an 
adjacent intake/entry area that can accommodate ambulances. There will be a 
secondary entry towards at the west side of the building that will accommodate 
outpatient services. The loading dock and central plant area will be located on the back 
side of the building away from view from the public street.

An ample landscaping buffer surrounding the building and parking lot will be provided. 
Portions of the landscaped area will be used as vegetated swales to assist in site 
drainage.  Patients will have only have access to exterior areas that are protected by a 
secondary seven-foot tall privacy wall adjacent to the hospital building.

Building Plan: The applicant is proposing a 70,860 square foot psychiatric hospital with 
120 beds. The facility will be divided into six nursing units, each with approximately 20 
beds. Most rooms will be semi-private with two beds per room. Each room will have its 
own toilet and shower area. Each of the nursing units will have its own accessible 
private room. In addition to the nursing units, the hospital will feature an administration 
area and a 24-hour patient intake department. The facility will also provide several 
patient service areas including a gymnasium, classrooms, pharmacy, outdoor dining 
courtyards, and a full commercial kitchen and dining room that will also serve staff and 
visitors.

Aside from the nursing units, the northwest portion of the building will house an 
outpatient component. This component is expected to serve between 20-30 persons per 
day though ongoing group therapy and treatment for patients who have been 
discharged and no longer require acute care.

Height/Setbacks: The PC overlay does not affect the setback requirements of the 
underlying C-2 Zone, which the proposed project is consistent with. The maximum 
height of any portions of a structure in the PC Overlay may not exceed the height of the 
adjacent levee with the exception that the maximum height of any portion of the building 
may be increased by one foot for every five foot difference from those portions of the 
building farther than 25 feet away from the reference line with the reference line being a 
line 10 feet from the landside toe of the levee. This height restriction creates a scenario 
where portions of a building within 25 feet of the reference line cannot exceed the height 
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of the levee (approximately 15 feet). Beyond 25 feet of the reference line, the building 
height may be increased an additional foot for every additional five feet.

For the subject site, the rear property line is roughly equivalent to the reference line 
meaning that any portion of the building within 25-feet of the rear property line must not
exceed 15 feet. The portion of the building nearest the property line is set back 
approximately 56 feet from the property line. This setback allows an additional six feet in 
building height for a total building height allowance of 21 feet. The proposed building 
height meets this requirement as the height of the building is 18 feet at the rear. The 
highest point of the building is 29 feet (roof of the gym), but this high point is set back far 
enough that it meets the height increase allowance.

In addition to the height requirements, the PC overlay defines a maximum width of 250 
feet for building faces that run either parallel or perpendicular to the reference line (rear 
property line). The building has been designed to not present any long uninterrupted 
building faces. The building has been oriented at an axis that angles toward the 
reference line, as well as the to the front property line. The building also provides 
multiple breaks and articulation points to break up the mass of the building. There are 
no uninterrupted building faces of more than 250 feet that are parallel, or perpendicular 
to the reference line.

Architectural Design: The project site is located within the North Sacramento Design 
Review area.  Design Review has determined that the office building design complies 
with the intent of the North Sacramento Design Guidelines.  The original project 
submittal was generally consistent with the design guidelines in terms of massing, 
articulation, and glazing. The original elevations proposed the use of a mix of stucco, 
metal panels, and smooth and rough faced concrete masonry. Staff recommended that 
the applicant consider replacing the concrete masonry with a material that was 
comparable to a brick finish. The applicant complied with this recommendation by 
changing the exterior to a Quick-Brik masonry material that will have the look of 
traditional brick.

In addition to the change of materials, the applicant has broken up the upper, stucco 
finished portion of the building. The upper parapet has been reduced to what is needed 
to adequately screen the rooftop mechanical equipment, and reveal/score lines have 
been added to break up the vertical and horizontal mass of the upper wall.

The amendments made to the building elevations have resulted in a design that is 
supported by staff. The new Quick-Brik material provides for a high quality finish and the 
modifications to the upper parapet improve the overall massing of the structure. The 
proposed building is consistent with the North Sacramento Design Guidelines and 
compliments the existing development surrounding the site. The final material also 
meets the PC Overlay requirement for exterior materials to be composed mainly of 
natural earth-toned, stone, rock, masonry, or other material.

Fencing/Landscaping: The PC overlay requires a wall or fence at least six feet tall to 
be constructed where the property is either adjacent to, or includes the reference line 
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that is defined as a line that is offset 10 feet from the toe of the levee. This situation 
occurs at the rear property line. The applicant had originally proposed a 10 foot solid 
masonry wall at the east, west, and south property lines to fulfill this requirement and to 
provide a secure site. While staff did not object to the wall, staff recommended including 
a change of materials to break up the height and bulk of the wall. The applicant 
responded by redesigning the wall to have a solid lower portion and an upper portion of 
wrought iron. Masonry pilasters would also be included every 15 feet. Staff believes the
redesigned fence is more aesthetically appealing than the original approval while still 
providing security for the facility.

The PC Overlay also requires a landscape planter of at least 10 feet wide be provided 
adjacent to the landward side of the fence or wall. The 10 foot landscape planter has 
been provided per this requirement. 

Conclusion

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the request to establish a 120-bed 
acute care psychiatric facility. The building’s design has been modified to be consistent 
with the North Sacramento Design Guidelines and the Parkway Corridor Overlay zone 
and will complement the architecture of the surrounding development. The project is 
consistent with the General Plan Suburban Center Designation and is compatible with 
the surrounding commercial and light industrial uses. The project has also been 
conditioned to provide the appropriate security measures to ensure the ongoing safety 
of the project operations and the applicant has offered additional security measures, to 
be included as conditions of approval, to mitigate concerns related to security. 

12 of 290



Attachment 3 – Planning Commission Record of Decision
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Attachment 4 – Land Use Map
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1

Antonio Ablog

From: Ed Hight <edhight@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 04, 2013 9:56 AM
To: Antonio Ablog; Mayor Johnson; Angelique Ashby; Allen Warren; Steve Cohn; Steve Hansen; 

Jay Schenirer; Kevin McCarty; Darrell Fong; Bonnie Pannell
Cc: rhmacaulay@aol.com; dotlem44@yahoo.com; dutch@DutchFalconi.com; 

epitome@surewest.net; egaffney@hotmail.com; eloise@lanset.com; huckaby@surewest.net; 
fvacosta06@hotmail.com; gmiller7701@yahoo.com; twirtz@surewest.net; 
unfinityorbust@gmail.com; slewis6346@gmail.com; nebtree@gmail.com; 
lanak@surewest.net

Subject: The Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital, aka Signature Healthcare Services, LLC, 
aka 120-Bed Psychiatric Hospital

Dear Sir's and Madam's,  
 
I am here by stating for the record my vehement opposition for the construction and institution of the above 
mentioned [120-Bed Psychiatric Hospital] being considered at or near Expo Parkway, Sacramento, California, 
adjacent to the Woodlake neighborhood. 
 
As I believe the arguments are multiple and many I have heard are well articulated expressing a similar 
opposing sentiment as I believe to be resonating with sound reasoning, I will therefore herein merely provide 
bullet points consisting in large part what I believe, for myself, to be hard and fast points of unresolved 
contention: 
 

 Safety - There is more evidence indicating the introduction of unsafe and unstable elements than to the 
contrary.  This project represents unnecessary elements of risk. 

 Equity - There is nothing about this proposed project that will add to the diminished equity to-which I 
desperately cling, and many aspects that will compromise, challenge or otherwise cause real and 
sustained damage to my current equity. 

 
I urge and challenge you to hear the voice of the people and strike this project from the currently proposed 
location. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
Ed Hight 
588 Southgate Road 
Sacramento, CA 95815-3849 
(916) 752-6288 
edhight@yahoo.com 
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1

Antonio Ablog

From: Ed Hight <edhight@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 10:24 AM
To: Steve Cohn
Cc: Sue Brown; Mayor Johnson; Council-Members; John F. Shirey; Daniel Conway; Council_DD-

ALL; David Kwong; Antonio Ablog; Lindsey Alagozian; Gregory Bitter; gmiller7701
@yahoo.com

Subject: Proposed Behavioral Healthcare Hospital - STOP THE MADNESS

To those whom it concerns, 
 
In review of the evidence it has become glaringly evident that the monitory benefits to local 
government outweigh the viable concerns of and impact to the constituents and residents of the 
"Woodlake" neighborhood.  In short local government appears to be more concerned with the 
anticipated taxable corporate revenue than doing the right thing, otherwise there is simply no 
justifiable reason for the dialog to persist. 
 
I have not heard one good argument why the proposed facility is perceivably a good idea, yet I 
have heard multiple, sound and reasonable arguments why this facility does not belong in 
Woodlakes' back yard.  There is no reason for the debate to continue except that the decision has 
already been made and the current attempts are merely to appease. 
 
These tactics come as no surprise, it would just be something new to hear an admission of the truth 
rather than to be falsely manipulated yet again. 
Get ready to swallow hard Woodlake, if you think you can stop this revenue stream you are kidding 
yourself. 
 
In my humble opinion. 
 
Ed Hight 
Sacramento, CA 
(916) 752-6288 
edhight@yahoo.com 
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1

Antonio Ablog

From: csm3@surewest.net
Sent: Thursday, October 03, 2013 8:13 PM
To: Allen Warren; Steve Cohn
Cc: Steve Hansen; Jay Schenirer; Kevin McCarty; Bonnie Pannell; Antonio Ablog; Angelique 

Ashby
Subject: Proposed Signature Healthcare Psychiatric Hospital

Sacramento City Council, 
  
As a Woodlake neighborhood resident I would like to voice my opposition to the Signature Healthcare 
Psychiatric Hospital proposed near our neighbor. After initially being neutral on it I am now opposed 
due to further research into the discharge policy, bike trail access, and reputation of company which 
all have a negative affect on our neighborhood.  I urge you to give our neighborhood a break.  
  
Charles Metzinger 
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Antonio Ablog

From: Barbara Hopper <bhop70@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 03, 2013 2:29 PM
To: Allen Warren
Cc: ashby@cityofsacramento.org; Antonio Ablog; Steve Hansen; Jay Schenirer; Steve Cohn
Subject: Psychiatric hospital near Woodlake

  
  
Sent from Windows Mail 
  
I was not opposed to the psychiatric hospital at first because I know we need many such places for people 
with mental problems and addictions, but I am not in favor of this particular company being considered. 
  
After reading all the reports about safety violations and  lawsuits for Medicare fraud against this company 
(Signature Healthcare Services) planning a new facility near my home in Woodlake, I am appalled to think they 
are even being considered for this prime piece of real estate...  someone getting a money advantage must be 
the reason, as it certainly won’t enhance our area to have a facility that can potentially cause a lot of trouble 
for us and for regulators.  Please give us a rest from another trouble for our area..  the homeless and the crime 
and the casino we didn’t want are enough for now.   There must be a fine, legitimate business that would like 
to move into that beautiful spot that is one of our last wild meadows home to purple thistle and red‐winged 
blackbirds.     
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Antonio Ablog

From: lolaa@winfirst.com
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 6:01 PM
To: Steve Cohn; Sue Brown
Cc: rhooper@thatchlaw.com; Daniel Savala; Antonio Ablog; Allen Warren; rhmacaulay@aol.com; 

unfinityorbust@gmail.com; wdfarrell@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: Proposed Psychiatric Hospital

Mr. Cohn, thank you for conveying the invitation to Sta Rosa.  
Most neighbors in our network are already familiar with Signature Healthcare business and patient care practices from a 
series of articles in the Los Angeles Times.  
 
You and Mr. Warren knew of this planned hospital in the Woodlake area as early as February but waited seven months 
before deciding to respond to community protests with a meeting in late August. Your silence during this half a year has 
contributed to a sharp divide in our community where neighbors do not know whom to believe. Even the president of 
our neighborhood association knew about this planned hospital project in February; and he too kept this information 
from our neighborhood. 
 
And even if this hospital is built nearby, it is unclear whether the divide in our community will soon heal. All I know is the 
first time an incident of patient rape, suicide, patient abuse, attempted escape, or burglary by a drug rehab out‐patient 
occurs, our community will never be the same again, always waiting for next incident of this kind to occur.  
Costco and Apria Health Care are businesses that help unite our community; the Signature Healthcare psychiatric 
hospital, on the other hand, is the type of business enterprise that is dividing our community. Our neighbors at the 
corner of Forrest and Woodlake Drive already lost a sale for their home because a buyer discovered that this hospital 
was being planned nearby. Even our neighborhood association newsletter is censuring all comments it prints from using 
the term "psychiatric hospital" for fear it might frighten neighbors and deter interested home buyers. 
 
In closing, I look forward to receiving the revised Planning Commission report addressing the Negative Declaration issues 
identified by our neighbor Tom Powell as well as other issues.   
Lola Acosta 
      
 
‐‐‐‐ Original message ‐‐‐‐ 
>Date: Thu, 26 Sep 2013 23:34:53 +0000 
>From: Steve Cohn <SCohn@cityofsacramento.org> 
>Subject: Proposed Behavioral Healthcare Hospital 
>To: Sue Brown <SBrown@cityofsacramento.org> 
>Cc: "rhooper@thatchlaw.com" <rhooper@thatchlaw.com>, Daniel 
Savala <DSavala@cityofsacramento.org>, Antonio Ablog <AAblog@cityofsacramento.org>, Allen Warren 
<AWarren@cityofsacramento.org> 
> 
>   Thank you for participating in the community meeting 
>   hosted by Councilmember Warren and me on Thursday, 
>   August 29, 2013, regarding the Behavioral Healthcare 
>   Hospital proposed by Signature Healthcare at Expo 
>   Parkway and Slobe Avenue. 
> 
>   In response to concerns voiced at the meeting about 
>   the lack of adequate notice and time to prepare 
>   comments for the City Council meeting previously 
>   scheduled for September 10, 2013, Councilmember 
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>   Warren and I arranged for the item to be postponed 
>   for several weeks.  We will send you an email update 
>   once a date is set.   
> 
>   Attached is a letter from Signature Healthcare that 
>   is being mailed to the neighborhood with information 
>   inviting you to visit a similar facility in Santa 
>   Rosa on October 8, 2013.  Also attached is the June 
>   27, 2013 Planning Commission staff report referenced 
>   in the letter. 
> 
>   Thank you for your interest in this important 
>   community issue.  If you have any questions or 
>   comments, feel free to contact me at 
>   scohn@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐7003. 
> 
>   Steve Cohn 
> 
>   Councilmember, District 3 
> 
>   City Hall 915 "I" Street | Sacramento, CA 95814 | 
> 
>   Phone  916.808.7003 | fax 916.264‐7680 
> 
>   scohn@cityofsacramento.org | 
>   www.cityofsacramento.org/council 
> 
>     
> 
>     
>________________ 
>SignatureLetter 9,23.13.pdf (1777k bytes) ________________ 
>P13‐ 
011_Behavioral_Healthcare_Hospital_Expo_Parkway_6920_KB.pdf 
(9469k bytes) 
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Antonio Ablog

From: Tree <riverparkmsn@earthlink.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 3:54 PM
To: Allen Warren
Cc: Antonio Ablog
Subject: EXPO PKWY PSYCH HOSPITAL THREAT 

Dear Sirs: 
  
I want to make it known that our family is horrified at the idea of the possiblity of that psych hospital which is 
attempting to get permission to be built near our wonderful Woodlake area.   
  
There is a whole host of ills that is part and parcel to the 'Psych/Pharma - Industry" ,  which needs reform on a 
far larger level than just Woodlake.  
But as a resident of Woodlake - it makes the potential proximity of this one hit  home.  Thus I am speaking out to 
you in hopes you will halt it in its tracks by voting NO on allowing it. 
  
To make it short -  this "industry" and this particular hospital chain is rife with corruption and malpractice.  I am 
sure you can look into their records and see what I am referring to. 
  
The biggest threat I see is they push people out onto the street who have been treated with psychiatric drugs that 
are KNOWN and DOCUMENTED to be connected to VIOLENCE. 
  
I am sure you can do your own homework on this - but one very good link is  www.cchrint.org . You can find much 
documentation there on the connection between every single random incidence of violence of mass shootings -
  connected to schools, malls, now the Naval Yard etc. and the PSYCH DRUGS they were on. 
  
It gives me chills to walk past our elementary school on Southgate on my morning walk and imagine some poor 
patient, made crazed by these horrible drugs, walking right on it and shooting those kids  and teachers up. 
  
I am not being "dramatic" -  I can imagine many possible additional scenarios that perhaps are not as 'headline 
making' , but horrifying nonetheless that are not far stretches of the imaginination which could endanger our 
neighborhood. 
  
I would say that I would feel this way about ANY psych hospital -  but it is even more clear that this particular chain 
of hospitals is very far from ethical and thus it underscores why it needs to be stopped. 
  
If you want any links or documentation about this hospital chain I can provide - but I bet you are already on it. 
  
Thanks for hearing me. 
  
Sincerely - 
Teresa Nebeker and family 
170 Baxter Ave. 
Sacramento - 95815 
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Antonio Ablog

From: Bill L <wcl99@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 13, 2013 6:56 PM
To: Mayor Johnson; Angelique Ashby; Allen Warren; Steve Cohn; Sharon Hanson; Jay 

Schenirer; Kevin McCarty; Darrell Fong; Bonnie Pannell; Antonio Ablog
Subject: Signature Healthcare Psychiatric Facility

 
Mr, Mayor, Council members, Associate Planner 
 
My concerns about the proposed building of a Psychiatric Facility on the border of District 1 and 
District 2 in Sacramento: 
 
1.    Since there will be individuals checked into the facility who have various levels of psychiatric 
problems, it is my understanding that there will be a 10 foot high wall on three sides of the perimeter 
of the facility.   I’ve been told that there may also be another inside seven foot chain-link fence.  To 
me it is obvious  that you are concerned about patients going absent without proper 
authorization.  Should this occur: 
 

a.       Do you have detailed plans on how to find and return these individuals?   
b.      Do you have sufficient personnel to immediately go into the surrounding 
neighborhoods and search for that person? 
c.       Do you have an agreement with the city of Sacramento to obtain their help in 
finding this person? 
d.      If this person was deemed dangerous when admitted to your facility, what plans do 
you have to protect the surrounding community? 

  
Please do not provide a verbal answer such as “We have sufficient personnel”, and “We do have 
plans”.  Please present those statistics and plans to the council and to the community for review. 
  
My second concern is whether you will try to house some patients outside your facility in group 
homes in the neighborhood.  If you do, I strongly object to their being housed in the Woodlake 
community.  Woodlake is an older community with many elderly residents, many of whom live 
alone.  If you do plan to house them in Woodlake, I would request you provide answers to these 
questions: 
 

a.       What plans do you have to ensure those in group homes are highly supervised and will 
not be a problem in the neighborhood. 
b.      Do you have detailed plans on how to find and return these individuals should they 
walk away from the group home?   
c.       Do you have sufficient personnel to immediately go into the neighborhood and search 
for that person? 
d.      Do you have an agreement with the city of Sacramento to obtain their help in finding 
this person? 
e.       If this person was deemed dangerous when admitted to your facility, what plans do you 
have to protect the neighborhood? 
 

If you say you will not house patients in group homes in the community, would you provide that in 
writing in the contract between the facility and the city.  A simple statement such as “Signature 
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Healthcare nor any subcontractor companies SHALL NOT house patients in the Woodlake 
neighborhood”  should suffice. 
  
How do you plan to handle indigent patients?  After you have treated them, will you let them walk out 
the front door?  If so, they will go to the nearest neighborhood. Totally unacceptable!  Will you provide 
them with transportation to somewhere?  Where will that be?  I hope you will not dump them in some 
neighborhood or street corner.  
 
Looking forward to your written answers. 
  
Thank you, 
 
A Concerned Woodlake Resident 
  
"Don't find fault, find a remedy" 
Henry Ford (1863 - 1947), American businessman, founder of the Ford Motor Company 
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Antonio Ablog

From: thomas powell <unfinityorbust@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 03, 2013 12:03 PM
To: Antonio Ablog
Cc: Mayor Johnson; Angelique Ashby; Allen Warren; Steve Cohn; Steve Hansen; 

jshenirer@cityofsacramento.org; Kevin McCarty; Darrell Fong; Bonnie Pannell; Ryan Hooper; 
metro@sacbee.com; raheem@newsreview.com

Subject: Expo Parkway Behavioral Hospital

OPEN LETTER TO MR. ANTONIO ABLOG, SACRAMENTO PLANNING & DESIGN DEPT. 
REGARDING THE EXPO PARKWAY BEHAVIORAL HEALTHCARE HOSPITAL 

  

  

  

October 1, 2013 

  

Mr. Antonio Ablog 

Associate Planner 

Sacramento Planning & Design 

300 Richards Blvd. 

Sacramento, CA 95811 

  

  

  

Dear Mr. Ablog, 

  

I am writing to you on behalf of Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency in regards to the proposed 
Expo Parkway Behavioral Hospital.   

  

Following the public meeting of August 29, 2013, we submitted a list to Councilmen Cohn and Warren 
of ten safety and infrastructure issues that were not sufficiently addressed in the 2005 Mitigated Negative 
Declaration that the Planning Commission relied upon in its decision to forward the zone change request to the 
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City Council. Councilman Warren forwarded our ten concerns to you, but if for some reason you did not receive 
them, they are included again below.  

  

The Addendum To An Adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration (Addendum) dated June 14, 2013 is a 
particularly problematic document.  The graph on page 15, Items 4-A and 4-B, Changes in absorption rates of 
surface water and Flooding are both checked as “less than significant.”  If 90% of the 5.34 ac. of developable 
land is covered by roof and parking lot asphalt, that statement of fact is completely ludicrous.  On page 25, 
Question C it states, “Existing road infrastructure provides adequate emergency access to the proposed project 
site.  The project proposes new driveways to provide emergency access.  The project site will be designed to the 
appropriate City standards.  Therefore potential emergency access impacts are considered to be less-than-
significant.”  In regards to the ten safety issues we have raised, especially #7 Fire Department access to the 
Parkway and #4 emergency vehicle access to Sump 151 for flood control, this statement is also 
unbelievable.  Access to the hospital site, itself, will be hindered by the 10 foot wall enclosing it which is not 
considered in either the MND or the Addendum, but more critically, emergency access to the pump station and 
the Parkway will be greatly restricted by this development.  The enclosure of this critical access point to 
emergency services by the proposed development greatly impacts the safety of the Woodlake neighborhood 
which Planning Dept. documents completely ignore.   

  

Furthermore, at the bottom of page 26 the report states, “There are no railroads within or adjacent to the 
project site…”  This is not merely an error; it is a factual lie.  A Union Pacific railroad spur to Commerce 
Industrial Park passes along the entire southern property boundary. The landlocked southwest corner of this 
parcel is the convergence of many potential and catastrophic problems—fire, flooding, railroad, and utility.  In 
the event of an emergency, how are the 120 patients (many of whom will be heavily drugged) and the 90 staff to 
be evacuated from this facility? Surely this concern should be addressed at the planning level?  

  

 The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) of 2005 is for a completely different development 
project.  Claiming that a lock-down, mental health hospital which in its actual design very much resembles a 
medium security prison within its enclosing wall, its heavy video surveillance, and its internal pod floor plan 
will have a comparable environmental impact as an office complex is simply not believable.  If it were that 
similar, why would it require a zone change?  The 2013 Addendum is an attempt to whitewash the true nature 
of this facility.  It is a document replete with errors, misstatements and glaring omissions, and it is a document 
ripe for litigation. There is no reason for the Planning Department to be rushing to expedite this development 
proposal from Signature Health Care.  There needs to be a great deal more careful consideration given to this 
“behavior hospital” than the Planning Department has so far produced.  

  

There is the additional issue of a lack of public transportation to this site.  At the August 29 public 
meeting, Mr. Stam of Signature Healthcare acknowledged that this lock-down psychiatric facility, in addition to 
private patients, will accept Medicare and Medicaid patients, emergency drop off patients from the Police 
Department (presumably homeless and county jail detainees) and will provide counseling and outpatient 
therapy. Many of the clients will need to use public transportation, as will many of the facilities 200 
employees.  This particular site has no public transportation available.  The closest public transportation is the 
regional light rail service one-half mile away which is only accessible by traversing Woodlake 
neighborhood.  Where is the mitigation strategy for this transportation issue? 
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This project needs its own MND.  The problems we have pointed out cannot be patched up in the stale 
2005 MND, or through a whitewashed Addendum.  We expect the Planning Department to do proper due 
diligence in regards to this development proposal.  Please respond to this letter and inform us of the Planning 
Department’s intentions.  

  

Sincerely Yours, 

  

Thomas Powell 

(916) 549-9110 

unfinityorbust@gmail.com 

  

  

  

cc   

mayor@cityofsacramento.org 

aashby@cityofsacramento.org 

awarren@cityofsacramento.org 

scohn@cityofsacramento.org 

shansen@cityofsacramento.org 

jshenirer@cityofsacramento.org 

kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org 

dfong@cityofsacramento.org 

bpannell@cityofsacramento.org 

rhooper@thatchlaw.com 

metro@sacbee.com 

raheem@newsreview.com 
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Included below are ten additional flaws neighbors at Thursday’s August 29 Clubhouse meeting identified in the 
City Planning Commission (CPC) Report regarding the construction of an acute care psychiatric hospital in the 
Woodlake area. The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) that the Planning Commission relied upon in its 
approval was developed for a completely different project, and it does not address the serious flaws listed 
below.  

  

1. The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) of 2005 submitted for this project is eight years stale. Six office 
buildings, 60,000 sq ft on two parcels, is not the same animal as one - 70,850 sq ft psychiatric hospital on one 
parcel. 

  

2. The factual errors of the MND are significant, especially the denial of the Union Pacific Railroad track and 
parcel along the South property line. What is the status of this spur and can a hospital be zoned alongside a rail 
spur to an industrial park where chemicals and solvents could be delivered?  

  

3. The zone change request, of itself, should have triggered a new MND automatically. Planning Department 
has not done proper due diligence.  

  

4. What about the future access of service vehicles to Sump 151 and the pumping station at the SW corner of 
this parcel? This sump drains the many year-round springs and creeks of the Woodlake neighborhood and 
pumps the water over the levee which is critical to our flood control.  

  

5. Another flooding concern not adequately addressed by either the Planning Commission Report or the MND 
is the impact of storm run-off water as 90% of the 5.37 ac net developable land will be roofed or paved.  

  

6. Given the recent fire in the Parkway which almost jumped the levee into Commerce Industrial Park, if that 
fire had burned behind this hospital, what evacuation plan would there be for the hospital to ensure safety of the 
120 patients and to prevent patients in lock-down conditions not to wander away in the commotion? The Fire 
Dept. and Police Dept. both need to produce new assessments based on locked-down residential occupation of 
this site which is very different from office use. 
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7. The ramp across the levee from the pump station leads to the only access road into the Parkway for fire 
vehicles between the two north-south railroad crossings over the American River (almost 2 miles.) 

  

8. This levee crossing is also the driveway to the radio towers. SMUD uses this access for electricity 
transmission tower service.  

  

9. The configuration of this parcel restricts the levee access for all emergency and service vehicles to the bike 
trail along the west side easement.  

  

10. The legal status of the bike trail is not spelled out in the MND. Can this public access be revoked? The bike 
trail is not adequate to serve as emergency access and service vehicle access. A separate vehicle access to the 
levee crossing may be required. 
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Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital (P13-011) 

Staff Response to Neighbor Issues with the Environmental Documentation 
 
The City Planning and Design Commission, following a public hearing on June 27, 2013, recommended 
that the City Council approve the application to construct and operate the Expo Parkway Behavioral 
Healthcare Hospital (P13-011).  
 
Following the public hearing several community meetings have occurred regarding the project. As part 
of that process the City received an email from Mike Acosta (a follow-up email was received from 
Thomas Powell raising similar issues) that stated: 
 

Council Members Warren and Cohn, attached are ten issues identified by WNA member 
Tom Powell, which he briefly presented at Thursday’s [August 29, 2013] Clubhouse 
meeting. These issues were not addressed in the City Planning Commission (CPC) 
acute care psychiatric hospital report. The issues in question arise from the fact that the 
CPC Report was based on an old 2005 Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), 
developed for an altogether different project. The final CPC report that goes to the City 
Council should be based on a new MND that addresses these issues. 

 
The environmental document prepared for the proposed project is an Addendum to a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration adopted by the City Planning Commission for the Expo Parkway Offices (P04-
133) on March 10, 2005. The proposed resolution prepared by Environmental Planning Services sets 
forth the required findings for an Addendum. In general, these include findings that there has been no 
significant change in circumstances that affect the project or its surroundings, and that there are no 
new significant environmental effects that would occur and that were not evaluated in the original 
environmental document. See proposed resolution attached to the City Council staff report and CEQA 
Guidelines section 15164 (Addendum) and 15162 (situations that would require new environmental 
review).   
 
Use of existing information by lead agencies is encouraged by CEQA. (Public Resources Code section 
21003(e))  
 
The issues presented are set forth below in bold type. Staff input follow. 
 

1.    The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) of 2005 submitted for this project is 
eight years stale. Six office buildings, 60,000 sq ft on two parcels, is not the same 
animal as one - 70,850 sq ft psychiatric hospital on one parcel; for example, there 
is now less land in this one parcel to absorb rain or other water. 

 
Staff input: In 2005 the City Planning Commission adopted a mitigated negative declaration (MND) for 
development of office uses on the subject site and the parcel to the north (across Expo Parkway). The 
entitlements included a Special Permit for development of five office buildings that totaled 60,000 
square feet (sf). The MND adopted for the original project had evaluated the potential impacts that 
could result from the development of 84,734 sf of office space. The MND evaluated the direct and 
indirect physical effects on the environment as a result of the development of that project.  
 
With exceptions not relevant here, CEQA does not establish specific time limits for the effectiveness of 
environmental documents. Rather, the inquiry by the lead agency is whether any of the conditions set 
forth in CEQA Guidelines section 15162 are present. These include (1) substantial changes in the 
project that result in new significant effects or an increase in the severity of impacts already identified; 
(2) substantial changes with regard to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken due to 
new significant effects or an increase in the severity of impacts already identified; (3) new information of 
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substantial importance shows new significant effects, or more severe effects, or new mitigation 
measures that could reduce impacts and which the applicant refuses to accept.  
 
Staff reviewed the application and found none of these circumstances existed. Because only minor 
technical changes were needed, and none of the circumstances set forth in section 15162 were 
present, an Addendum was prepared. CEQA Guidelines section 15164 
 
Environmental Planning Services staff reviewed the background materials for the subject property and 
conducted a site visit. The project site has been graded and infrastructure improvements have been 
installed onsite as implementation of the previous approved project. Those improvements had been 
halted as the office project did not proceed.  
 
Staff reviewed the existing approved environmental analysis and coordinated with the Department of 
Public Works (DPW) to determine whether an new traffic impact analysis would be required based 
upon the change in uses. DPW conducted a trip generation analysis utilizing data published by the 
Institute for Transportation Engineers and compared the results to the previously approved project and 
determined that no additional traffic impact analysis would be required.  
 
If approved, the project would be required to provide/pay a fair share contribution towards the 
construction of a future signal at the intersection of Expo Parkway/Slobe Avenue/Canterbury 
Lane/Leisure Lane. This condition was included in the original project, and remains as a condition of 
approval for the current project. The project was also reviewed for updated information with regards to 
air quality and the results were below the significance criteria levels.  
 
Based upon staff’s review of the current project against the approved evaluation of development at the 
site and the evaluation set forth in the previously-adopted MND, it was determined that additional 
environmental review was not warranted and an Addendum to the adopted MND was prepared. 
 

2.    The factual errors of the MND are significant, especially the denial of the Southern 
Pacific Railroad track and parcel along the South property line. What is the status 
of this spur and can a hospital be zoned alongside a rail spur to an industrial park 
where chemicals and solvents could be delivered? 

 
Staff input: The Mitigated Negative Declaration omitted mention of the railroad tracks near the project 
site. These tracks are part of a spur that at one time served properties in an industrial area to the west 
of the site. The spur was at one time connected to the mainline approximately 1,900 feet east of the 
project site. The spur is no longer connected to the main line, and truncates in rock base. Structures 
that were part of safety controls have been marked as out of service. While it is possible that the spur 
could in the future be reconnected to the main line, the traffic on the spur would be limited to rail cars 
used by local businesses, and would not result in significant noise or vibration. The project would have 
no impact on the rail spur, and in the event of future operations on the spur there would be no 
significant effect.  See Photo Legend, Photos 1a-c and, Photo 4. 
 

3.    The zone change request, of itself, should have triggered a new mitigated negative 
declaration automatically. Planning Department needs to do due diligence. 

 
Staff input: The key issues reviewed by staff relate to new impacts, increase in severity of impacts or 
potential new mitigation. A zone change does not necessarily result in these changes, and that is the 
case here. 
 
Development of the project would not result in additional impacts to the environment beyond what was 
previously evaluated and approved. See information above regarding the decision to prepare an 
addendum. 
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4.    What about the future access of service vehicles to Sump 151 and the pumping 

station at the SW corner of this parcel? This sump drains the many year-round 
springs and creeks of the Woodlake neighborhood and pumps the water over the 
levee which is critical to our flood control. 

 
Staff input: As described in the addendum to the MND, the staff report prepared for the project, and the 
site plan, the existing bike path and access to Sump 151 and the levee will remain and would not be 
eliminated by the project. As conditioned, any modification to the project would be subject to review by 
City Staff prior to issuance of building permits. The project conditions also confirm that the site plan 
indicates an existing bike trail is located on the property and that no changes are proposed for the 
existing trail. There is an existing public access easement covering access from Expo Parkway along 
the existing bike trail to the base of the levee. This easement is in addition to easements for waterline 
and storm drainage.  The condition requires proof that an easement exists for the bike trail and if one 
does not exist, to provide a 20-foot easement for a multi-use trail, encompassing the existing trail 
alignment. See Condition No. B38. In addition, the Department of Utilities (DOU), which operates and 
maintains Sump 151, has reviewed the project and has imposed no additional conditions. The bike trail 
and access to the levee will remain in place upon completion of the project. See Photo Legend and 
Photos 2 and 3. 
 

5.    Another flooding concern not adequately addressed by either the Planning 
Commission Report or the MND is the impact of storm run-off water as 90% of the 
5.37 ac net developable land will be roofed or paved. 

 
Staff input: DOU staff reviews projects and provides conditions as necessary for project entitlements. 
DOU reviewed the project and indicated that the site is located immediately adjacent to the pump 
station and because of that, it is preferable to have flows on the site drain directly to the pump station 
without onsite detention. As described in the staff report, a landscape buffer area will surround the 
project site. The landscaped areas will be used as vegetative swales to assist in site drainage. 
 

6.    Given the recent fire in the Parkway which almost jumped the levee into 
Commerce Industrial Park, if that fire had burned behind this hospital, what 
evacuation plan would there be for the hospital to ensure safety of the patients 
and to prevent patients in lock-down conditions not to wander away in the 
commotion? 

 
Staff input: Fire evacuation plan safety and security of patients is not an environmental issue that would 
result in physical effects on the environment. As a planning issue, the Police Department has 
conditioned the project to develop an emergency preparedness plan. 
 

7. The ramp across the levee from the pump station leads to the only access road 
into the Parkway for fire vehicles between the two north-south railroad crossings 
over the American River (almost 2 miles.) 

 
Staff input: As stated above, bike path (and access) to Sump 151 (and the levee) will remain and not be 
eliminated by the project. There is an existing public access easement covering access from Expo 
Parkway along the existing bike trail to the base of the levee. This easement is in addition to 
easements for waterline and storm drainage. As conditioned, any modification to the project shall be 
subject to review by City Staff prior to issuance of building permits. There is an existing public access 
easement covering access from Expo Parkway along the existing bike trail to the base of the levee. 
This easement is in addition to easements for waterline and storm drainage. There is also a levee 
access road located approximately one half mile (0.5 mi) to the west of the subject site on Lathrop 
Way. This access is a shorter distance from the paved road (Lathrop Way) to the levee. See Photo 
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Legend and Photos 2, 3, and 5. (Note: the Lathrop Way access is currently closed due to levee 
maintenance construction work.) 
 

8.    This levee crossing is also the driveway to the radio towers. SMUD uses this 
access for electricity transmission tower service. 

 
Staff input: As stated above, bike path (and access) to Sump 151 (and the levee) will remain and not be 
eliminated by the project. There is an existing public access easement covering access from Expo 
Parkway along the existing bike trail to the base of the levee. This easement is in addition to 
easements for waterline and storm drainage. As conditioned, any modification to the project shall be 
subject to review by City Staff prior to issuance of building permits. There is also a levee access road 
located approximately a half mile (0.5 mi) to the west of the subject site on Lathrop Way. This access is 
a shorter distance from the paved road (Lathrop Way) to the levee. See Photo Legend and Photos 2, 3, 
and 5. (Note: the Lathrop Way access is currently closed due to levee maintenance construction work.) 
 

9.    The configuration of this parcel restricts the levee access for all emergency and 
service vehicles to the bike trail along the west side easement. 

 
Staff input: Bike path and access to Sump 151 and the levee will remain and not be affected by the 
project. There is an existing public access easement covering access from Expo Parkway along the 
existing bike trail to the base of the levee. This easement is in addition to easements for waterline and 
storm drainage. As conditioned, any modification to the project would be subject to review by City staff 
prior to issuance of building permits. There is also a levee access road located approximately a half 
mile (0.5 mi) to the west of the subject site on Lathrop Way. This access is a shorter distance from the 
paved road (Lathrop Way) to the levee. See Photo Legend and Photos 2, 3, and 5. (Note: the Lathrop 
Way access is currently closed due to levee maintenance construction work.) 
   

10.  The legal status of the bike trail is not spelled out in the MND. Can this public 
access be revoked? The bike trail is not adequate to serve as emergency access 
and service vehicle access. A separate vehicle access to the levee crossing may 
be required.  

 
Staff input: There is no additional access, emergency or otherwise, to the levee from the project site 
besides the existing bike trail. The project routing was provided to the various City departments 
(including Fire and Police) and other agencies (including SMUD, PG&E, and ARFCD). No comments 
were provided requesting additional access beyond what exists via the bike trail. Bike path and access 
to Sump 151 and the levee will not be affected by the project. There is an existing public access 
easement covering access from Expo Parkway along the existing bike trail to the base of the levee. 
This easement is in addition to easements for waterline and storm drainage. As conditioned, any 
modification to the project shall be subject to review by City Staff prior to issuance of building permits. 
There is also a levee access road located approximately a half mile (0.5 mi) to the west of the subject 
site on Lathrop Way. This access is a shorter distance from the paved road (Lathrop Way) to the levee. 
See Photo Legend and Photos 2, 3, and 5. (Note: the Lathrop Way access is currently closed due to 
levee maintenance construction work.) 
 
 
 
 
Cc: P13-011 
 
 
Attachment: Photo Legend/Photos 
 

114 of 290



·|}þ

Photos 1a,
1b, and 1cPhoto 2

Photo 3

Photo 4

Photo 5

Sump 151

Expo Parkway 
Behavioral 
Healthcare

Hospital (P13-011)
Project Location

L EISU RE LN

DEL PASO BLVD

R
O

Y
A

L
 O

A
K

S
 D

R

SOUTHGATE RD

LOCHBRAE RD

WOODLAKE DR

GLOBE AVE

BLACKWOOD ST

O
X

F
O

R
D

 S
T

F
O

R
R

E
S

T
 S

T

LATHROP WAY

BAXTER AVE

E
D

G
E

W
A

T
E

R
 R

D

COMMERCE CIR

EL M
ONTE AVE

DEAN RD

EVERGREEN ST

160

AMERICAN RIVER

PO
N

D

525 0 525262.5
Feet

−
S. Johnson  |  October 7, 2013

P13-011
Expo Behavioral 

Healthcare Hospital
Staff Response to Neighborhood Issues 

Photo Legend Attachment

C
ity o

f S
a

cram
en

to, C
om

m
u

nity D
e

velop
m

ent D
ep

a
rtm

en
t G

eog
ra

phic Inform
ation S

ystem

115 of 290



P13‐011 ‐Expo Behavioral Healthcare Hospital 
Staff Response to Neighborhood Issues       
Photos Attachment 
 

 

Photo 1a – Disconnected Rail Spur 

 

Photo 1b – Disconnected Rail Spur 
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P13‐011 ‐Expo Behavioral Healthcare Hospital 
Staff Response to Neighborhood Issues       
Photos Attachment 
 

 

Photo 1C – Disconnected Rail Spur 

 

Photo 2 – Sump 151 Access/Easement Gate 
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P13‐011 ‐Expo Behavioral Healthcare Hospital 
Staff Response to Neighborhood Issues       
Photos Attachment 
 

 

Photo 3 – Levee Access/Easement Gate behind subject site. 

 

Photo 4 – “Tracks Out of Service” Sign on Rail Spur Crossing 
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P13‐011 ‐Expo Behavioral Healthcare Hospital 
Staff Response to Neighborhood Issues       
Photos Attachment 
 

 

Photo 5 – Lathrop Way Levee Access 
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The proposed project site is a vacant parcel located on Expo Parkway, south of Slobe 
Avenue in the City of Sacramento. The proposed 6.78 acre lot s bounded by Expo Parkway 
on the north, the American River Parkway along the southern property line. A 2 story 
commercial building is located along the eastern property line and a drainage canal is located 
along the western property line. The proposed project will consist of a 70,860 square feet 
building which will be used as an acute care psychiatric hospital with approximately 120 beds 
and an outpatient facility. 
 
The project site was previously approved to construct five office buildings for a total of 60,000 
square feet of office space with 218 parking spaces (March 10, 2005).  The project site was 
graded and many infrastructure improvements were constructed on site pursuant to the 
previous approved project.  With the 2005 project approval, a Negative Declaration was 
prepared and the project was conditioned to pay fair share contribution for a new signal at 
Slobe Avenue/ Expo Parkway/Leisure Lane/ Canterbury Road. 
 
 Project Description   
 
The proposed project is an acute care psychiatric hospital, which will consist of 120 beds and 
will serve as a transitional care facility for the treatment of short term psychiatric illnesses with 
typical visits lasting between 3 days and 2 weeks. According to the information provided by 
the applicant, patients will arrive at the facility by friends, family members or by emergency 
response vehicles therefore, it is not anticipated that patients will be able to drive and leave 
their vehicles in the facility. 
 
The daily operation of the facility requires about 210 employees who will staff the facility 
around the clock in three separate shifts:  90 employees will work daily from 7:00 AM to 3:00 
PM, 70 employees will work in the afternoon shift (3:00 PM to 11:00 PM) and 50 employees 
in the night shift (11:00 PM to 7:00 AM).   The outpatient facility will accommodate 20- 30 
patients per day.  80% of these patients are taken back and forth from the facility to their 
homes in a van operated by the facility. 
 
 
Trip Generation 
 
To project the volume of new vehicle traffic associated with the project, we examined daily 
operating schedules, the expected patient and visitor activity and compared this with national 
trip generation data published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
 
Based on the operating schedule described above, outside of employees traffic, patients 
generate a very limited number of trips, in the way of direct patients arriving and departing for 
care and patient representatives.  Additionally, the employee work shift does not coincide 

Interoffice 
M E M O R A N D U M  

 
 

To: Tom Buford, Senior Planner 

From: Samar Hajeer, Senior Engineer 

Subject: Traffic Study Assessment for the proposed Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Facility 
P13-011 

Date: 4/12/2013 
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with the normal adjacent streets peak hour, but for conservative reason we assumed that 
employees trips will still partial affect the adjacent streets during normal traffic peak hours. 
 
Because this type of facility and its operation is different than a regular hospital operation, ITE 
Land Use 620 (Nursing Home) from the ITE Trip Generation, 9th edition was used to estimate 
the trip generation for this project.  Table 1 shows the trip generation estimate using two 
different variables:  number of beds and size of the building. 
 

Table 1- Proposed Expo Parkway Behavioral Facility 

Land Use 

Daily and Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary 

 
Daily 
Trips 

 
AM Peak Hour Trips 

 
PM Peak Hour Trips 

    

  In Out Total  In Out Total 

120 beds 330  13 8 21  9 18 26 

70,860 sq.ft 537  28 11 39  27 25 52 

          

 
As shown in Table 1, the proposed project will generate between 21 and 39 trips in the AM 
peak hour, between 26 to 52 trips in the PM peak hour and a maximum of 537 new daily 
trips.  As mentioned above, this trip generation estimate is conservative given the fact that 
the changes in the employees shifts does not coincide with the adjacent streets peak hours. 
 
For a comparison purposes only, the estimated trip generation for the approved project is 
presented on Table 2.  If the project site is constructed as approved (general offices), it will 
generate 127 tips in the AM peak hour, 146 trips in the PM peak hour and a total of 890 daily 
trips. 
 
  

Table 2- Approved office Buildings 

Land Use 

Daily and Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary 

 
Daily 
Trips 

 
AM Peak Hour Trips 

 
PM Peak Hour Trips 

    

  In Out Total  In Out Total 

60,000 sqft 890  112 15 127  25 121 146 

          

 
 
 
Taking into consideration the low numbers of new trips expected to be generated by the 
project during AM and PM peak hours, and comparing the project with the approved project, 
a Traffic Impact Analysis is not required for this project.  It is recommended to keep the 
condition of approval to pay the fair share contribution to the future signal at Slobe Avenue/ 
Expo Parkway/Leisure Lane/ Canterbury Road intersection and to condition the project to 
construct its frontage improvements consistent with the City Code. 
. 
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4238 Green River Rd.  Corona, CA 92880 Phone 951.549.8032  Fax 951.549.8033 
29433 Southfield Road, Suite 201  Southfield, MI  48076  Phone 248.905.5091  Fax 248.905.5096 

 

 
Summary Statement Regarding Patient Admissions and Discharges 

Signature Healthcare Services 
October 16, 2013 

 
Signature Healthcare currently owns and operates eight private psychiatric hospitals in several 
locations in California and other parts of the country.  We have made a long-term commitment to 
providing the best possible behavioral health care to the residents of our communities, ever since 
we opened our first facility over thirteen years ago.  The majority of patients we admit are 
voluntary individuals seeking help for treatable mental health and/or alcohol or drug abuse 
problems.  We do not own or operate state or county psychiatric hospitals.  Signature Healthcare 
does not own or operate group homes.  
 
The proposed facility in Sacramento will be a state-of-the-art private psychiatric hospital, 
providing short-term mental health and substance abuse care for children and adults.  It will be 
licensed by the State of California, California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Licensing 
and Certification Program (L&C) and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS).  These agencies are responsible for 
ensuring that hospitals comply with state laws and regulations.  Our hospital will also be 
accredited by the Joint Commission, an independent, not-for-profit organization.  Joint 
Commission accreditation and certification is recognized nationwide as a symbol of quality that 
reflects an organization’s commitment to meeting certain performance and safety standards.  We 
will also be contracted with most of the private healthcare insurance companies serving the 
Sacramento market.  These companies demand very high standards of patient care and safety in 
order for a hospital to remain contracted with them.   
 
Our number one goal at each of our hospitals is patient safety.  As part of our safety program, we 
do restrict patients to specific units within our hospital, and we use magnetic locking doors to 
keep these units secure.  All patients have the right to receive visitors; however, there are very 
strict state and federal privacy regulations for patients receiving mental health or substance abuse 
treatment.  The primary reason many of our facilities have walls or fences is to maintain patient 
privacy and to keep unauthorized individuals from entering the hospital.   
 
No patients are admitted or discharged from Signature Healthcare hospitals without a doctor’s 
order. Each patient admitted to one of our hospitals must meet specific medical necessity criteria 
approved by the medical staff of that hospital. Our policy is that each of our patients is seen 
every day, seven days a week, by the psychiatrist. The psychiatrist leads an interdisciplinary 
treatment team that includes RNs, Social Workers, therapists and other trained healthcare 
professionals.  Every day, multiple times during each work shift, each patient is evaluated 
regarding his or her mental status and safety.  It is our policy to discharge patients only when 
they have been determined not to represent a threat to themselves or others.        
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Discharge planning is a part of routine patient care and begins the day the patient is admitted.  
The majority of our patients are returned to their home environment with follow-up 
appointments already scheduled with primary care physicians, psychiatrists, therapists, or other 
healthcare professionals.  Each patient is assigned a Case Manager who coordinates the 
discharge care plan with the patient, family, attending psychiatrist, and other members of the 
treatment team as well as aftercare providers.  Our Case Managers meet with each patient to 
gather information about his or her current living situation.  Our policy is that each patient’s 
aftercare plans address the patient’s individual preferences, family relationships, physical and 
psychiatric care needs, social needs and accessibility to community resources.  We make 
arrangements if a patient needs to be transferred to another hospital or other facility. Our policy 
is that Case Managers communicate information about the patient’s discharge time in advance to 
family, friends or caretakers in order to allow time for making appropriate transportation 
arrangements.  If the patient is indigent or homeless, our policy is to find appropriate placement 
with relatives, friends, or if this is not available we will coordinate referrals and transportation to 
an alternative setting such as a licensed group home.  Patients may not be “dropped off” or 
transported to street corners, directed to bus or light rail stops, or sent to unsafe, “unlicensed” 
residential care facilities.   
 
It is the policy of Signature Healthcare that all patients be provided with appropriate referrals for 
follow-up treatment, whether they are indigent or have funding sources.  Each patient must have 
an aftercare/discharge plan that documents items such as a suitable licensed placement, a specific 
appointment or time at which the patient is expected to appear at an outpatient site for mental 
health services, appropriate referrals to community agencies, and the transfer of necessary 
medical information to the agency providing post-hospital care for the patient.  Not only do we 
have internal quality assurance procedures to make sure these policies are followed, but at each 
of our hospitals we are routinely audited and monitored by our local county Departments of 
Mental Health, state licensing, and the Joint Commission.  
 
In summary, the hospital we are proposing to build in Sacramento will follow the same policies 
and procedures we have developed at each of our other private psychiatric facilities.  These 
policies and procedures are designed to maximize patient safety, and maintain the safety of the 
local communities in which we provide our services.  People with mental illnesses, or drug and 
alcohol addiction, are often subject to hostility, discrimination, and stigma, instead of 
compassion and understanding.  People with mental health and substance abuse problems can 
recover and resume normal activities.  Our doctors, nurses, social workers, therapists and other 
employees all work to make sure that we provide the best and safest opportunity for individuals 
to get successful treatment.   
 
Contact information: 
Blair Stam, Executive Vice President, Signature Healthcare Services, LLC  4238 Green River 
Road, Corona, CA 92880-1669, (951) 549-8032 
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Page 1 of 3

CEQA Resolution

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

ADOPTING THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION ADDENDUM (REVISED) 
AND THE MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN FOR THE EXPO PARKWAY 

BEHAVIORAL HEALTHCARE HOSPITAL PROJECT (P13-011)

BACKGROUND

A. On June 27, 2013, the City Planning and Design Commission conducted a public 
hearing on, and forwarded to the City Council a recommendation to approve with 
conditions the Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital (P13-011).

B. On December 10, 2013, the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which 
notice was given pursuant Sacramento City Code Section 17.200.010(C) and received 
and considered evidence concerning the Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital 
(P13-011).

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The City Council finds as follows:

A. On March 25, 2005, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Public 
Resources Code §21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of 
Regulations §15000 et seq.), and the City of Sacramento environmental guidelines, the 
City Planning Commission adopted a mitigated negative declaration (MND) and a 
mitigation monitoring program and approved Expo Parkway Offices, P04-133 (Project).

B. The Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital (P13-011) Modification 
(Project Modification) proposes to modify the previously approved Project as follows: 
Rezone of approximately 6.78 acres from the General Commercial, Labor Intensive, 
Parkway Corridor (C-2-LI-PC) Zone to the Hospital Parkway Corridor (H-PC) Zone; 
approve a Special Permit to construct a 70,860 square foot acute care psychiatric 
hospital; and approve Design Review for a new 70,860 square foot acute care 
psychiatric hospital in the North Sacramento Design Review District.

C. The analysis conducted for the Project Modification determined that the proposed 
changes to the original Project did not require the preparation of a subsequent mitigated 
negative declaration.  An addendum to the previously adopted MND was then prepared 
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to address the modification to the Project, and has been revised to include responses to 
comments received during the hearing process.

Section 2. The City Council has reviewed and considered the information contained
in the previously adopted MND for the Project, the revised addendum, and all oral and 
documentary evidence received during the hearing on the Project Modification.  The 
City Council had determined that the previously adopted MND and the revised 
addendum constitute an adequate, accurate, objective, and complete review of the 
proposed Project Modification and finds that no additional environmental review is 
required based on the reasons set forth below:

A. No substantial changes are proposed by the Project Modification that will require 
major revisions of the previously adopted MND due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects;

B.  No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under 
which the Project Modification will be undertaken which will require major revisions to 
the previously adopted MND due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified  significant 
effects;

C.  No new information of substantial importance has been found that shows any of 
the following:

   1.  The Project Modification will have one or more significant effects not 
discussed in the previously adopted MND;
   

2.   Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previously adopted MND;
   

3.   Mitigation measures previously found to be infeasible would in fact be 
feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the Project
Modification; or
   

4.  Mitigation measures which are considerably different from those analyzed 
in the previously adopted MND would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment.

Section 3. Based on its review of the previously adopted MND for the Project, the 
revised addendum, and all oral and documentary evidence received during the hearing 
on the Project Modification, the City Council finds that the MND and addendum reflect 
the City Council’s independent judgment and analysis and adopts the MND and the 
addendum for the Project Modification and readopts the findings of fact in support of the 
MND.
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Section 4. Pursuant to CEQA section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines section 15074, 
and in support of its approval of the Project Modification, the City Council adopts a 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan to require all reasonably feasible mitigation measures be 
implemented by means of Project Modification conditions, agreements, or other 
measures, as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

Section 5. Upon approval of the Project, the City Manager shall file or cause to be 
filed a Notice of Determination with the Sacramento County Clerk and, if the project 
requires a discretionary approval from any state agency, with the State Office of 
Planning and Research, pursuant to section 21152(a) of the Public Resources Code 
and the State EIR Guidelines adopted pursuant thereto.

Section 6. Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the documents and other 
materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council has 
based its decision are located in and may be obtained from, the Office of the City Clerk 
at 915 I Street, Sacramento, California.  The City Clerk is the custodian of records for all 
matters before the City Council.

Table of Contents:

Exhibit A: Mitigation Monitoring Plan
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Exhibit A

Exhibit A – Mitigation Monitoring Plan

THE EXPO PARKWAY BEHAVIORAL HEALTHCARE HOSPITAL PROJECT (P13-011)
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

This Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) has been required by and prepared for the City of 
Sacramento Community Development Department, Environmental Planning Services, 300 
Richards Boulevard, Sacramento, CA  95811, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21081.6.

SECTION 1: PROJECT IDENTIFICATION

Project Name and File Number: Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital (P13-011)

Project Location: 1400 Expo Parkway
Sacramento, CA 95819
APN: 275-0310-022

Project Applicant: Signature Healthcare Services, LLC
c/o Ryan Hooper, Law Offices of Gregory D. Thatch
1730 I Street, Suite 220
Sacramento ,CA  95811

Project Description:

The proposed project would consist of construction and operation of a 70,860 square feet, 
approximate 120 beds, single-story acute care psychiatric inpatient hospital facility, which will 
primarily serve as a transitional care facility for the treatment of short term psychiatric illnesses 
with typical visits lasting between 3 days and 2 weeks. The project would be developed on 
approximately 6.78 acres.     

SECTION 2: GENERAL INFORMATION

The Plan includes mitigation for Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Transportation 
and Circulation. The intent of the Plan is to prescribe and enforce a means for properly and 
successfully implementing the mitigation measures as identified within the Initial Study for this 
project.  Unless otherwise noted, the cost of implementing the mitigation measures as 
prescribed by this Plan shall be funded by the owner/developer identified above.  This Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan (MMP) is designed to aid the City of Sacramento in its implementation and 
monitoring of mitigation measures adopted for the proposed project.  

The mitigation measures have been taken from the Initial Study and adopted Mitigated Negative 
Declaration prepared for the Expo Parkway Offices project.  The MMP describes the actions 
that must take place to implement each mitigation measure, the timing of those actions, and the 
entities responsible for implementing and monitoring the actions.  The developer will be 
responsible for fully understanding and effectively implementing the mitigation measures 
contained with the MMP. The City of Sacramento will be responsible for ensuring compliance.
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Environmental 
Resource

Mitigation Measure Responsible 
Entities

Compliance 
Milestone / 

Confirm 
Complete

Biological 
Resources

BR-1   Prior to the issuance of demolition/grading 
permits a 6-foot chain link fence shall be 
installed around the trees to be preserved 
under direction of the City Arborist. Orange 
plastic fencing is not acceptable. The fencing 
shall remain in place for the duration of the 
project. Within the fenced area there shall be 
no grade changes, storage of materials, 
trenching, or parking of vehicles.

BR-2    The contractor shall hire an 
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) 
certified arborist to make biweekly inspections 
to ensure the protective fencing stays in place 
and to monitor tree health. The arborist will 
take any required action such as 
supplemental irrigation, fertilization, or soil 
compaction remediation to ensure the health 
of the tree. The contractor will be responsible 
for any costs incurred.

BR-3    If during excavation for the project any 
tree roots greater than two inches in diameter 
are encountered work shall stop immediately 
until the project arborist can perform an on-
site inspection. All roots shall be cut clean 
and the tree affected may require 
supplemental irrigation/fertilization and 
pruning as a result of root pruning.

BR-4   The contractor shall be held liable for any 
damage to existing street trees such as trunk 
wounds, broken limb, pouring of any 
deleterious materials, or washing out of 
concrete under the drip line of the tree. 
Damages will be assessed using the A Guide 
to Plant Appraisals, (most current edition) 
published by the ISA. The project arborist will 
do the appraisal and submit a report for 
review by the City Arborist.

Project 
Applicant / 

Project 
Contractor

Note shall be 
included on the 
construction 
plans. 

Measures shall 
be 
implemented in 
field prior to 
and during 
grading and 
construction 
activities.

Cultural CR-1 If archaeological artifacts or unusual Project Note shall be 
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Environmental 
Resource

Mitigation Measure Responsible 
Entities

Compliance 
Milestone / 

Confirm 
Complete

Resources amounts of stone, bone, or shell are 
uncovered during construction activities, work 
within 50 feet of the specific construction site 
at which the suspected resources have been 
uncovered shall be suspended. At that time, 
the property owner shall retain a qualified 
professional archaeologist. The archaeologist 
shall conduct a field investigation of the 
specific site and recommend mitigation 
deemed necessary for the protection or 
recovery of any archaeological resources 
concluded by the archaeologist to represent 
significant or potentially significant resources 
as defined by CEQA. The mitigation shall be 
implemented by the property owner to the 
satisfaction of the City of Sacramento 
Planning Department prior to resumption of 
construction activity.

CR-2 In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the 
Health and Safety Code and Sections 
5097.94 and 5097.98 of the Public Resources 
Code, if human remains are uncovered during 
project construction activities, work within 50 
feet of the remains shall be suspended 
immediately, and the City of Sacramento 
Planning Department and the County Coroner 
shall be immediately notified. If the remains 
are determined by the Coroner to be Native 
American in origin, the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be 
notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of 
the NAHC shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains. The 
property owner shall also retain a 
professional archaeological consultant with 
Native American burial experience. The 
archaeologist shall conduct a field 
investigation of the specific site and consult 
with the Most Likely Descendant identified by 
the NAHC. As necessary, the archaeological 
consultant may provide professional 
assistance to the Most Likely Descendant 
including the excavation and removal of the 
human remains. The property owner shall 
implement any mitigation before the 
resumption of activities at the site where the 

Contractor 

Property 
Owner

included on the 
construction 
plans. 

Measures shall 
be 
implemented in 
field during 
grading and 
construction 
activities.
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Environmental 
Resource

Mitigation Measure Responsible 
Entities

Compliance 
Milestone / 

Confirm 
Complete

remains were discovered.

Transportation 
and 

Circulation

T-1 Signage shall be placed at the entrance 
of the bike path at least two weeks prior to the 
start of construction of the project. The signage 
shall include the period of closure, the name of a 
contact person, the contact person’s phone 
number, and locations of alternate routes if that 
portion of the bike trail is closed during 
construction. 

T-2 Detour signs shall be placed 
conspicuously showing where the alternate bike 
routes are located.

T-3 Photos of the existing bike path should be 
taken prior to construction of the project. Also a 
detailed written description of the materials of the 
bike path shall be drafted prior to construction of 
the project.

T-4 The same materials of the existing bike 
path shall be used when the bike path is being 
reconstruction. 

Project 
Applicant

Note shall be 
included on the 
construction 
plans. 

Measures shall 
be 
implemented in 
field during 
grading and 
construction 
activities.
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Rezone Ordinance

ORDINANCE NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

AMENDING TITLE 17 OF THE SACRAMENTO CITY CODE (THE ZONING 
CODE) BY REZONING CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY 

FROM GENERAL COMMERCIAL LABOR INTENSIVE PARKWAY CORRIDOR 
(C-2-LI-PC) TO HOSPITAL PARKWAY CORRIDOR (H-PC). 

(P13-011)(APN: 275-0310-022)

BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:

Section 1.     Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code (the Zoning Code) is amended by 
rezoning the property shown in the attached Exhibit A, generally described, known, and 
referred to as 1400 Expo Parkway (APN: 275-0310-022) and consisting of 
approximately 6.78 gross acres, from the General Commercial, Labor Intensive, 
Parkway Corridor (C-2-LI-PC) Zone to the Hospital Parkway Corridor (H-PC) Zone.

Section 2.     Rezoning of the property shown in the attached Exhibit A, by the adoption 
of this Ordinance, will be considered to be in compliance with the requirements for the 
rezoning of property described in the Zoning Code, as amended, as those procedures 
have been affected by recent court decisions.

Section 3.     The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is directed to amend the official 
zoning maps, which are part of the Zoning Code, to conform to the provisions of this 
Ordinance.
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Exhibit A – Rezone Map
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Project Resolution

RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT AND APPROVING THE EXPO 
PARKWAY BEHAVIORAL HEALTHCARE HOSPITAL 

(P13-011) (APN: 275-0310-022)

BACKGROUND

A. On June 27, 2013, the City Planning and Design Commission conducted a public 
hearing on, and forwarded the Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital 
project the City Council with a recommendation for approval.

B. On December 10, 2013 the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which
notice was given pursuant Sacramento City Code Section 17.200.010(C)(2)(d), 
and received and considered evidence concerning the Expo Parkway Behavioral 
Healthcare Hospital.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the hearing 
on the Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital, the City Council approves the 
Project entitlements based on the findings of fact and subject to the conditions of 
approval as set forth below.

Section 2. The City Council approves the Project entitlements based on the following 
findings of fact:

A. Environmental Determination: The CEQA Addendum to a previous Negative 
Declaration for the Project has been adopted by Resolution No. _________.

B. The Special Permit to construct a 70,860 square foot acute care psychiatric 
hospital is approved based on the following findings of fact:

1. A special permit shall be granted upon sound principles of land use. The 
proposal for the acute care psychiatric hospital is based upon sound 
principles of land use in that the hospital will be located in a commercial 
area surrounded by existing commercial and light industrial uses. The 
proposed hospital is consistent with the existing uses.

2. A special permit shall not be granted if it will be detrimental to the public 
health, safety or welfare, or if it results in the creation of a nuisance. The 
proposed psychiatric hospital will not be detrimental to public health, 
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safety or welfare as the facility has been conditioned to meet security 
measures as deemed necessary by the Police Department. These 
security measures include:  the construction of a 10-foot fence along the 
east, west, and south property lines; security personnel to monitor and 
patrol the exterior of the facility; closed-circuit video cameras to monitor 
the exterior entry areas, and the parking lot; and exterior lighting at levels 
to allow adequate visibility of the presence of persons on or about the site 
during hours of darkness. 

3. A special permit use must comply with the objectives of the general or 
specific plan for the area in which it is to be located. The psychiatric 
hospital is a public/quasi-public use that is allowed within the land General 
Plan’s Suburban Center Designation. Additionally, the proposed facility is 
consistent with the General Plan goal to provide expanded emergency 
health services 

C. The Design Review for a new 70,860 square foot acute care psychiatric hospital 
in the North Sacramento Design Review District is approved, based on the following 
Findings of Fact:

1. The project, as conditioned, provides commercial development that 
compliments and enhances the immediate neighborhood and is consistent 
with the commercial development guidelines in the North Sacramento 
Design Guidelines.

2. The proposed building, as conditioned, has well-articulated facades and 
rooflines and provides adequate setback on all sides to adjacent 
properties.

3. The proposed building is finished with high quality materials consistent 
with the Design Guidelines.

4. The proposed behavioral healthcare hospital is consistent with the goals 
and policies of the 2030 General Plan designation of Suburban Center.

Conditions Of Approval

B. The Special Permit to construct a 70,860 square foot acute care psychiatric 
hospital is approved is approved subject to the following conditions:

Planning

B1. Development of this site shall be in compliance with the attached exhibits, except 
as conditioned. Any modification to the project shall be subject to review by 
Development Services staff prior to the issuance of building permits.  Any 
significant modifications to the project may require subsequent entitlements.
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B2. The applicant shall obtain all necessary building and/or encroachment permits 
prior to construction.

B3. A sign permit shall be required prior to construction or installation of any attached 
or detached sign.

B4. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan developed by and kept on file in the Community Development Department.  

B5. All parking spaces and maneuvering area shall meet the 50% tree shading
requirements.

B6. As shown on the site plan, all crosswalks shall be striped or constructed with
enhanced materials to emphasize areas shared by vehicles, pedestrians, and
bicyclists.

B7. All rooftop mechanical equipment shall be screened from street views.

B8. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall propose and submit 
for review and approval by the Planning Director a "Good Neighbor Policy" 
including but not limited to the following: Establish a process for neighbors to 
communicate directly with staff of the facility. A sign indicating a 24-hour 
emergency phone number and contact person shall be kept current and posted 
on the building in a clearly visible place.

B9. The project shall comply with the adopted CAP by meeting the Tier 1 
requirements under Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards or other 
equivalent methods to reduce GHG emissions 15% below business as usual 
(BAU) or 2008 levels.

B10. The applicant shall provide onsite security 24-hours per day, seven days per 
week at the project site, as well as offsite security patrols twice daily between 
6:00a.m. and 6:00p.m. 

At the end of two years from the date of commencement of operations, the 
Planning Director shall evaluate the need for continued offsite security patrols 
and may determine that continued offsite security patrols are unnecessary.  The 
Planning Director’s determination shall be based on the following standards: 

(1) the nature of any security related incidents that occurred offsite during the 
prior two year period, which involved patients of the facility;

(2) the number of any security related incidents that occurred offsite during the 
prior two year period, which involved patients of the facility; and 
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(3) the location of any security related incidents that occurred offsite during the 
prior two year period, which involved patients of the facility. 

Based on the factors above, the Planning Director shall determine whether there 
is a continuing need for offsite security patrols.  In the event that the Planning 
Director determines that continued offsite security patrols are necessary, the 
Applicant shall continue to provide offsite security patrols for an additional two 
year period.  The Planning Director shall make a determination as to the 
continued need for offsite security patrols every two years consistent with the 
standards provided for above.

B11. The applicant shall provide up to one thousand dollars ($1,000) of funding to the 
Woodlake Neighborhood Association on an annual basis for purposes of 
obtaining the necessary City permits that are required to allow security patrol 
service providers the ability to carry firearms into Woodlake Park.

B12. On an annual basis, the applicant shall participate in volunteer efforts to assist 
with periodic clean-up along the portion of the American River Parkway near the 
project site.

Department of Public Works

B13. Construct standard improvements as noted in these conditions pursuant to Title 
18 of the City Code.  Improvements shall be designed and constructed to City 
standards in place at the time that the Building Permit is issued. Any public 
improvement not specifically noted in these conditions shall be designed and 
constructed to City Standards. This shall include street lighting and the repair or 
replacement/reconstruction of any existing deteriorated curb, gutter and sidewalk 
fronting the property along Expo parkway per City standards and to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

B14. The applicant shall pay a fair share contribution towards the construction of a 
future signal at the intersection of Expo Parkway/Slobe Avenue/Canterbury 
lane/Leisure Lane. This project’s fair share contribution is calculated to be 
10.65% of the total cost of the traffic signal.

B15. All new driveways shall be designed and constructed to City Standards to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. The applicant shall remove any 
existing driveways that are not in use and reconstruct the frontage per City 
standards and to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

B16. The site plan shall conform to the parking requirements set forth in Title 17 of 
City Code (Zoning Ordinance) specifically regarding stall width, length and 
required maneuvering isles.

186 of 290



B17. The design of walls fences and signage near intersections and driveways shall 
allow stopping sight distance per Caltrans standards and comply with City Code 
Section 12.28.010  (25' sight triangle).  Walls shall be set back 3' behind the sight 
line needed for stopping sight distance to allow sufficient room for pilasters.  
Landscaping in the area required for adequate stopping sight distance shall be 
limited 3.5' in height at maturity.  The area of exclusion shall be determined by 
the Department of Public Works.

Police Department

B18. Parking lot entrance should be staffed by security or minimally with a recorded 

color closed-circuit video system.

B19. Closed-circuit color video cameras should also be used in the entrance and 
parking lot area to create comprehensive coverage. Parking lot cameras often 
make an immense deterrent or assist during the investigation of a crime.

B20. The recording device shall be a digital video recorder (DVR) capable of storing a 
minimum of 30-day’s worth of activity. DVR shall have the capability to transfer 
recorded data to another medium (i.e. and external hard drive or DVD). 

B21. The DVR must be kept in a secured area that is accessible only to management. 
There shall be at least one member of the managerial staff on-site that can assist 
law enforcement in viewing and harvesting recorded footage. 

B22. Clearly marked signage for way finding shall be provided.

B23. Exterior lighting shall be at a level to allow adequate visibility of the presence of 
any person on or about the site during hours of darkness. Lighting must meet 
IESNA minimum standards.

B24. The landscaping plan must be coordinated with the lighting plan/surveillance 
camera plan to ensure proper illumination and visibility is maintained through the 
maturity of the trees and shrubs.  In order to preserve visibility, PD recommends 
shrubs that mature around 2-3’ tall, and trees with canopy no lower than 8’tall.

B25. An emergency preparedness plans shall be developed and practiced with staff. 

B26. A policy shall be established to determine what types of non-criminal incidents 
will be handled by staff and when it is appropriate for police response.

B27. A patient release policy shall be established to ensure that the needs of the 
patient and the community are met (i.e. hours of release, supervision and 
transportation). 
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B28. The applicant shall post the property No Trespassing / No Loitering in 
accordance with section 602(k) of the California Penal Code, and sign an 
enforcement agreement with the police department to prosecute all violators.

Fire

B29. All turning radii for fire access shall be designed as 35’ inside and 55’ outside.  
CFC 503.2.4

B30. Roads used for Fire Department access shall have an unobstructed width of not 
less than 20’ and unobstructed vertical clearance of 13’6” or more.  CFC 503.2.1

B31. Fire Apparatus access roads shall be designed and maintained to support the 
imposed loads of fire apparatus and shall be surfaced so as to provide all-
weather driving capabilities.  CFC 503.2.3

B32. Provide the required fire hydrants in accordance with CFC 507 and Appendix C, 
Section C105.

B33. Timing and Installation. When fire protection, including fire apparatus access 
roads and water supplies for fire protection, is required to be installed, such 
protection shall be installed and made serviceable prior to and during the time of 
construction.  CFC 501.4

B34. Provide a water flow test. (Make arrangements at the Permit Center walk-in 
counter: 300 Richards Blvd, Sacramento, CA 95814).     CFC 507.4

B35. Provide appropriate Knox access for site. CFC Section 506

B36. Roads used for Fire Department access that are less than 28 feet in width shall 
be marked "No Parking Fire Lane" on both sides; roads less than 36 feet in width 
shall be marked on one side.  

B37. An automatic fire sprinkler system shall be installed in any portion of a building 
when the floor area of the building exceeds 3,599 square feet. 

B38. Locate and identify Fire Department Connections (FDCs) on address side of 
building no further than 50 feet and no closer than 15 feet from a fire hydrant.

B39. An approved fire control room shall be provided for all buildings protected by an 
automatic fire extinguishing system.  Fire control rooms shall be located within 
the building at a location approved by the Chief, and shall be provided with a 
means to access the room directly from the exterior.  Durable signage shall be 
provided on the exterior side of the access door to identify the fire control room.  
CFC 903.4.1.1

B40. Comply with 2010 CFC requirements for I Occupancies. 
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Parks

B41. The site plan indicates an existing bike trail connecting to the American River 
Parkway is located on the subject property.  No changes are proposed to the 
existing trail.  Please provide proof that an easement exists for the bike trail, or if 
it does not, please provide a 20 foot wide easement for a multi-use trail, 
encompassing the existing trail alignment.

ADVISORY NOTES

Parks

1. The applicant will be responsible to meet his/her obligation as outlined in Chapter 
18.44 of City Code pertaining to the Park Development Impact Fee (PIF), due at 
the time of issuance of building permit. The Park Development Impact Fee due 
for this project is estimated at $27,635.  This is based on 70,860 square feet of 
commercial services use at the standard rate of $0.39 per square foot.  Any 
change in these factors will change the amount of the PIF due. The fee is 
calculated using factors at the time that the project is submitted for building 
permit.

2. The Park Development Impact Fee is adjusted annually for inflation on July 1st of 
each year in accordance with City Code Section 18.44.120.

C. The Design Review for a new 70,860 square foot acute care psychiatric hospital 
in the North Sacramento Design Review District is approved subject to the following 
conditions of approval.

C1. The project is approved as per stamped plans and conditions of approval.

C2. The masonry field shall be finished with Quik-Brik in cedarwood as noted on the 
approved plans.

C3. The masonry accent shall be finished with Quik-Brik in earthtone as noted on the 
approved plans.

C4. The upper parapet shall be painted stucco as notes on the approved plans.

C5. Clear glazing in crystal grey shall be provided per the approved plans.

C6. Metal panel accents in silver metallic shall be provided as noted on the approved 
plans

C7. All mechanical equipment shall be screened from view from the public street.

C8. The perimeter fencing shall be provided per the approved plans.
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C9. All other notes and drawings on the final plans as submitted by the applicant are  
deemed conditions of approval.  Any changes to the final set of plans stamped by   
Design Review staff shall be subject to review and approval prior to any changes. 

C10. The applicant shall comply with all current building code requirements.  

C11. The Conditions of Approval shall be scanned and inserted into the final set as a  
general sheet to be submitted for Building Permit.

C12. A signed copy of the Affidavit of Zoning Code Development Standards shall be 
scanned and inserted into the final set as a general sheet to be submitted for 
building permit.

C13. The approval shall be deemed automatically revoked unless required permits 
have been issued and construction begun within three years of the date of the 
approval. Prior to expiration, an extension of time may be granted by the Director 
upon written request of the applicant.
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Exhibit A – Site Plan
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Exhibit B – Floor Plan
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Exhibit C – Elevations
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Exhibit D – Aerial Renderings
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Exhibit E – Streetscape View
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Exhibit F – Perimeter Fencing
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Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital (P13-011) 
Addendum (Revised) to a Mitigated Negative Declaration 

adopted for Expo Office Development (P04-133) 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Project Name/File:  Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital (P13-011) 
 
Project Location:  South of State Route 160 and Expo Parkway, west of 1400 Expo Parkway, north 
and east of the existing bicycle trail located on APN 275-0310-022 (See Attachment A, Vicinity Map; 
Attachment B, proposed Site Plan) in the Johnson Business Park area of the City of Sacramento.  
 
Existing Plan Designations and Zoning:  The 2030 General Plan land use designation for the project 
site is Suburban Center. The current zoning designation is General Commercial-Labor Intensive-
Parkway Corridor (C-2-LI-PC) Zone. The proposed project includes a Rezone to Hospital (H) Zone. 
 
Project Background:  The project site was originally part of an approximate 8-acre project (P04-133) 
that was approved to develop approximately 84,734 square feet of office space. The Planning 
Commission adopted a mitigated negative declaration for the project. (See Attachment B) 
 
Following project approval, the office development began grading work and installation of utilities, but 
work was discontinued and the development never moved forward. The project site has been sitting 
vacant since, and is regularly maintained for weed control.  
 
Project Description:  The project would construct and operate a 70,860 square feet, approximate 120 
beds, single-story acute care psychiatric inpatient hospital facility, which will primarily serve as a 
transitional care facility for the treatment of short term psychiatric illnesses with typical visits lasting 
between 3 days and 2 weeks. The project would be developed on approximately 6.78 acres. 
 
Discussion 
 
An Addendum to a mitigated negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical changes or 
additions are required, and none of the conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 are 
present.  The City has received written comments during the hearing process that relate to the 
Addendum and Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the revisions to this Addendum respond to the 
comments. The comments received were as follows: 
 

Thomas Powell, on behalf of Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency, email dated 
October 3, 2013 (Attachment D) 
 
Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency, Argument in Opposition to Zone Change 
request, November 12, 2013 (References and Documentation are included in the City 
Council staff report) (Attachment E) 
 
Betsy Weiland, Save the American River Association, November 26, 2013 (Attachment F) 
 
Betsy Weiland, Save the American River Association, Testimony to City Council, December 
3, 2013 (Attachment G)  
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The following identifies the standards set forth in section 15162 as they relate to the project.  
 

1.   No substantial changes are proposed in the project which would require 
major revisions of the previous MND due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects. 

 
The original project was approved by the Planning Commission on March 10, 2005. The project 
evaluated in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) included an 84,734-square foot office 
development. The current project includes a hospital with 120 beds in 70,860 square feet. The 
decrease in size of the development and the change in use from office to private behavioral healthcare 
facility would not result in any significant increase in construction impacts, and would have no 
substantial effect in terms of operation of the facility. The reduced intensity of the proposed 
development would lessen previously identified potential impacts.  
 
The previously adopted MND contained mitigation for air quality purposes, but upon receiving a 
comment letter from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) that 
confirmed that the MND evaluation overestimated equipment involved and thus overestimated the 
emissions associated with the project, the mitigation measures were removed and no mitigation 
measures were adopted for air quality. Upon initial of review of the proposed project, utilizing the 
SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, it was determined that consistent 
with the previous action. The California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2011.1.1 was 
also used to verify that the proposed project would not create emissions that exceed the thresholds and 
impacts associated to air quality would remain less than significant. 
 
The original MND also identified impacts to the existing trees along the bike trail to the west of the 
subject site. Review of the proposed project layout shows that no development will occur immediately 
within the vicinity of these trees. However, protection of the tree located to the east of the bike trail will 
still be required. The mitigation measures are included and apply to this project.  
 
While the original MND indicated the project site was located in the A99 flood zone, the proposed 
project site is located within the shaded X flood zone indicating that it is in an area with 100-year flood 
protection protected by levees. This change does not result in any new significant effects. 
 
The proposed project, as with the previously approved project, will be required to contribute a fair share 
contribution towards the construction of a future traffic signal at the intersection of Expo Parkway/Slobe 
Avenue/Canterbury Lane/Leisure Lane. The project’s fair share contribution is provided for in the 
conditions of project approval. The Department of Public Works reviewed the project and determined 
that the current project would generate substantially fewer peak-hour trips than the project originally 
evaluated, and that no new significant effects relating to transportation would occur. (S. Hajeer, April 
2013) 
 
The mitigation measures for the potential short-term construction impacts to the existing bicycle trail 
remain in effect for the proposed project. Since new excavation work will proceed with the proposed 
project, the mitigation measures for cultural resources will remain in effect and will be included in the 
mitigation monitoring program. No substantial changes have occurred that would result in new 
significant effects or an increase in the severity of significant effects that were evaluated in the MND. 
 

2.   No substantial changes have occurred with respect to circumstances under 
which the project is undertaken that would require major revisions of the 
previous Mitigated Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects. 
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The City adopted the 2030 General Plan and Master EIR in March 2009. The adoption of the 2030 
General Plan does not result in a change of or any new significant effects relating to the proposed 
project but it did include a discussion and evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate 
change. 
 
The Master EIR found that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that would be generated by development 
consistent with the 2030 General Plan would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. The 
discussion of GHG emissions and climate change in the 2030 General Plan Master EIR are 
incorporated by reference in this Initial Study (CEQA Guidelines Section 15150). 
 
The Master EIR identified numerous policies included in the 2030 General Plan that addressed GHG 
emissions and climate change (See Draft MEIR, Chapter 8, and pages 8-49 et seq). The Master EIR is 
available for review at the offices of Development Services Department, 300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd 
Floor, Sacramento, CA during normal business hours, and is also available online at 
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/dsd/planning/environmental-review/eirs/. 
 
Policies identified in the 2030 General Plan include directives relating to sustainable development 
patterns and practices, and increasing the viability of pedestrian, bicycle and public transit modes. A 
complete list of policies addressing climate change is included in the Master EIR in Table 8-5, pages 8-
50 et seq. The Final MEIR included additional discussion of GHG emissions and climate change in 
response to written comments (See changes to Chapter 8 at Final MEIR pages 2-19 et seq., as well as 
Letter 2 and response).  
 
Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) contributing to global climate change are attributable in large 
part to human activities associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, 
and agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs contributing to global 
climate change can be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and virtually every individual on 
Earth. A project’s GHG emissions are at a micro-scale relative to global emissions, but could result in a 
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-scale impact. 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to increases of GHG emissions. 
 
The proposed project’s GHG emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) Version 2011.1.1. Estimated emissions from the project are expressed as lbs/day of CO2 
equivalent (CO2e) units , but have been converted to metric tons of CO2 equivalent units of measure 
(i.e., MTCO2e), which is the industry standard measurement units for GHG emissions. Table 1 below 
presents the proposed project’s GHG emissions. 

 
Table 1 

Project GHG Emissions 

 
Annual CO2 emissions 

(MTCO2e) 

2013 Construction Emissions1  163.3 

2014 Construction Emissions2 801.3 

Operational Emissions 1,966.0 

Source: CalEEBod.2011.1.1 Model, model run June 13, 2013. 
1 2013 construction emissions are based upon the assumption of 
construction length of two months. 
2 2014 construction emissions are based upon the assumption of a 
construction length of one year. 

 
The City of Sacramento has developed the City of Sacramento Climate Action Plan (CAP), which was 
adopted February 14, 2012. The CAP identifies how the City and the broader community could reduce 
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Sacramento’s GHG emissions and includes reduction targets, strategies, and specific actions. The 
project is conditioned to comply with the adopted CAP by meeting the Tier 1 requirements under Title 
24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards or other equivalent methods to reduce GHG emissions 15% 
below business as usual (BAU) or 2008 levels. The proposed project’s GHG emissions would not be 
expected to conflict with the City’s or State’s goal per AB 32 or any other plans or regulations for 
reducing GHG emissions, and a less-than-significant impact would result. 
 
Mitigation measures adopted for the Expo Parkway Offices project related to Cultural Resources have 
been updated to utilize the current mitigation language. With the implementation of these measures, 
impacts remain less than significant. 
 

3.   No new information of substantial importance, which was not known and 
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the 
time the previous EIR was certified as complete or adopted, shows any of the 
following: 

 
a)   The project will have one or more significant effects not 

discussed in the previous EIR; 
 
b)   Significant effects previously examined will be substantially 

more severe than shown in the previous EIR; 
 
c)   Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be 

feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially 
reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the 
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative, or; 

 
d)   Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerable 

different from those analyzed in the previous would 
substantially reduce on or more significant effects on the 
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative. 

 
Save the American River Association (SARA) expressed concerns regarding the MND’s omission of an 
analysis of the project’s proximity to the American River Parkway and Jedediah Smith Bicycle Trail. 
Consistent with the American River Parkway Plan (ARPP), the City has adopted the Parkway Corridor 
(PC) Overlay Zone (Chapter 17.332 of the Planning and Development Code), which provides guidelines 
and development standards for projects within the PC Overlay Zone. The project will be required to meet 
the development standards codified in the PC Overlay Zone.  
 
The staff report acknowledges the proximity to the Parkway. The project site is located in the Parkway 
Corridor zone, which establishes development standards, especially height and setback, for projects 
within the overlay area. (City Code Chapter 17.332) The project is not a prohibited use and would be 
required to comply with the Parkway Corridor requirements. 
 
As a result, the project, adjacent to the American River Parkway, would not be in conflict with the ARPP, 
and no significant effects would result in that regard. 
 
SARA commented regarding biological resources in the parkway that could be affected by the project. The 
project site is not within the American River Parkway, but is adjacent on a site subject to development that 
is consistent with the PC Overlay Zone. The project site has been graded and infrastructure improvements 
have been installed onsite as implementation of the previously approved project. Those improvements 
had been halted as the office project did not proceed. The project would not remove or affect any habitat 
within the American River Parkway. 
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The site does not provide meaningful habitat. The MND includes mitigation measures that apply to trees 
on the project site. (Mitigation Measures BR-1 through BR-4) 
 
Concerns have been expressed regarding the potential effects of lighting at the proposed facility. The 
Parkway Corridor regulations provide:  
 

All exterior lighting shall be shielded at the source and shall be directed away from the 
American River parkway to the greatest degree possible. City Code 17.332.070H 

 
Design of the building will be required to comply with this provision, which has as its purpose the 
avoidance of lighting impacts on the Parkway. Urban development such as that proposed along the 
Parkway boundary, however, is allowed, and compliance with the regulations will ensure that no 
significant effect would occur. 
 
SARA also expressed concern regarding potential impacts to the American River Parkway if hospital 
patients are released or treated on an outpatient basis with necessary supervision and support. This 
appears to be an economic or social issue that is not treated as an environmental impact under CEQA, 
though it may be a legitimate planning and land use issue. Any potential impacts on the American River 
Parkway due to such factors are attenuated and speculative, and are not considered significant effects 
on the physical environment. 
 
Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency (Woodlake) expressed concerns regarding the stormwater 
facilities. Sump 151 serves Storm Water Basin 151 which is a local drainage watershed.  The City of 
Sacramento has studied this basin in its Drainage Master Plan for that basin.  The DOU is aware of 
potential existing drainage problems during the 10 year and 100 year flood events in Basin 151.  All new 
development, including the proposed project, is required to mitigate impacts on drainage facilities but not 
to correct existing deficiencies that may exist in the overall system.  The DOU reviewed this project and 
determined that this project would exacerbate existing flooding issues due to its proximity to Sump 151.  
Stormwater design for the proposed project would route stormwater offsite as quickly as possible.  For 
these reasons the DOU has determined that only onsite drainage system improvements are required 
without a detention basin or the need for a drainage study.  (R. Armijo, December 2013) The MND 
concluded that no significant effect for stormwater would occur, and the evaluation of site conditions has 
confirmed that conclusion. 
 
Woodlake’s concerns regarding access issues have been reviewed. Access for emergency , recreation 
and utility repair and maintenance have been reviewed. Staff has confirmed that adequate access will 
remain and no significant effects have been identified. (M. Bartley, Fire Department, October 2013; R. 
Armijo, Department of Utilities, December 2013).  
 
Woodlake noted that the MND did not include an analysis of the railroad spur near the project site. The 
Mitigated Negative Declaration omitted mention of the railroad tracks near the project site. These tracks 
are part of a spur that at one time served properties in an industrial area to the west of the site. The spur 
was at one time connected to the mainline approximately 1,900 feet east of the project site. The spur is no 
longer connected to the main line, and truncates in rock base. Structures that were part of safety controls 
have been marked as out of service. While it is possible that the spur could in the future be reconnected to 
the main line, the traffic on the spur would be limited to rail cars used by local businesses, and would not 
result in significant noise or vibration. The project would have no impact on the rail spur, and in the event 
of future operations on the spur there would be no significant effect. 
 
Woodlake commented regarding potential effects of pharmaceutical drugs on wastewater treatment. 
The City of Sacramento and the Sacramento region participate in regional wastewater treatment. 
Numerous major medical facilities are located in the region, and the general population uses 
prescription and over-the-counter medications on a regular basis. The contribution of a single medical 
facility is less than cumulatively considerable in the regional context. The cumulative issues would be 
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addressed by the regional wastewater authority and individual agencies in master planning documents 
such as general plans and associated EIRs. 
 
There have been no new activities or development in the project vicinity that would change the 
evaluation of effects as set forth in the MND, and the project would have no new significant effects that 
have not already been identified and evaluated. 
 
Based on the above analysis, and review of the comments received during the hearing process, 
this Addendum to the previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project has 
been prepared. 
 
Attachments: 
 

A)   Vicinity Map 
B) Proposed Site Plan 
C)   Mitigated Negative Declaration for P04-133 - Expo Office Development;  
D) Thomas Powell, on behalf of Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency, email 

dated October 3, 2013  
E) Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency, Argument in Opposition to Zone 

Change request, November 12, 2013 (References and Documentation are included 
in the City Council staff report)   

F)  Betsy Weiland, Save the American River Association, November 26, 2013  
G)   Betsy Weiland, Save the American River Association, Testimony to City Council, 

December 3, 2013   
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Antonio Ablog

From: thomas powell <unfinityorbust@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 03, 2013 12:03 PM
To: Antonio Ablog
Cc: Mayor Johnson; Angelique Ashby; Allen Warren; Steve Cohn; Steve Hansen; 

jshenirer@cityofsacramento.org; Kevin McCarty; Darrell Fong; Bonnie Pannell; Ryan Hooper; 
metro@sacbee.com; raheem@newsreview.com

Subject: Expo Parkway Behavioral Hospital

OPEN LETTER TO MR. ANTONIO ABLOG, SACRAMENTO PLANNING & DESIGN DEPT. 
REGARDING THE EXPO PARKWAY BEHAVIORAL HEALTHCARE HOSPITAL 

October 1, 2013 

Mr. Antonio Ablog 

Associate Planner 

Sacramento Planning & Design 

300 Richards Blvd. 

Sacramento, CA 95811 

Dear Mr. Ablog, 

I am writing to you on behalf of Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency in regards to the proposed 
Expo Parkway Behavioral Hospital.

Following the public meeting of August 29, 2013, we submitted a list to Councilmen Cohn and Warren 
of ten safety and infrastructure issues that were not sufficiently addressed in the 2005 Mitigated Negative 
Declaration that the Planning Commission relied upon in its decision to forward the zone change request to the 

26 of 145271 of 290

SRJohnson
Typewritten Text
Addendum (Revised) Attachment D



2

City Council. Councilman Warren forwarded our ten concerns to you, but if for some reason you did not receive 
them, they are included again below.  

The Addendum To An Adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration (Addendum) dated June 14, 2013 is a 
particularly problematic document.  The graph on page 15, Items 4-A and 4-B, Changes in absorption rates of 
surface water and Flooding are both checked as “less than significant.”  If 90% of the 5.34 ac. of developable 
land is covered by roof and parking lot asphalt, that statement of fact is completely ludicrous.  On page 25, 
Question C it states, “Existing road infrastructure provides adequate emergency access to the proposed project 
site.  The project proposes new driveways to provide emergency access.  The project site will be designed to the 
appropriate City standards.  Therefore potential emergency access impacts are considered to be less-than-
significant.”  In regards to the ten safety issues we have raised, especially #7 Fire Department access to the 
Parkway and #4 emergency vehicle access to Sump 151 for flood control, this statement is also 
unbelievable.  Access to the hospital site, itself, will be hindered by the 10 foot wall enclosing it which is not 
considered in either the MND or the Addendum, but more critically, emergency access to the pump station and 
the Parkway will be greatly restricted by this development.  The enclosure of this critical access point to 
emergency services by the proposed development greatly impacts the safety of the Woodlake neighborhood 
which Planning Dept. documents completely ignore.   

Furthermore, at the bottom of page 26 the report states, “There are no railroads within or adjacent to the 
project site…”  This is not merely an error; it is a factual lie.  A Union Pacific railroad spur to Commerce 
Industrial Park passes along the entire southern property boundary. The landlocked southwest corner of this 
parcel is the convergence of many potential and catastrophic problems—fire, flooding, railroad, and utility.  In 
the event of an emergency, how are the 120 patients (many of whom will be heavily drugged) and the 90 staff to 
be evacuated from this facility? Surely this concern should be addressed at the planning level?

 The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) of 2005 is for a completely different development 
project.  Claiming that a lock-down, mental health hospital which in its actual design very much resembles a 
medium security prison within its enclosing wall, its heavy video surveillance, and its internal pod floor plan 
will have a comparable environmental impact as an office complex is simply not believable.  If it were that 
similar, why would it require a zone change?  The 2013 Addendum is an attempt to whitewash the true nature 
of this facility.  It is a document replete with errors, misstatements and glaring omissions, and it is a document 
ripe for litigation. There is no reason for the Planning Department to be rushing to expedite this development 
proposal from Signature Health Care.  There needs to be a great deal more careful consideration given to this 
“behavior hospital” than the Planning Department has so far produced.  

There is the additional issue of a lack of public transportation to this site.  At the August 29 public 
meeting, Mr. Stam of Signature Healthcare acknowledged that this lock-down psychiatric facility, in addition to 
private patients, will accept Medicare and Medicaid patients, emergency drop off patients from the Police 
Department (presumably homeless and county jail detainees) and will provide counseling and outpatient 
therapy. Many of the clients will need to use public transportation, as will many of the facilities 200 
employees.  This particular site has no public transportation available.  The closest public transportation is the 
regional light rail service one-half mile away which is only accessible by traversing Woodlake 
neighborhood.  Where is the mitigation strategy for this transportation issue? 
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This project needs its own MND. The problems we have pointed out cannot be patched up in the stale 
2005 MND, or through a whitewashed Addendum.  We expect the Planning Department to do proper due 
diligence in regards to this development proposal.  Please respond to this letter and inform us of the Planning 
Department’s intentions.  

Sincerely Yours, 

Thomas Powell 

(916) 549-9110 

unfinityorbust@gmail.com

cc

mayor@cityofsacramento.org

aashby@cityofsacramento.org

awarren@cityofsacramento.org

scohn@cityofsacramento.org

shansen@cityofsacramento.org

jshenirer@cityofsacramento.org

kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org

dfong@cityofsacramento.org

bpannell@cityofsacramento.org

rhooper@thatchlaw.com

metro@sacbee.com

raheem@newsreview.com
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Included below are ten additional flaws neighbors at Thursday’s August 29 Clubhouse meeting identified in the 
City Planning Commission (CPC) Report regarding the construction of an acute care psychiatric hospital in the 
Woodlake area. The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) that the Planning Commission relied upon in its 
approval was developed for a completely different project, and it does not address the serious flaws listed 
below.

1. The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) of 2005 submitted for this project is eight years stale. Six office 
buildings, 60,000 sq ft on two parcels, is not the same animal as one - 70,850 sq ft psychiatric hospital on one 
parcel.

2. The factual errors of the MND are significant, especially the denial of the Union Pacific Railroad track and 
parcel along the South property line. What is the status of this spur and can a hospital be zoned alongside a rail 
spur to an industrial park where chemicals and solvents could be delivered?  

3. The zone change request, of itself, should have triggered a new MND automatically. Planning Department 
has not done proper due diligence.  

4. What about the future access of service vehicles to Sump 151 and the pumping station at the SW corner of 
this parcel? This sump drains the many year-round springs and creeks of the Woodlake neighborhood and 
pumps the water over the levee which is critical to our flood control.

5. Another flooding concern not adequately addressed by either the Planning Commission Report or the MND 
is the impact of storm run-off water as 90% of the 5.37 ac net developable land will be roofed or paved.

6. Given the recent fire in the Parkway which almost jumped the levee into Commerce Industrial Park, if that 
fire had burned behind this hospital, what evacuation plan would there be for the hospital to ensure safety of the 
120 patients and to prevent patients in lock-down conditions not to wander away in the commotion? The Fire 
Dept. and Police Dept. both need to produce new assessments based on locked-down residential occupation of 
this site which is very different from office use. 
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7. The ramp across the levee from the pump station leads to the only access road into the Parkway for fire 
vehicles between the two north-south railroad crossings over the American River (almost 2 miles.) 

8. This levee crossing is also the driveway to the radio towers. SMUD uses this access for electricity 
transmission tower service.  

9. The configuration of this parcel restricts the levee access for all emergency and service vehicles to the bike 
trail along the west side easement.  

10. The legal status of the bike trail is not spelled out in the MND. Can this public access be revoked? The bike 
trail is not adequate to serve as emergency access and service vehicle access. A separate vehicle access to the 
levee crossing may be required. 
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