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Section I 

PURPOSE AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR 

Under California Environmental Quality Act 	(CEQA) 
Guidelines, the City of Sacramento is required, after completion 
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), to consult with 
and obtain comments from public agencies having jurisdiction by 
law with respect to the proposed project, and to provide the 
applicant and general public with opportunities to comment on 
the DEIR. The City is also required to respond to significant 
environmental points raised in the review and consultation 
process. This Final EIR (FEIR) has been prepared to respond to 
the public agency, applicant, and general public comments 
received on the South Natomas Community Plan and Related 
Projects DEIR circulated for review in November 1984. 

This document has been prepared in the form of an 
attachment or addendum to the DEIR as allowed by Section 
15146(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. This document and the DEIR, 
herein incorporated by reference, constitutes the Final EIR. • 	The following sections of this FEIR include: 

o City (the lead agency) responses to significant 
environmental points raised in the DEIR review process 

o An Errata presenting additional information prepared in 
response to comments 

o Copies of all written comments received on the DEIR and 
a summary of public testimony received at the DEIR 
public hearing. 

City responses to comments on the DEIR have been separated 
by volume and section corresponding to the DEIR. Some comments 
have been paraphrased, and similar responses are occasionally 
cross-referenced to other responses to avoid duplication. 



Section II 

VOLUME 1 

Section A: Introduction 

A-1 

Comment: Comment advises that the EIR was submitted to 
selected state agencies for review, that the review period is 
closed, that the FEIR must include all comments and responses, 
and that the certified EIR must be considered in the decision-
making process for the project. Comment also notes that if the 
project is approved without adequate mitigation of significant 
effects, the lead agency must make written findings for each 
significant effect, and it must support its actions with a writ-
ten statement of overriding considerations for each unmitigated 
significant effect. (State Office of Planning and Research) 

Response: Comments noted. No response necessary. 

A-2 

Comment: We have received from your agency notification of 
the project proposal referenced above. In accordance with 
areawide Clearinghouse procedures, we have forwarded your pro-
posal to affected local jurisdictions and agencies for review 
and comment. Your project will not be reviewed by the Council 
or its committees. (June Holt; SACOG) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

A-3 

Comment: In general, the revision of this community plan 
is a substantial shift from a transit-oriented residential 
community closely linked to downtown, to an auto-oriented commu-
nity with mixed land use. The resulting negative impacts on air 
quality and traffic circulation are significant. Much more can 
be done in the EIR, and the planning process to mitigate these 
native impacts. (Environmental Council of Sacramento, Inc.) 

• 
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Response: 	Comment noted. 	The DEIR does address the 
changes in community character from the 1978 SNCP to the Draft 
1984 SNCP (Section D, Land Use, pp. D-15 through D-21.) Impacts 
on Air Quality and 7n7TnnaT were identified as significant • 



adverse impacts which could not be mitigated to a less than sig-
nificant level. More specific points addressed by this corn-
mentor are found elsewhere in this Final EIR. 

• 
A-4 

Comment: GENERAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1:  In our opinion, 
Volume 1 is fairly comprehensive as it relates to the environ-
mental issues arising out of the proposed 1984 South Natomas 
Community Plan. We have no quarrel with the discussions in the 
E1R except to those matters which relate to the Riverview Oaks 
property, which indicates the use of the property for 
residential purposes. We simply note our opposition to Volume 1 
at this point since it is practically impossible to separate 
from the entire volume a small acreage such as River View Oaks 
and intelligently comment on the balance of the discussion. 
(Robert S. Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois, on behalf of River 
View Oaks applicant) 

Response:  Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Section B: Project Description 

B-1 

Comment:  We request that the E1R consultant comment on 
that portion of the Draft Plan which calls for a narrow band of 
office development on a portion of the Willow Creek site adja-
cent to 1-80. What the Draft Community Plan proposes will 
result in a "strip" office development one office building wide. 
The author of the Draft Plan felt that this was desirable for 
two reasons: (1) because of the importance of not locating 
residential development adjacent to major freeways, and (2) 
because the author believed that a "cluster" development would 
be more competitive with CBD. We concur with the view that 
residential development should not be located adjacent to 1-80, 
but note the Kaiser/Marston Study prepared as a part of the DEIR 
states that even if the 8.1 million square feet of office devel-
opment proposed in the 13 South Natomas applications were ap-
proved, there would be very little impact on the CBD. (Karen 0. 
Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan; representing the 
Willow Creek applicant) 

Response:  The locational principles used for designating 
office parks in the Draft 1984 SNCP included the following: 

o Freeway frontage is favored because visibility is an 
advantage to office parks 

o Office parks near freeways can minimize office-related 
travel through residential areas 

4 
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o The bands of office park adjoining freeways are limited 
to 400-500 feet in depth, which provides visibility of 
all sites from the freeway while limiting the amount of 
office space to reduce traffic capacity demand. 

o Sites west of 1-5 are favored because available traffic 
capacity is greater, and an adverse impact of North 
Natomas development on traffic capacity will be less 
than on Truxel Road and Northgate Boulevard. 

These locational principles appear to provide a well-
reasoned, equitable approach to the distribution of office park 
designations within the South Natomas community. It should be 
noted that quite apart from market considerations, the amount of 
available traffic capacity was a constraining factor on the 
total amount of office space which could be developed. 

B-2 

Comment:  We think it extremely ill-advised to provide, as 
does the Draft Plan, for three (3) strips of different land uses 
(i.e., office, medium-density residential and low-density resL-
idential) in narrow bands. These will be extremely difficult to 
develop as cohesive communities. Please comment. (Karen 0. 
Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response:  The strip of office development along the free-
way would buffer the residential uses from freeway noise. The 
band of medium density development adjoining the core low densi-
ty residential area would act as a buffer between the office and 
low density residential uses. A cohesive community combining 
the low density residential areas, including patio homes, du-
plexes, and halfplexes with the medium density residential 
areas, including duplexes, patio homes, townhouses, and garden 
apartments, could be formed. 

Other planned communities in Sacramento, such as Campus 
Commons, have successfully incorporated different densities in 
"strips" to buffer higher density uses from lower density uses. 

Section C: Summary of Findings  

C-1 

Comment:  We respectfully disagree with the finding in the 
DEIR that "conversion of agricultural land" is a significant 
adverse impact and one which cannot be mitigated. Even under a 
"no project" alternative, preservation of the remaining agricul-
tural land within the South Natomas Community Plan area is no 
longer feasible in view of the urbanization of the area which 
has already occurred. More importantly, however, the decision 
that the South Natomas area should be urbanized was made many 



years ago, subsequent to consideration of environmental assess-
ments at that time and the Draft 1984 Community Plan does not 
result in any such impact. (William G. Holliman, Jr.; 
McDonough, Holland & Allen, on behalf of McCuen & Steele) 

Response: CEQA requires that a DEIR assess impacts in 
relation to the existing environment (as well as in relation to 
future projected land uses). The conversion of agricultural 
land is, therefore, found to be a significant adverse impact. 
Since viable agricultural operations currently exist in South 
Natomas, the No-Project Alternative assumes preservation of 
existing agricultural operations. 

The DEIR recognizes, however, that the significance of the 
impact is lessened in view of the fact that urbanization has 
been planned in South Natomas for some time and since encroach-
ing urbanization makes continued agricultural operations more 
and more difficult. The impact, though lessened by the above 
factors, is still significant. 

C-2 

Comment: We disagree with the finding that six of the 
seven intersections described in the summary table, Exhibit C-5, 
will result in significant adverse impacts which cannot be 
mitigated to a less than significant level. (William G. 
Holliman, Jr.; McDonough, Holland & Allen) 

Response: 	Comment noted. 	The conclusions about the 
intersections were based on detailed, well recognized traffic 
models. 

C-3 

Comment: The Draft Community Plan is intended to be a 
long-range plan within a much larger regional area which is 
undergoing significant change. The impacts are assessed for 
total build-out under existing conditions, as though such con-
ditions will continue to prevail for the twenty-year life of the 
plan. The plan should also contemplate and provide for changes 
in existing conditions which are designed to avoid the impacts 
which would result if total build-out of the plan area were to 
occur instantaneously. (William Holliman; McDonough, Holland & 
Allen) 

Response: Comment noted. Regarding the impact analysis, 
the DEIR does contemplate changes in existing conditions through 
its analysis of impacts of various development alternatives 
(e.g., build-out of the 1978 SNCP, cumulative impact analysis of 
the 13 Applications Alternative). The DEIR identifies whether 
the City could provide for the level of demand generated by the 
project(s) and explores alternative possibilities. In addition, 
throughout the DEIR, mitigation measures which would avoid 
adverse impacts have been formulated and discussed. 

• 
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• C-4 

Comment: Reference to (page C-2: Growth Inducing Impacts) 
the comment that "[clontinued urbanization in South Natomas 
would create greater pressure to develop in adjacent areas, 
particularly North Natomas," should be substantiated. It is 
certainly plausible that certain types of development in South 
Natomas will reduce development pressures in North Natomas by 
offering alternative and equally, attractive sites for develop-
ment. It might also be noted that if continued urbanization in 
South Natomas increases development pressures in the adjacent 
North Sacramento community, that will generally be perceived as 
a favorable effect. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, 
Inc. on behalf of Capitol/80 Properties Applicant) 

Response: The commentor makes a valid point. Certain 
types of development, such as office and MRD, may reduce 
development pressures for the same land uses in North Natomas by 
offering alternative and equally attractive sites for 
development. The location of employment generating land uses in 
South Natomas may, however, increase the pressure for 
residential development in adjacent North Natomas as well as 
North Sacramento. As discussed in the DEIR, the effect will be 
a dual one: development of employment generating uses will 
create an indirect demand for new housing units in the area and 
the proposed uses will displace planned residential units. 

C-5 

Comment: 	(Reference to page C-3: Unavoidable Adverse  
Impacts). It should be noted that all six of the unavoidable 
adverse impacts identified will also occur, to some degree, 
under the existing South Natomas Community Plan. (Robert B. 
McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., representing Capitol/BO 
Properties applicant) 

Response: Comment noted. Adverse impacts associated with 
the 1978 SNCP are identified throughout the DEIR under the 1978 
SNCP Alternative. 

Section D: Land Use  

D-1 

Comment: Due to the proximity of the Natomas Airport to 
several of the project sites, the impact of noise and safety 
from the airport on the project and the project's impact on an 
airport itself should be addressed. (Jack D. Kemmerly, Earl A. 
Tucker; California Department of Business, Transportation, and 
Housing Agency) 

• 
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Response: The Natomas Air Park, located in the northeast 
quadrant of the intersection of 1-5 and 1-80, serves as a 
facility for general aviation. The Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments has established land use guidelines for areas 
surrounding airports, based on Federal Aviation Administration 
regulations. 	The guidelines restrict building heights and 
maintain approach safety zones around the facility. 	Two 
restricted building height zones are applicable to South 
Natomas, as depicted in the attached figure. Zone 2 extends 
5,000 feet south from the runway and restricts building heights 
to 150 feet. Zone 1 extends 9,000 feet south from the runway 
and sets a building height restriction which ranges from 150-350 
feet. 

D-2 

Comment: The concept of transferring development rights 
might provide a useful approach to achieving equity among land-
owners in developing a comprehensive plan for the total Natomas 
area. (James D. Boyd; California Air Resources Board) 

Response: When the City retained the planning consultant 
to prepare the Draft South Natomas Community Plan, the consul-
tant's charge was to prepare the plan revision without regard to 
property ownership. Consequently, transferring development 
rights from one landowner to another was not considered. 

Although the transfer of development rights (TDRs) has 
proven to be a useful planning tool in some communities, they 
have not been widely used in Sacramento. Their use requires a 
substantial level of cooperation among landowners - cooperation 
that requires some landowners to forego development in one area 
in exchange for the right to develop elsewhere. Due to the 
market price of land in the South Natomas area, interest in TDRs 
would be difficult to generate. 

However, in reviewing the professionally prepared land use 
plans, the City staff will consider opportunities for using TDRs 
in both South and North Natomas. 

D-3 

Comment: Implementation of the proposed plan would not 
appear to violate any height or safety requirements associated 
with the operation of Sacramento Metro Airport. (Larry Kozub; 
Sacramento County, Department of Airports) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

• 
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D-4 and D-5  

Comment: Proposed development should not experience ad-
verse aircraft noise exposure pursuant to the criteria estab-
lished by Title 21, Chapter 2.5, Sub-chapter 6 of the California 
Administration Code (Airport Noise Standards). However, due to 
the frequency of Metro Airport Runway 16 departures and Runway 
34 arrivals, future residents of South Natomas may eventually 
complain about the frequency of aircraft overflights and per-
ceive a higher level of aircraft noise than actually exists due 
to the visual observation of these overflights. Case history 
supporting this contention is documented by noise complaints 
received by the Department of Airports from the current residen-
tial community in South Natomas. 

Average aircraft departure performance (large commercial 
jets) from Runway 16 would normally place aircraft approximately 
3,000 feet above ground level at the centroid of proposed devel-
opment. Aircraft arrivals to Runway 34 will generally vary from 
1,800 feet to 2,500 feet. Commercial jet overflight frequency 
ranges from approximately 10 per hour during peak periods to 
about 2 per hour during off-peak periods. The anticipated 
growth in air transportation will intensify overflight frequency 
and possibly shift peak periods of operation. 

Based on these overflight considerations, the presence of 
aircraft over the South Natomas population should be brought to 
the attention of future homeowners and residences. This noti-
fication could be secured through an aviation-noise easement 
granted to Sacramento County (Department of Airports) as a 
condition of the use permit for home, apartment, or condominium 
construction and would serve as acknowledgement that aircraft 
overflights caused by the use of Metro Airport would traverse 
airspace directly above their property. A sample aviation-noise 
easement is attached for your review and consideration. It 
should be noted that the draft easement has received review and 
approval from the Federal Aviation Administration and Caltrans, 
Division of Aeronautics, and has been accepted as a condition of 
use permits approved by the Sacramento County Board of 
Supervisors for the Sand Cove and River View condominium 
projects, which are also located in South Natomas. 	See 
attachment as follows. 	(Larry Kozub; Sacramento County, 
Department of Airports) 

Response: Comments noted. The City will consider aviation 
and noise easements during the project approval process. 

D-6 

Comment: It is unclear how the revision to the South 
Natomas Community Plan fits into the overall plan for the City's 
growth. How are these changes articulated with the community 
plans for downtown? Arden, Point West, North Sacramento, and 
North Natomas? (Environmental Council of Sacramento, Inc.) 

• 
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* COMMENT D-4 and D-5 attachment 

* * DRAFT * * 

GRANT OF AVIGATION AND NOISE EASEMENT  

(Name of Property Owners) 	hereinafter called GRANTOR, for 

themselves, their heirs, administrators, executors, successors and 

assigns, does hereby grant to the County of Sacramento, a political 

subdivision of the State of California, its successors and assigns 

hereinafter called GRANTEE, in consideration of (land use permit or  

property rezone as appropriate) approved on  (date) the receipt and 

sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, a perpetual avigation and 

noise easement as follows: 

1. Description. The easement shall be an easement on, over, and upon 

- 
that certain real property commonly known as (i.e. xyz condominiums  

or assessor's Parcel No. 123-45-678 as appropriate) situated within 

the County of Sacramento (or the County of Sutter, or the County of 

Yolo as appropriate) described in Exhibit A and outlined on proper-

ty map Exhibit B attached hereto and by this reference incorporated 

herein. 

2. Benefit. The easement shall be appurtenant to and for the benefit 

of all the real property comprising the Sacramento Metropolitan 

Airport hereinafter called AIRPORT, and such other additional 

property or interest therein as shall be subsequently acquired or 

designated from time to time by GRANTEE or its successors as 

constituting a part of the AIRPORT. The easement shall be for the 

benefit of GRANTEE and all other persons and entities who directly 

or indirectly .  use the easement as a result of any type of use of 
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the property and facilities constituting the AIRPORT, including 

aviation ground and flight operations. 
	 • 

3. Use and Purpose. The easement shall be used for the unobstructed 

passage of all aircraft now known or hereafter invented, used or 

designed for navigation of or flight in the air by whomsoever owned 

and operated in the airspace above GRANTORS' property above (height  

restrictions as appropriate) together with the right to cause in 

all airspace above GRANTORS' property such noise, vibration, fumes, 

dust, fuel particles, and all other effects that may be caused by 

the operation of aircraft landing or taking off from or operating 

at or on AIRPORT. GRANTOR does hereby confirm that all such uses 

of the airspace shall be without any liability of GRANTEE or of any 

other person or entity entitled to the benefits of this easement, 

to GRANTOR, GRANTOR'S heirs, assigns or successors in interest to 

all or any part of the property or any interest therein or to any 

other person or entity using or located on or in the area subject 

to the easement, for damage to property or physical or emotional 

injury to persons, animals or any other living thing, the diminu-

tion in value of any personal or real property, discomfort or 

inconveniences of any type of kind to any person or things, or 

interference with television, radio or other types or kinds of 

electrical reception, transmissions or activities in the easement; 

and GRANTOR, for itself and on behalf of the GRANTOR'S heirs, 

assigns or successors in interest to all or any part of the proper-

ty, or any interest therein and each person or entity using or 

located on or in the area subject to this easement, hereby releases • 



and discharges GRANTEE and all persons and entities entitled to the 

111 benefits of the easement from all claims, demands, actions and 

causes, of action of all types or kinds, known or unknown, existing 

or which might be created hereafter by statute or case decision, 

airing out of any of the foregoing described injuries or damages 

resulting from the use of this easement by GRANTEE and any other 

person or entity entitled to the benefits of this easement. 

4. Right of Ingress/Egress. The easement herein granted includes the 

continuing right of the GRANTEE to prevent the erection or growth 

upon GRANTORS' property of any building, structure, tree, or other 

object extending into the airspace above (height restriction as  

appropriate) and to remove from said airspace, or at the sole 

option of GRANTEE, as an alternative, to mark and light as ob-

structions to air navigation any such building, structure, tree or 

'other object now upon or which in the future may be upon GRANTORS' 

property, together with the right of ingress to, egress from, and 

passage over GRANTORS' property for such purpose. 

5. Presumption.  Notwithstanding previous sections of this grant of 

easement, there is hereby created an irrefutable presumption that 

this grant of easement is so over-burdened by unreasonable use that 

its purpose is defeated if the noise which impinges on the 

GRANTORS' property exceeds an amount equal to or greater than 3.0dB 

Community Noise Equivalent Level above that level described in 

subsection (a) of this section and GRANTOR may seek a court finding 

that the easement is extinguished; 
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a. The annual Community Noise Equivalent Level reflected on the 

latest map for the AIRPORT validated by County of Sacramento 

and filed with the California Department of Transportation, 

Division of Aeronautics and United States Department of 

Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration. 

• 

. Exemption  

The provisions of this section shall not apply to the use or opera-

tion of aircraft owned by the United States or in times of National 

emergency or National defense as may be declared by the President 

of the United States. 

7. Negligent Operation of Aircraft. This grant of easement shall not 0 
deprive the GRANTOR, his successors or assigns, of any rights that 

it may from time to time have against any individual a private 

operator of an aircraft for negligent or unlawful operation of 

aircraft. 

8. Term of Enforcement. This grant of easement shall continue in 

effect until AIRPORT shall be abandoned and shall cease to be used 

for public purposes. 

DATED 	 BY 
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(NOTARIAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENT) 	 (GRANTOR) 

(SEAL) 

• 

• 

- 
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Response:  The South Natomas Community Plan, when adopted, 
will become a part of the City General Plan. Consequently, in 
preparing the Draft Plan and DEIR the consultants have con-
sidered the relationship to other community planning areas 
within the City. 

Both the Draft Plan and the DEIR have carefully considered 
the effects on Downtown Sacramento. As pointed out in 
Section R, Fiscal Assessment,  the market study prepared by 
Keyser Marston analyzed the effects of South Natomas development 
on the downtown office market and concluded that such effects 
.would be minimal. Additionally, in Section G, Housing,  the DEIR 
indicates that one of the features that makes the South Natomas 
housing market unique is its close proximity to downtown. This 
is one of the reasons that the Draft Plan recommends a 
substantial quantity of new housing in South Natomas. 

The DEIR also considered the relationship of the Draft Plan 
with several City Plans and policies including the 1974 General 
Plan, the 1980 Central City Plan, the 1980 Housing Element, and 
the 1982 Growth Policy Conclusions and Recommendations (see 
Section D, Land Use,  pages D-15 and D-16). 

Although the North Natomas and South Natomas Community 
Plans are being prepared by different consulting teams, there is 
a substantial effort being made in both the South and North 
Natomas EIRs to analyze the combined impacts. For example, 
Section T, Cumulative Impacts,  has considered the effects of 
five North Natomas development applications together with those 
of South Natomas. Similarly, when the North Natomas EIR is 
completed, the proposed South Natomas Community Plan will be 
included in the cumulative impact analysis. 

The Point West and Arden areas of Sacramento have been 
planned for many years (since 1965). There has been active and 
continuous development that is consistent with the future devel-
opment planned for South Natomas. 

The North Sacramento Community Plan adopted in 1983 is 
designed to encourage labor-intensive industrial employment 
which would not compete with the proposed office employment in 
the South Natomas area. 

D-7 

Comment:  The changes proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP are 
not consistent with the existing General Plan. (Environmental 
Council of Sacramento, Inc.) 

Response:  The DEIR recognizes areas of consistency as well 
as inconsistency with the current General Plan. As stated on 
page D-15 of the DEIR, the 1974 Sacramento General Plan desig-
nates South Natomas for predominantly residential land uses with 

• 

• 

• 
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neighborhood-oriented commercial and public facilities land 
uses. The General Plan also states that incompatible commercial 
development adjacent to the American River Parkway is to be 
prevented. Revitalization of the CBD is also stressed. 

As stated on page D-16, the inclusion of office space in 
South Natomas, beyond that needed to immediately serve the resi-
dents in the Community, is the most significant overall change 
in land use in the Draft 1984 SNCP as compared to the previous 
community plan. However, as discussed, the uses proposed in the 
Draft 1984 Plan are not expected to adversely affect the mar-
ketability of office space in the CBD (Keyser Marston 1984b). 
Therefore, the Draft Plan is not considered inconsistent with 
General Plan policies which stress revitalization efforts in the 
CBD. 

Further, as described on page D-16, the Draft Plan is 
consistent with General Plan policies concerning the provision 
of an adequate and affordable housing stock and in encouraging 
infill development in Gardenland. As noted on page G-8 of the 
DEIR, the Draft 1984 SNCP would provide an additional 2,928 
units (at build-out), above that envisioned by the previous 
community plan. 

D-8 and D-9 

Comment:  The DEIR fails to identify mitigation measures in 
the area of agricultural land preservation. The Commission 
should direct staff and consultants to come up with further 
mitigation measures and to analyze their costs and benefits. It 
may be necessary to hold a public workshop, and to review the 
public testimony given at the Urban Development Task Force 
Meetings on Agricultural Land and Open Space Preservation (No-
vember 26). 

With respect to loss of agricultural land, we believe that 
whenever productive agricultural land is converted to urban use, 
developers should be required to purchase development rights on 
equivalent acreage elsewhere in the County, and donate those 
development rights to a public trust administered by a nonprofit 
organization. This is an appropriate mitigation measure and 
should be part of the EIR. (Environmental Council of 
Sacramento, Inc.) 

Response:  The DEIR did not identify mitigation measures 
for the loss of prime agricultural land because there is no 
feasible mitigation available for this loss. To require 
developers to purchase development rights on equivalent acreage 
elsewhere in the County and donate those development rights to a 
public trust administered by a nonprofit organization, as 
suggested by the commentor, would only partially mitigate the 
loss. The purchase of development rights would provide 
compensation for the removal of land from agricultural 
production. It would not, however, mitigate for the loss of 



prime agricultural land, which is a limited and diminishing 
resource. Unless prime agricultural land is created on land 
that is not currently considered prime, the impact of 
development on prime farmland will be significantly adverse, 
with no feasible mitigation that would bring the impact to a. 
less than significant level. 

D-10 

Comment: 	(Reference to page D-7: Mixed Dwelling Type  
Requirement): An additional adverse impact of the Draft 1984 
SNCP is caused by its limitation on maximum average densities 
and the size of multi-family clusters. By increasing the amount 
and therefore the cost of land required for each dwelling unit, 
the limitation on maximum densities may increase South Natomas 
housing costs. This factor may adversely affect the ability of 
persons employed in South Natomas to afford housing in that 
community. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on 
behalf of Capitol/80 Properties) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

D-11 

Comment: Because of site constraints and existing PUD 
restrictions, reducing the commercial development of the 
Westersund parcel (located at the northwest corner of Old San 
Juan Road and Northgate Boulevard) to a 6-acre site may result 
in "strip" commercial development, which has been identified by 
the Blayney Proposal itself as a serious problem on Northgate 
Boulevard. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on 
behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Frank Westersund) 

Response: The charge given to the independent planning 
consultant was to prepare the plan revision without regard to 
property ownership. Although the Draft Plan designates only 6 
acres of the Westersund parcel for neighborhood commercial 
development, a small piece of adjacent property located at the 
southwest corner of Old San Juan Road and Northgate Boulevard is 
also designated for neighborhood commercial use. The subject 
site would likely be suitable for a single anchor tenant (a 
supermarket or drug store) plus ancillary commercial 
establishments. 

D-12 

Comment: 	Reduction of commercial development on the 
Westersund parcel would result in the project being suitable for 
only a single rather than two "anchor" tenants. Therefore, a 
shopping center at that location would be less attractive to 
shopping center developers because it would be less desirable 
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and useful for nearby residents, including residents of the 
northwestern portion of the North Sacramento community. (Robert 
B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on behalf of Mr. and 
Mrs. Frank Westersund) 

• 
Response:  Refer to the response to. Comment D-11 above. 

Anchor tenants could be located on opposite sides of the re-
aligned San Juan Road, though this may require cooperative 
ventures among different landowners. 

Section E: Population  

(No comments received.) 

Section F: Employment 

(No comments received.) 

Section G: Housing  

G-1 

Comment: 	(Reference to page G-4: Indirect Impacts) 	It 
appears that this section of the DEIR was taken directly from 
the Creekside Oaks/Gateway Centre DEIR. It does not address 
issues raised by the Draft 1984 South Natomas Community Plan. 
(Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on behalf of 
Capitol/80 Properties) 

Response:  Comment noted. Refer to Errata to Volume 1, 
pages G-4 and G-5. 	References made to the Creekside 
Oaks/Gateway Centre projects have been deleted. 	The 
information, however, does pertain to the Draft Plan. 

Section H: Public Facilities and Services  

H-1 

Comment:  Park allocation should meet the citywide stan-
dard. (Environmental Council of Sacramento, Inc.) 

Response:  Comment noted. The DEIR identifies the fact 
that the Draft 1984 SNCP falls 91 acres short of City Master 
Plan Standards, and recommends several mitigation measures to 
increase park acreage. Refer to Section H, Public Facilities  
and Services,  pages H-36 and H-37. 



H-2 

Comment: The school site and the park site designated by 
the Draft Plan on the Willow Creek site are bisected by a high 
tension power line and by a high pressure gas line located 
directly beneath the property. We ask the EIR consultant to 
consider the advisability of locating a school and a park on 
sites traversed by high tension power lines and above high 
pressure gas lines. (Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant 
& Hannegan on behalf of Willow Creek project applicant) 

Response: PGandE has a 115 kV line on towers above their 
existing right-of-way approximately 400 feet south of West El 
Camino Avenue. PGandE also has a gas main located in this area. 
SMUD has a 69 kV subtransmission line in approximately the same 
location. Buildings on the proposed park and school sites may 
not be constructed on the PGandE right-of-way. Neither the gas 
main nor the electrical lines present safety concerns for adja-
cent school or park use (Pearson pers. comm.). The location of 
the school site on the Draft Plan map is only approximate, so 
shifting buildings to avoid the right-of-way is certainly possi-
ble during review of specific projects. 

H-3 

Comment: We ask that the EIR consultant consider the 
advisability of moving the park site south so that it is across 
from the waterfront development along the Sacramento River. We 
think it makes sense to locate the park where the residents can 
also take advantage of the many amenities along the Sacramento 
River. There is an additional benefit: park sites adjacent to 
the Garden Highway will help preserve this area adjacent to the 
Sacramento River in a natural setting and will enhance the 
recreational potential of the Sacramento River and its environs. 
(Karen 0. Ahern; for Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: Relocating the park site to Garden Highway may 
be inconsistent with the guiding policy in the proposed plan 
(page 50 of the Draft 1984 SNCP) of locating new community parks 
on highly visible sites where they will make contributions to 
community form and quality. In addition, a park site has al-
ready been designated at Gateway Oaks Drive and Garden Highway. 
See Response to Comment H-4. 

H-4 

Comment: As to the advisability of a school and park site 
near heavily-traveled West El Camino Avenue, we ask that the EIR 
consultant consider the comments on this topic made by Mr. Gene 
Robinson, Director of Parks and Community Services, who tes-
tified at public hearings on the Draft Plan in opposition to 
locating parks near major arterials. His view is that the 
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community residents are better served by parks which are pulled 
back from major streets so that the bulk of the park site can be 
utilized and where children are not at risk because of heavi-
ly-traveled adjacent streets. We think this makes sense and ask 
the EIR consultant to consider relocating the park to a 
southerly location near the Garden Highway and the Sacramento 
River. (Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: Mr. Robinson's views were carefully considered 
in preparing the Draft Plan. Alternative philosophies for park 
locations are stated on page H-34 of Volume 1 of the SNCP: 

"In preparing the park recommendations for the Draft 1984 
SNCP, the planning team considered two conflicting view-
points regarding the location of parks. Some park planners 
feel that community parks should be highly visible and 
located on major thoroughfares. Such a location enables 
the park to contribute to the identity of the community and 
encourages greater use. In Sacramento, McKinley and Land 
Parks are examples of this philosophy. 

Other park planners feel that community parks should be 
located in out-of-the-way places to discourage greater use, 
so that those who do use the parks have greater oppor-
tunities for peace and quiet with less crowding. These 
planners feel that the enjoyment of park users is dimin-
ished by locating the park adjacent to main thoroughfares. 
They further argue that prominent parks require more land 
to buffer recreational use areas from the main thorough-
fares and have a higher maintenance cost due to greater 
usage and additional vandalism. 

After weighing the pros and cons of each of these philo-
sophical positions, the community plan favors the more 
prominent location of community parks. This policy is 
recommended because of the need to create a prominent 
identity for the South Natomas community." 

H-5 

Comment: By placing the school site just south of West El 
Camino Avenue, the Draft Plan leaves a 3-acre "remnant" of 
residential property which will be extremely difficult to devel-
op. This "remnant" parcel is so small that it will be difficult 
to create a true "community" of homes and the size of the parcel 
does not provide the developer with any flexibility in the 
location of amenities or in the layout of the residences. 
Please comment. (Karen O. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & 
Hannegan) 

Response: The Draft 1984 SNCP states on page 5 that cir-
cles are used to indicate approximate locations of school and 
park sites, except for three park sites that are located on 
major streets to serve as elements of community urban design. 

• 



Since the specific location of the school site has not been 
determined, it is premature to speculate about difficulties that 
may be encountered in developing adjacent residential property. 
Locating the school site in one of the corners of the property 
would avoid this problem altogether. The precise location of 
schools and small parks will be considered during review of 
specific projects. 

Section I: Transportation 

I-1 

Comment:  We are concerned about the significant impacts to 
State Highway facilities, as identified in the document. 
Impacts for which there are no available mitigation measures are 
anticipated at the following locations: 	West El Camino 
Avenue/Northbound Interstate 5 off-ramp, 	Garden Highway/ 
Northbound Interstate 5 ramps, and Interstate 5 mainline across 
the American River. The proposed development in North Natomas 
will further compound these impacts. It is likely that ramp 
metering will be required. (California Department of 
Transportation) 

Response:  Comment noted. No response necessary. 

1-2 

Comment:  The City should also consider alternative land 
use scenarios to reduce the impacts to State Highways. In some 
cases capacity deficiencies cannot be mitigated by roadway 
improvements. However, one possible improvement that could be 
considered is the extension of Truxel Road across the American 
River as an alternative route to Interstate 5. (California 
Department of Transportation) 

Response:  Comment noted. The possibility of extending 
Truxel Road across the American River will be studied in greater 
detail as part of the North Natomas Community Plan. 

1-3 

Comment:  The document identified Transportation Systems 
Management (TSM) actions as a means to alleviate capacity 
deficiencies while maintaining the proposed land use intensity. 
Since a 15 percent trip reduction rate has already been assumed 
for TSM, it is unlikely that even "severe and restrictive" TSM 
actions will achieve additional, significant reductions. 
(California Department of Transportation) 

Response:  Comment noted. No response necessary. 

• 
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1-4 • 
Comment: 	The document assumes certain State Highway 

improvements to be in place by the year 2000. The majority of 
these improvements will likely need to be funded by nonstate 
sources. (California Department of Transportation) 

Response: Comment noted. The City recognizes the need to 
make funding decisions for future highway improvements and will 
consider this issue during the review and implementation of the 
Draft 1984 South Natomas Community Plan. 

1-5 

Comment: The DEIR proposes reducing work-related trips by 
future employees working in South Natomas by 15 percent as 
required by the City of Sacramento TSM Plan. We suggest the 
specific methods by which vehicle trips and emissions from 
future site development will be mitigated be included in the 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). Given current 
financial constraints, it cannot be assumed that transit 
service, bikeways, light rail access, or ride-share matching 
will be available to future residents and employees without 
participation by the property owners in meeting the construction 
and operating costs of providing these services. (California • 	Air Resources Board) 

Response: The City of Sacramento requires, through an 
ordinance, that developers implement measures for reducing 
work-related vehicle trips to and from their developments by 
15 percent. At the time each development is presented for 
review, a specific strategy (or strategies) for responding to 
this requirement must be set forth. It is beyond the scope of 
this plan-level DEIR to identify the specific set of strategies 
that each project should employ in order to meet the require-
ments of this ordinance. 

1-6 

Comment: Since South Natomas was designed as a tran-
sit-oriented community, it should continue to embrace transit 
considerations and fully reflect these in the Draft 1984 Plan's 
concept. In that regard, Regional Transit (RT) supports the 
implementation policies of the Plan (Page 43) and the mitigation 
of the DEIR (Pages 1-16 through 1-17). These include increasing 
public and/or private subsidies to RT, recognizing transit needs 
in project design, providing shelters and turnouts as needed, 
and providing transit centers as needed. (Sacramento Regional 
Transit) 

110 	Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 



1-7 

Comment: With respect to increasing subsidies, PT staff is 
developing a cost-estimation concept and formula in which new 
developments would "buy in" to the PT bus system based upon the 
proportion of trips generated by any given project as compared 
to total number of trips in the Sacramento region. Each 
development would provide funds for capital and operating costs 
utilizing RT's capital investment and operating budget at the 
time of project approval as the basis for the "buy in" 
estimates. This approach offers an equitable and simple way for 
developments to provide for the increased demands they place 
upon the transit system, which can not be met unless additional 
resources are made available. (Sacramento Regional Transit) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

1-8 

Comment: 	Commenting on the policies and mitigation 
measures included in the Draft Plan and EIR, PT would 'like to 
suggest that right-of-way for the proposed Natomas/Airport Light 
Rail Transit (LRT) be provided. In developing transit service 
proposals for North Natomas, PT staff has examined, 
preliminarily, some LRT alignments through both South and North 
Natomas. One alignment proposed by the North Natomas study 
consultant runs from Northgate Boulevard to Metro Airport via 
Del Paso Road and Interstate 5. RT staff considers that at 
least one other alignment should be explored. An alternative 
alignment, which the District sees as meriting attention, runs 
from Northgate Boulevard to Metro Airport via Garden Highway, 
Truxel Road, Del Paso Road and Interstate 5. This Truxel 
alignment appears to offer much better access opportunities in 
South Natomas as well as operating through areas proposed for 
more intensive land uses in North Natomas. The operational 
success of the system will be enhanced by having the improved 
access and major trip attractions along the Truxel route. 

It is suggested that both alignments be shown as alter-
natives in the Community Plan. Additionally, right-of-way for 
the track and potential stations should be dedicated as 
development projects are improved along the alignments. This is 
particularly important in South Natomas since the community is 
more developed. From the experiences of developing guideway 
projects in Sacramento and elsewhere, it has become apparent 
that unless future right-of-way can be preserved, the 
feasibility of ever developing a light rail line will be 
significantly diminished. (Sacramento Regional Transit) 

Response: Comment noted. Various conceptual alignments 
for a light rail right-of-way are being considered in the 
planning for the North Natomas area. Light rail was not 
included in the South Natomas Community Plan because the 
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consultants did not feel that the development of South Natomas 
alone justified a light rail extension. The North Natomas 
Community Plan will consider light rail extension to serve the 
entire Natomas area; however, the Plan will not designate 
specific routes. Route adoption would not occur until the light 
rail planners undertake separate, more detailed studies. 

• 
I-9 

Comment: RT would also like to suggest that developers be 
required to contribute the needed local match for LRT 
development costs, based on the percentage of estimated future 
usage. PT views this as imperative. Recent changes in state 
and federal funding regulations for new guideway projects 
require a significant local match of funds for project approval, 
even for the most meritorious proposals. Since local public 
funds are already stretched to their limits, and since there is 
a very low likelihood of obtaining two-thirds voter approval for 
a transit sales tax, PT urges that new projects be required to 
participate in the local share of LRT development costs. 
(Sacramento Regional Transit) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

I-10 

Comment: Traffic generation rates should be held to the 
City-wide standard. (Environmental Council of Sacramento, Inc.) 

Response: The trip generation rates used within this EIR 
are consistent with the City's standards. 

Comment: We would note that the study assumptions and the 
modeling assumptions used to do the traffic analysis may not be 
adequate for a reasonable estimate of traffic impacts. 
Assumptions on page 42 of the Draft SNCP appear self-contra-
dictory. Traffic model assumptions about household composition 
and linked trips may be outdated since these patterns have 
changed substantially in the last 10 years. If so, estimating 
and mitigating traffic congestion for new growth is a more 
difficult task than assumed. The risk of planning a new 
community based on old household patterns and needs, rather than 
emerging household patterns and needs, can be reduced 
considerably at this stage in the planning process through 
careful analysis by the Planning Commission. (Environmental 
Council of Sacramento, Inc.) 

410 	Response: Page 42 of the Draft 1984 SNCP identifies fac- 
tors tending to cause projected volumes to be too high, and also 



factors tending to cause projected volumes to be too low. One 
of the factors noted that tends to cause projected volumes to be 
too high is that the traffic model assumes full build-out of the 
South Natomas area, with no vacancy. At the same time, the 
model assumes that no traffic will be generated by urban 
development immediately north or west of 1-80; thus, new 
nonresidential development proposals in these areas would com-
pound South Natomas' traffic problems beyond those identified in 
the DEIR. These assumptions are not self-contradictory, but do 
tend to pull the projected traffic volumes for the South Natomas 
area in opposite directions. To some degree, then, these 
factors should tend to balance each other out. 

Subsequent to the completion of the traffic analyses 
described within the DEIR, a comprehensive review was conducted 
of the traffic model's assumptions regarding the average number 
of employees per household and also the internal/external split 
of projected vehicle trips. This review was conducted using 
data collected by the Sacramento Council of Governments (SACOG) 
as part of their validation efforts for the regional 
transportation model. The results of this analysis indicated 
that the traffic modeling assumptions used within the DEIR are 
consistent with the most recent available data. 

1-12 

Comment: On page 1-9, the DEIR notes that the traffic 
impact model failed to take out-of-direction travel into 
account. This is especially significant with regard to de-
velopment activities on Northgate Boulevard near Interstate 80. 
The model assumes that all commuters to and from such 
development with destinations or points of origin to the south 
of the community will travel down Northgate Boulevard and 
through one or both of the most congested intersections in the 
community at El Camino and Garden Highway. It should be 
acknowledged that many, if not most, of such commuters would 
prefer to take a short out-of-direction drive and thus use 
Interstate 5 and Interstate 80 to reach their ultimate 
destination. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on 
behalf of project applicants) 

Response: See response to Volume 2 comment 1-2 on the 
Capitol Business Park DEIR. The travel demand forecasting model 
assumed that most commuters to and from the northeast part of 
South Natomas would use Interstate 5 and Interstate 80 to reach 
many of the points south of the community. See also the 
response to Volume 2, comment 1-3 on the Capitol/80 Properties 
EIR. 

I-12A 

Comment: The DEIR uses existing City policy to determine 
that a significant adverse transportation impact occurs when 
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traffic volume at an intersection exceeds the C level of service 
for however brief a time. While this assumption may or may not 
be required by law, it should be noted that in many urbanized 
jurisdictions, including the County of Sacramento, peak hour D 
levels of service are acceptable. This may be because higher 
urban densities generate increased traffic flow, and it is often 
prohibitively expensive to develop all traffic improvements to a 
point which is adequate to avoid a D level of service for even 
short periods of time on weekdays. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg 
and Aronson, Inc., on behalf of project applicants) 

Response: It is irrelevant that service levels in the D 
range may be common during peak hours in most developed areas, 
and may be considered acceptable by many urban and suburban 
communities. The relevant fact is that current City policy 
dictates that a "C" level of service is the minimum acceptable 
LOS for any peak hour at any intersection within the South 
Natomas community. It should also be noted that the DEIR 
acknowledges "...situations may occasionally arise in which the 
LOS is only marginally unacceptable. In these borderline 
intersections, a level of 80 percent of the intersection's 
available saturation capacity may be considered a marginally 
acceptable LOS." 

It should also be noted that the DEIR applies this City 
policy consistently to all evaluated alternatives, including the 
1978 SNCP Alternative. Because of this consistency in 
application, comparisons among alternatives are unaffected by 
this issue. 

1-13 

Comment: We are greatly concerned about the proposed 
east-west connector which will bisect Willow Creek and mate-
rially reduce its attractiveness and developability while 
providing little if any benefits to the development itself. 
(Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

1-14 

Comment: By applying the methodology and assumptions used 
in the DEIR's transportation analysis, it is clear that the 
Draft 1984 SNCP would increase peak hour traffic arriving from 
the 9.6-acre Westersund parcel. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg 
and Aronson, Inc., on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Frank Westersund) 

Response: Comment noted, no response necessary. • 



1-15 • 
Comment: 	Reduction of commercial development on the 

Westersund parcel would result in the project being suitable for 
only a single rather than two "anchor" tenants. Therefore, a 
shopping center at that location would be less attractive to 
shopping center developers because it would be less desirable 
and useful for nearby residents, including residents of the 
northwestern portion of the North Sacramento community. At 
least some of these shoppers would, therefore, be expected to 
travel through the highly congested intersection of Northgate 
Boulevard and West El Camino Avenue to reach Northgate Shopping 
Center. , Therefore, the Blayney Proposal would cause this 
additional increase in transportation problems in South Natomas. 
(Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on behalf of Mr. 
and Mrs. Frank Westersund) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Section J: Air Quality  

J-1 

Comment: The air quality analysis in the DEIR does not 
fully identify the regional impacts on future ozone levels under 
alternative development plans. An alternative estimate of 
emissions as generated by the URBEMIS#1 computer program is 
presented in the comment letter. (California Air Resources 
Board) 

Response: 	The estimates of smog precursor emissions 
presented in the DEIR were derived from the VMT estimates 
produced by the CH2M Hill traffic modeling studies. The traffic 
modeling data were extrapolated from morning and afternoon peak 
hours to a daily basis assuming that 80 percent of daily VMT 
occurred during off-peak periods. Year 2000 emission rates were 
derived from EMFAC6D (80° F) assuming 50 percent cold start VMT 
for the morning peak hour, 43 percent cold start VMT for the 
afternoon peak hour, and 35 percent cold start VMT for off-peak 
hours. For reactive organic compounds, the emission rates used 
in the DEIR do not appear to differ significantly from those 
used in URBEMIS#1. For oxides of nitrogen, the DEIR appears to 
use substantially higher emission rates than does URBEMIS#1. 

The major difference between smog precursor emission 
estimates in the DEIR and the URBEMIS#1 output involves 
differences in total area-wide trip generation (and perhaps some 
difference in mean trip length). URBEMIS trip totals seem to be 
about 30-35 percent greater than the trip totals produced by the 
CH2M Hill traffic model. Two factors appear to be responsible 
for the lower total trip generation from the CH2M Hill model: 
accounting for TSM measures according to City policies and • 



• ordinances; and accounting for internal trips between different 
land uses within the South Natomas area. It appears that, when 
applied to a large area of mixed land uses, the URBEMIS model 
"double counts" trips between different land uses within the 
area analyzed (i.e., between residential and office, commercial, 
or industrial areas; between residential and shopping center 
areas, etc.). 

The URBEMIS estimates of daily trips are 363,169 for the 
1978 SNCP and 433,557 for the 1984 Draft Community Plan. Daily 
trip estimates from data used for the DEIR are 269,875 for the 
1978 SNCP and 324,180 for the 1984 Draft Community Plan. Both 
the DEIR and the URBEMIS#1 estimates indicate essentially the 
same percent change in emissions between the 1978 SNCP and the 
Draft Community Plan. 

J-2 

Comment: 	The 1982 SIP projected that 1987 reactive 
hydrocarbon emissions would exceed the level allowing attainment 
of the federal ozone standards by 22.15 tons per day. The 
proposed plan amendment and individual project applications 
would further aggravate this situation (by 0.78 - 1.36 tons per 
day) unless vehicular trip generation is reduced through 
mitigation measures. (California Air Resources Board) 

Response: 	Comment noted. 	These considerations are 
discussed in Section J, Air Quality, of the DEIR. 

J-3 

Comment: It is unclear how the revision of the South 
Natomas Community Plan fits into the overall plan for the City's 
growth. The changes proposed are not consistent with the 
existing air quality plan. (Environmental Council of 
Sacramento) 

Response: Comment noted. The inconsistency with the Air 
Quality Plan is recognized in the DEIR. 

J-4 

Comment: The DEIR fails to identify air quality mitigation 
measures that would allow attainment and maintenance of air 
quality standards. (Environmental Council of Sacramento) 

Response: The DEIR categorizes air quality impacts of the 
Draft Community Plan as significant unavoidable adverse impacts 
which cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels. • 



The traffic projections used as the basis for the air 
quality analysis have already incorporated significant trip 
reduction through improved transit, ride sharing, and other 
measures. The DEIR notes that no practical highway improvement 
measures have been found to solve the predicted traffic 
congestion and carbon monoxide problems at the West El 
Camino/I-5 interchange. Through lanes and grade separation 
improvements were identified as measures which might solve 
congestion and carbon monoxide problems at the Garden 
Highway/Northgate Boulevard intersection, although City staff do 
not support such measures because of their excessive cost. 

The regional air quality plan was unable to develop 
measures that would solve existing ozone problems under the 
growth patterns indicated by current land use plans; the 
proposed South Natomas Community Plan would further aggravate 
this situation. The "contingency measures" identified in the Air 
Quality Plan would help reduce air pollution levels, but are 
unlikely to solve predicted air quality problems. 

J-5 

Comment: There are numerous mitigation measures which 
ought to be included in the Community Plan and the project EIRs. 
Please note that the 1982 Air Quality Plan requires a 30 percent 
reduction in all trips, while the City's trip reduction 
ordinance is aimed at a 15 percent reduction in work trips; 
compliance with the trip reduction ordinance alone is not 
adequate. Mitigation measures beyond the 1982 Air Quality Plan 
must be included in the Community Plan and project EIRs. 
(Environmental Council of Sacramento) 

Response: In adopting the 1982 Air Quality Plan, the City 
identified several "contingency measures" to be considered in 
solving new or continuing air quality problems. Those most 
applicable to the Draft Community Plan involve: requiring 
developers to help fund transit system improvement and 
expansion; and requiring developers to help fund the development 
and marketing of regional ridesharing .programs. As noted in 
comments concerning the Transportation section of the DEIR, 
Regional Transit is working on a cost estimating procedure that 
could be incorporated into a transit system funding ordinance. 
Regional Transit has also suggested that developers be required 
to assist local agencies in meeting the "local match" portion of 
Light Rail system development costs. 

Avoidance of potential carbon monoxide problems at the West 
El Camino/I-5 interchange would require a 24.4 percent reduction 
in emissions. Avoidance of potential carbon monoxide problems 
at the Garden Highway/Northgate Boulevard intersection would 
require a 13.3 percent reduction in emissions. The 1982 Air 
Quality Plan indicates that a 30.2 percent reduction in 1987 
reactive organic compound emissions is needed to achieve federal 
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ozone standards. It is questionable whether the transit and 
ridesharing funding measures noted above could produce these 
emission reductions. Further discussion of air quality 
mitigation measures is presented in response to Comment J-8. 

While the 1982 Air Qality Plan addresses the need to reduce 
all vehicle trips (not just work-related trips), that document 
does not "require" or assume a 30 percent reduction in trips. 
The plan states: 

"This plan does not contain locally adopted or supported 
programs that are strong enough to reduce pollution levels to 
the federal standard for ozone by 1987. This plan does not, for 
that reason, meet the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act. 

"This plan does, however, meet the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency's guidelines requiring that all reasonably 
available transportation measures be adopted and that the best 
available control technology be applied to stationary and area 
sources of pollution.... 

"The continued violations of the ozone standard are a 
frustrating and perhaps insolvable problem. It may not be 
possible, with current technology, to have clean air and a 
million people in the Central Valley. At the core of this issue 
is the automobile and the manner in which people have used it 
historically. The Cities and Counties have committed to 
ambitious and aggressive programs to reduce the use of the car 
through such programs as parking management, ridesharing, 
transit, and bicycle systems. The City and County of Sacramento 
have set as a goal a 30 percent reduction in the use of cars by 
1987. There is no evidence, however, to indicate that the 
programs that have been adopted will cause that kind of 
reduction. 

"Typically, a very aggressive auto use reduction program 
might cause as much as a 10 percent reduction. This 10 percent 
estimate has been used as the basis for the conclusion that the 
plan will not cause the ozone standard to be attained." 
(Sacramento Air Quality Plan, pages 1-3 and 1-4). 

J-6 

Comment:  The EIR presents an inadequate discussion of 
environmental impacts by failing to estimate the health, crop,. 
and property impacts of the violation of the ozone and carbon 
monoxide standards. We have shown elsewhere that urbanization 
levels indicated in the SNCP July 1984 Draft and the SWA 
Alternative 1 for North Natomas would result in a 740 percent 
increase in current carbon monoxide levels and a 834 percent 
increase in hydrocarbon emissions. At this level of 
urbanization, Sacramento would experience 150-200 unhealthy days 
per year, with over 150 days of ozone violations. The EIR 
should examine these issues and the issue of air 
pollution-related health care costs. (Environmental Council of 
Sacramento) 
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Response: The estimates of emission increases for North 
and South Natomas are based on use of the URBEMIS#1 model, which 
will significantly overestimate expected vehicle emissions (see 
response to Comment J-1). 

The DEIR predicts some future localized carbon monoxide 
problems in South Natomas. The frequency of such problems, 
however, cannot be estimated from the percentage increase in 
combined North/South Natomas carbon monoxide emissions. There 
are no monitoring stations in North or South Natomas to indicate 
whether existing emissions in these areas are producing any 
violations of the federal and state standards; modeling studies 
suggest there are no current problems. Furthermore, localized 
carbon monoxide problem locations are affected almost entirely 
by carbon monoxide emissions occurring within about 0.5 mile of 
the problem area. Total area-wide emission increases are 
consequently of limited value in evaluating the potential for 
future carbon monoxide problems. 

While carbon monoxide is a highly localized pollution 
problem, ozone is very much a regional problem. The percent 
change in regional emissions does provide a rough index of the 
likely change in future regional ozone conditions. The 
referenced 834 percent increase in hydrocarbon emissions for the 
North and South Natomas areas must, however, be put in a 
regional context. This percent increase value is based on an 
emission estimate (produced by the URBEMIS#1 model) of 7.6 tons 
per day. This represents an increase of about 9 percent in 
regional emissions. Consequently, future ozone conditions 
should not be expected to show much change from recent levels. 

The following material supplements the discussion of 
localized carbon monoxide problems on page J-4 of the DEIR: 

Effects of Carbon Monoxide Exposure. 	Carbon monoxide 
affects both the cardiovascular system (the heart and blood 
vessels) and the central nervous system. The various recognized 
medical effects occur because carbon monoxide combines readily 
with hemoglobin, reducing the amount of oxygen that can be 
transported in the bloodstream. In addition, carbon monoxide 
reduces the rate at which oxygen is released from the blood-
stream to body tissues. An adequate oxygen supply is essential 
to proper functioning of body tissues and physiological 
processes. The nervous system, circulatory system, and 
musculature system are especialy sensitive to reduced oxygen 
supplies. Proper development of a fetus also requires adequate 
oxygen supplies from the mother's bloodstream. In general, the 
young, the elderly, and persons with respiratory, circulatory, 
or cardiac problems are considered especially sensitive to high 
carbon monoxide levels. 

Carbon monoxide combines with hemoglobin in the blood ta 
form carboxyhemoglobin (COHb). Normal metabolic processes 
produce some carbon monoxide, resulting in normal blood COHb 
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levels accounting for 0.3-0.7 percent of the blood's hemoglobin. 
Physiological effects on the cardiovascular system and central 
nervous system have been identified in laboratory studies when 
COHb levels reach 2.5-4 percent. Some recent studies have 
suggested that COHb levels of 2 percent can trigger angina 
(chest pressure and pain due to inadequate oxygen supply to the 
heart muscle) in some people. Other researchers question the 
validity of the studies that suggest a 2 percent COHb threshold 
for triggering angina; most studies show a threshold of about 3 
percent. Reduced vigilance and time interval discrimination 
have been reported for COHb levels of 4-6 percent. 

The relationship between carbon monoxide levels in the air 
and resulting COHb levels in the blood is rather complex. Blood 
volume, hemoglobin content of the blood, breathing rate, and the 
rate of metabolic carbon monoxide production vary among 
individuals. All of these factors affect the COHb level reached 
after a given ambient carbon monoxide exposure. The California 
Air Resources Board (1982) has estimated that an 8-hour exposure 
to varying carbon monoxide levels which average 9 ppm (parts per 
million) will produce COHb levels of 1.3-1.8 percent in people 
with "normal" physiological functions, and 1.9-2.4 percent in 
persons with sensitive physiological conditions. For 8-hour 
exposures to varying carbon monoxide levels averaging 12 ppm, 
the ARB study estimated COHb levels of 1.7-2.3 percent for 
persons with normal physiological functions and 2.4-3.2 percent 
for persons with sensitive physiological conditions. 

Residents and employees located in the immediate vicinity 
of the West El Camino/I-5 interchange and the Garden 
Highway/Northgate Boulevard intersection would be occasionally 
exposed to carbon monoxide levels that lead to detectable 
physiological changes. The most likely physical symptom of this 
exposure would be decreased tolerance for physical activity. A 
few sensitive individuals might have an increase in the 
occurrence of angina. Vehicle occupants traveling through the 
localized carbon monoxide hot spots would be briefly exposed to 
high carbon monoxide levels, adding to their cumulative daily 
exposure. 

The following material supplements the discussion 
regional smog problems on pages J-4 and J-5 of the DEIR: 

Health Effects of Ozone Exposure.  Photochemical smog is an 
extremely complex mixture of chemical compounds, many of which 
have the potential for producing health effects. Air quality 
standards have been set for ozone, which is a major component of 
photochemical smog. Threshold levels for predicting human 
health effects from ozone exposure are far less clear than those 
for carbon monoxide. The most common physical symptoms of 
exposure to high levels of photochemical smog involve eye 
irritation and respiratory irritation. Eye irritation is 
usually caused by a variety of organic compounds found in 
photochemical smog (especially aldehydes and complex organic 



nitrates). Respiratory irritation is usually due to ozone, 
although other compounds may also affect some people (perhaps 
through allergic reactions). • 

Clinical studies and laboratory experiments to determine 
the effects of ozone have often involved exposure to ozone 
concentrations far higher than the levels encountered in even 
the worst smog episodes in the Los Angeles basin. These studies 
are further complicated by conflicting results on the issue of 
whether repeated or prolonged exposure to ozone leads to 
increased tolerance to further exposures (and whether the 
mechanisms for any such tolerance create other physiological 
problems). 

Attempts to correlate medical statistics with ozone 
monitoring data have produced mixed results. Mortality 
statistics generally show a stronger correlation with 
temperature than with ozone levels. Reports of respiratory 
and/or eye irritation symptoms usually show a correlation with 
ozone levels (although, as noted above, eye irritation is 
produced by smog components other than ozone). 

Ozone levels expected to occur in the Sacramento region are 
most likely to produce reduced respiratory functions, with 
slight respiratory irritation in some people. Eye irritation 
from other smog components may be the most frequent health 
effect of future smog conditions in the Sacramento region. 

Vegetation Damage From Ozone Exposure. Photochemical smog 
contains several compounds that have the potential for damaging 
crops or other vegetation. Ozone, ethylene, •peroxyacyl 
nitrates, and nitrogen dioxide are the major smog components 
responsible for vegetation damage. Ozone and peroxyacyl 
nitrates are most frequently involved in reports of smog damage 
to vegetation. Air pollution damage to vegetation is usually 
diagnosed on the basis of a pattern of visible injury to plant 
tissues. Growth and yield reduction can, however, occur without 
any visible injury pattern being evident. 

Considerable effort has been devoted to identifying 
pollutant exposures that correlate with various thresholds of 
visible injury. Precise injury thresholds are difficult to 
establish because of the range of other factors which influence 
the extent to which ambient pollution levels affect an 
individual plant. These factors include genetic variability 
within and between species; climatic factors such as 
temperature, humidity, and light intensity; seasonal and daily 
variations in physiological conditions of the plant; soil 
factors such as moisture and nutrient availability; the presence 
of other air pollutants; and the presence of physiological 
stress caused by pathogens, parasites, or other factors. In 
general, plants are more sensitive to air pollutants when 
internal metabolic processes are active. • 
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Ozone damage to vegetation is usually the result of 
persistent exposure to moderate ozone levels. Brief exposure to 
high ozone levels can cause significant damage if the exposure 
occurs at a sensitive stage of the plant's growth cycle. The 
following ozone exposure conditions represent general thresholds 
for visible injury to sensitive plants growing under favorable 
conditions: 0.10-0.25 ppm for 1 hour; 0.07-0.10 ppm for 2 
hours; 0.04-0.10 ppm for 4 hours; and 0.03-0.07 ppm for 8 hours. 
Current ozone levels in the Sacramento Valley have the potential 
for producing injury to sensitive crops and other vegetation. 
Many common crops (alfalfa, beans, clover, oats, safflower, 
soybeans, and tomatoes) contain varieties that exhibit a wide 
range of sensitivity to ozone damage. 

Other Effects of Ozone Exposure. 	There are few data 
available on which to estimate the potential for ozone damage to 
materials. Ozone is chemically a rather strong oxidizing agent. 
Accelerated deterioration of certain dyes, fabrics, natural 
rubber, and other materials probably occurs, but the extent of 
such effects is uncertain. Attempts to estimate the indirect 
economic costs of photochemical smog impacts are largely 
exercises in speculation, despite the effort that is often 
involved in such studies. 

J- 7 

Comment: The DEIR notes that air quality violations will 
occur after existing mitigation measures from the 1982 Air 
Quality Plan are implemented. The DEIR does not, however, 
address the numbers of people who will be exposed to an 
increasing number of air quality episodes, or the health and 
indirect economic impacts of continued air quality 
deterioration. (Sacramento County Air Pollution Control 
District) 

Resonse: The modeling procedures used do not provide a 
firm basis for predicting the geographic extent or the numbers 
of people likely to be exposed to localized carbon monoxide 
problems. In general, locations within about 200 feet of the 
affected major arterials, and within about 1,500 feet of I-5 
along West El Camino Avenue, appear to have a potential for 
experiencing localized carbon monoxide problems. The frequency 
of carbon monoxide episodes would probably be comparable to the 
frequency of such episodes noted at other high traffic volume 
locations in the Sacramento area (4-6 occurrences per year). 

Most of the Sacramento metropolitan area would experience 
continuing violations of the federal and state ozone standards. 
As noted in the DEIR, ozone levels are expected to decline 
somewhat in the near future, then increase somewhat after 1990. 
No projections have been made of the magnitude or frequency of 
future ozone levels after build-out of South Natomas, but the 



patterns experienced in the early 1980s are probably 
representative. • 

Potential health effects of projected pollution levels are 
discussed in response to comment J-6. No attempt has been made 
to estimate indirect economic impacts of air pollution and such 
a study is beyond the scope of this EIR. 

J-8 

Comment: Preparers of the DEIR conclude that available air 
quality mitigation measures are insufficient to reduce potential 
air quality impacts to less than a significant level. Staff 
disagrees with this conclusion. It is our view that currently 
available mitigation measures could be made more effective 
through appropriate public policy decisions. Examples of these 
policy actions are: 

o Introduce legislation to change the current Motor 
Vehicle Inspection Program from a biennial to an annual 
program. 

o Introduce legislation to make the pass/fail emission 
levels in the vehicle inspection program more stringent. 

o Amend the current City/County trip reduction ordinances 
to remove voluntary provisions and accelerate compliance 
schedules. 

Accelerate implementation of public education programs 
to promote alternatives to the solo-auto commute trip. 

o Form a public/private working group for the purpose of 
developing public support for a dedicated transit tax. 

o Work with the Regional Transit District to develop and 
implement a regional land use ordinance to assure 
consideration and funding for future transit needs. 

o Develop and implement a public policy that would require 
all employers to charge a mandatory employee parking 
fee. 	Such fee revenues would be dedicated to the 
regional transit district. This kind of policy should be 
a clear disincentive to the solo-auto commute trip. 
(Sacramento County Air Pollution Control District) 

Response: 	City support for legislation modifying the 
vehicle inspection and maintenance program would not guarantee 
that such changes would be enacted. While local agency support 
would undoubtedly be necessary to pass changes in the vehicle 
inspection program, local support for state legislation would 
not directly reduce emissions anywhere in South Natomas. The 
City's trip reduction ordinance requires all "major projects" 
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(those having 200 or more full-time employees) to prepare and 
implement an approved Transportation Management Plan. The 
City's ordinance would be more effective if all provisions also 
were applied to "minor projects" (those with 50-199 full-time 
employees) and if the target trip reduction goal were increased 
from the current 15 percent. Forming a group to promote public 
support for a dedicated transit tax, while perhaps necessary to 
generate support for such a tax, will not directly reduce 
emissions. The last two items noted in the comment are 
consistent with the "contingency" measures contained in the Air 
Quality Plan. 

Carbon monoxide emissions in the West El Camino/I-5 
interchange vicinity would have to be reduced about 25 percent 
to avoid air quality problems. Carbon monoxide emissions in the 
Garden Highway/Northgate Boulevard vicinity would have to be 
reduced almost 15 percent. Regional emissions of ozone 
precursors must be reduced by at least 20 percent more than 
provided by current programs. It is not clear whether 
implementation of the measures noted in the comment would 
provide the extent of emission reductions needed to attain 
federal and state air quality standards in the Sacramento 
region. 

The following additional mitigation measures supplement the 
mitigation discussion in the DEIR. 

Adoption of a new South Natomas Community Plan should 
include formal recognition of the need to amend the 1982 Air 
Quality Plan to provide more aggressive efforts to achieve and 
maintain air quality standards. The City should recognize that 
obtaining a 15 percent reduction in commute trips from major new 
employers will not achieve the 30 percent reduction in regional 
smog precursor emissions required to attain federal and state 
ozone standards. The City should also recognize that the 30 
percent emission reduction requirement identified in the 1982 
Air Quality Plan is over and above the emission reductions 
anticipated from current vehicle inspection, ridesharing, and 
transit programs. In particular, the City should consider such 
actions as: 

o Actively working with other local governments to change 
current vehicle inspection and maintenance programs to 
an annual basis, and to increase the stringency of such 
programs. 

o Amend the current trip reduction ordinance to require 
that "minor projects" also develop and implement 
transportation reduction plans. 

o Accelerate implementation of public education programs 
to promote transit and ridesharing. • 



o Aggressively pursue development of local ordinances and 
other measures to secure funding for expanded transit 
and ridesharing programs. 

Section K 

K-1 

Comment: 	The EIR should indicate responsibilities and 
procedures for implementing the identified noise mitigation 
measures. (California Department of Health Services, 
Environmental Health Division) 

Response:  Noise mitigation measures will be implemented on 
a project-by-project basis when specific development proposals 
come before the City for approval. At such time, specific 
measures applicable to a given project can be imposed as 
requirements of special use permits or other City approvals. 

The following additional mitigation measure supplements the 
mitigation discussion in the DEIR: 

Noise Policy Statement For The South Natomas Community Plan  

	

Adoption of a new South Natomas Community Plan should 	110 
include a specific noise policy statement such as the following: 
Residential, health care, educational, and cultural developments 
or facilities proposed for areas which are or will be exposed to 
outdoor noise levels above 60 dB (Ldn) shall utilize appropriate 
design measures and building materials to ensure that interior 
noise levels due to such outdoor noise sources are reduced to 
less than 45 dB (Ldn). 

K-2 

Comment:  The EIR should note the aesthetic impact of noise 
barriers. The EIR should recognize the design consequences and 
potential impacts (energy use, lifestyle, indoor air quality, 
cost, etc.) of having residential development in areas requiring 
noise mitigation. (Robert B. McCray, Weissburg and Aronson, 
Inc., on behalf of Capitol/80 Properties) 

Response:  Comments noted. The DEIR recognizes aesthetics, 
cost, and site design as important considerations in determining 
the desirability of noise barriers. The noise mitigation 
measures identified for residential construction will normally 
increase construction costs and increase the potential for 
build-up of internally-generated air pollutants; these measures 
will also reduce heating and air conditioning costs of building 
operation while increasing property values. • 
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• K-3 

 

Comment: 	The EIR does not identify the 1-80 traffic 
volumes used to prepare Exhibit K-6. 	(Robert B. McCray, 
Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on behalf of Capitol/80 Properties) 

Response: 	Traffic volumes used to produce the noise 
contour map (Exhibit K-6 in the DEIR) were based on the 
afternoon peak hour traffic volumes projected by CH2M Hill 
(including through traffic estimates). As indicated in Appendix 
III of the DEIR, analyses were performed for different segments 
of major roadways, with peak hour volumes factored into a 
24-hour pattern. Specific ADT values used for 1-80 ranged from 
46,188 at the Sacramento River to 88,635 at Northgate Boulevard 
Noise contours in the vicinity of the Capitol/80 Properties site 
are based on 1-80 traffic volumes averaging 5,466 vph (vehicles 
per hour) at 50 mph during daytime periods, 3,250 vph at 55 mph 
during evening hours, and 1,477 vph at 55 mph during nighttime 
hours. 

K-4 

• 
Comment: 	The EIR should analyze noise impacts on 

residential development if the east-west connector is extended 
from Capitol Business Park through the Willow Creek site. 
(Karen 0. Ahern, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant, &• Hannegan for 
Willow Creek Associates) 

Response: Noise analyses presented in the DEIR are based 
on traffic modeling results that incorporated the roadway 
network shown in the Draft Community Plan (Exhibit B-6), rather 
than the original roadway network assumptions reflected in 
Exhibit 1-12. Traffic on the revised configuration of Gateway 
Oaks Drive north of West El Camino Avenue was incorporated into 
the analysis used to generate the noise contours on Exhibit K-6. 
Projected volumes on the proposed connector between Gateway Oaks 
and Orchard (south of West El Camino Avenue) were too low to 
affect the noise contour pattern shown in Exhibit K-6. 

Section L: Energy 

L-1 

Comment: 	Page L-1, Paragraph 3 contains an error. A 
substation site measuring 100 feet x 150 feet would be adequate 
for installation of two, 20 kV transformers (69 kV to 12 kV) 
with related equipment. (Sacramento Municipal Utility District) 

Response: Comment noted. . The above information is hereby 

411 	incorporated into the EIR. 



L-2 

Comment: When a substation is required, it should be noted 
that overhead 69 kV lines will also be required into and out of 
the substations. Exhibits L-2 and L-5 have been corrected to 
show the latest substation locations and transmission line 
corridors. (Sacramento Municipal Utility District) 

Response: Comment noted. See the errata to Volume 1, 
pages L-2 and L-5 of the DEIR. 

L-3 

Comment: On page L-6 the DEIR states that the 13 ap-
plications would increase electricity demand, which in turn 
would constitute a significant impact during peak load periods. 
The DEIR also states that development proposed by the 13 
applications would occur elsewhere in the region if not approved 
for South Natomas. Thus, whether the development occurs in 
South Natomas or elsewhere in the region the same impact would 
result (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on behalf 
of project applicants) 

Response: Comment noted. Electricity demand resulting 
from the 13 applications would constitute a significant impact 
on SMUD's system during peak load periods whether the projects 
are constructed in South Natomas or elsewhere in SMUD's service 
area. The fact that the impact could occur in other areas does 
not make the impact less than significant. 

Section M: Geology and Soils  

(No comments received.) 

Section N: Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality  

N-1 

Comment: 	Section N, Hydrology, Drainage, and Water  
Quality, should be expanded to include the seepage evaluation 
curves found on Plate 30 of Department of Water Resources 
Bulletin 125. To present the seepage data, Exhibit N-2 probably 
should have been superimposed on Exhibit B-6 in Volume I and 
Exhibit 1 in Volume II. (California Department of Water 
Resources) 

Response: The seepage evaluation curves are presented in 
the attached exhibit. These curves illustrate the geographic 
extent of seepage expected under various river flow conditions. 
Subarea 5 includes most of South Natomas west of 1-5, while 
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subarea 6 includes a portion of South Natomas along the American 
River. 

The seepage area map (Exhibit N-2) was not superimposed on 
the Draft Community Plan (Exhibit B-6) or the application 
location map (Exhibit 1) because of the large number of shading 
patterns already on Exhibit B-6. It was felt that there were 
sufficient common landmarks to allow easy comparison of the 
exhibits. 

Section 0: Biology 

0- 1 

Comments: The Department of Fish and Game recommends that 
the mitigation measures proposed on pages 0-11 and 0-12 become 
part of any development projects within the planning area. 
These include the use of native vegetation landscaping in 
nonresidential areas, reduction of habitat disturbances along 
Bannon Slough and the Natomas Main Drainage Canal, and 
permitting young oaks to mature in those areas dedicated as oak 
woodland. The nondeveloped zone along each side of the slough 
and canal should be increased to 100 feet to permit the 
establishment of herbaceous vegetation. (Department of Fish and 
Game) 

Responses: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

0-2 

Comment: Maximum natural area preservation is needed to 
provide adequate habitat for wildlife to remain in the City. 
(Environmental Council of Sacramento) 

Response: The DEIR recommended several measures to ensure 
that adequate habitat for wildlife remains in the South Natomas 
area (see mitigation measures on pages 0-11 and 0-12). 

0-3 

Comments: Commentor supports the dedication of Bannon 
Slough to the City of Sacramento for the protection of the 
habitat. (Ray Tretheway) 

Responses: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Section P: Aesthetics  

(No comments received.) 
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• 	Section Q: Cultural Resources  

Q-1 

Comment: 

a) Since the southwest corner of the project is within 
a sensitive area (Ca-Sac-164), the Native American 
Heritage Commission recommends that a cultural 
resource survey be conducted in this area prior to 
development. 

b) We would also recommend that a Native American be 
present as an observer through all phases of the 
survey, and if Native American artifacts or remains 
are located in this area, that a Native American 
observer be present during the grading phase of this 
project. If requested, the Commission will provide 
you with a list of appropriate Native Americans. 

c) Should Native American remains be encountered, we 
would request that the County Coroner's Office be 
contacted pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health 
and Safety Code. (California Native American Her-
itage Commission) 

Response: 

a) Comment noted. The DEIR recommends that a cultural 
resource survey be conducted in this area prior to 
development in Volume 1, Section Q, Cultural  
Resources, pages Q-1 and Q-3. 

b) The DEIR recommends (Volume 1, Section Q, Cultural  
Resources, page Q-3) that a qualified archeologist 
examine any artifacts found during construction. A 
qualified archeologist would be able to identify 
Native American artifacts or remains. 	Upon 
identification of such artifacts, the Native Amer-
ican Heritage Commission should be contacted. 

c) Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Section R: Fiscal Assessment  

R-1 

Comment: Keyser Marston Associates' assumed amounts of 
development (square feet and dwelling units) for land uses in 
each alternative are different (generally lower) than the 
amounts shown elsewhere in the EIR, e.g., page S-7, and B-8. • 



To illustrate, the following differences are noted for the 13 
Applications Alternatives: 

Exhibit R-21 	Section S, Exhibit S-7 
Keyser Marston 	Cumulative Impacts  

Nonresidential square feet 

Cammercial 	 1,547,000 	 1,785,030 
Office 	 6,100,000 	 6,248,391 
MRD 	 4,058,000 	 4,100,700 
Industrial 	 726,500 
Medical 	 616,186 
Marina 	 30,800 

Total: Nonresidential 
	

11,705,000 	 13,507,607 

Residential Dwelling Units 
	10,222 	 18,744 

The difference of 1,802,607 sf in nonresidential could make a 
difference of $324,469 in property tax revenues alone 
(1,802,607 x $60/sf x 1 percent x City's 30 percent). (Karen 
0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and Hannegan on behalf of 
Willow Creek project applicant) 

Response. : 	There 	are 	several 	reasons 	for 	the 
discrepancies between the development figures: 1) the 
analysis was focused on those portions of development which 
were "incremental," that is, those land uses which were not a 
part of the existing SNCP and were therefore new, as proposed 
in the 13 applications. This approach is a sound one, given 
that the existing SNCP was already approved and thus its 
fiscal impact was not in question in this analysis; 2) the 
fiscal analysis focused on only that portion of the 
incremental square footage which was found to be marketable, 
according to our report of March 1984; and 3) minor changes in 
the development alternatives occurred between the writing of 
the market report and the fiscal report which were not 
considered large enough to impact the fiscal analysis and, had 
they been included, would have made the market analysis 
inconsistent. 

- 
The difference in commercial square footage is 

approximately that of two parcels, noted in Exhibit S-7, 
footnote 1, the disposition of which was not determined as of 
the writing of the market analysis. For the office uses, the 
difference is based on market absorption. For MRD, the 
difference (of 42,700 sf) resulted from minor changes in the 
development scenario. For industrial uses, 591,500 sf had 
been allowed under the existing SNCP increasing to 632,000 
with the 13 applications (not 726,500, as cited in Exhibit A); 
that incremental increase of 40,500 sf was not deemed large 

44 



• 

• 

enough to substantially impact the fiscal outcome of the 
project, and was thus not included. 

The bulk of the medical facilities proposed in the 13 
applications consisted of a hospital and a convalescent 
facility. Until it is known whether these facilities will be 
owned by religious affiliates, and therefore off the tax 
rolls, and because of the beneficial nature of such uses, 
irrespective of cost, they were excluded from the analysis. 
The marina facilities were not included, in the analysis 
because they were allowable under the existing SNCP. 

Finally, the residential unit estimate of 18,744 units 
(as cited in Exhibit A) is a cumulative  total for new 
residential units already allowed by the SNCP, which would 
still be allowed under the 13 Applications Alternative. The 
figure used in the fiscal impact analysis (10,222) consists of 
the allowable number of units (18,744), less the existing 
number of units in the area (6,926) and units of in-fill 
housing east of Northgate Boulevard (1,596) which were 
excluded due to uncertainty over what type of in-fill units 
will be developed and when. 

R-2 

Comment: 	The cost/revenue analysis uses a total 
residential population of 25,044 for the 13 Applications 
Alternative, while the EIR assumes a resident population of 
46,860 for the same alternative. The residential population 
factor used for the cost and revenue analysis by Keyser 
Marston is 2.45 persons per dwelling unit applied to 10,222 
dwelling units for the 13 Applications Alternative. However, 
in the EIR, Section S (page S-13) a factor of 2.5 per dwelling 
units is applied to 18,744 dwelling units. Why is there a 
difference, particularly in total resident population? (Karen 
0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and Hannegan) 

Response:  The residential population factor used by 
Keyser Marston Associates in the fiscal analysis was carried 
over from the earlier market study, wherein it was determined, 
based on current trends in the area, that the average 
household size was 2.45 persons. The fiscal analysis was 
conducted to be consistent with the market analysis, thus the 
figure was carried forward. 

The difference of .05 person per household contributes 
somewhat to the difference in total population figures, but 
the primary difference lies in the fact that the fiscal 
analysis was an incremental analysis, not a cumulative 
analysis; thus the total population figure of 25,044 persons 
was calculated only on the new development proposed in the 13 
applications, rather than on the total development which will 
result by superimposing the 13 applications on the existing 



1978 SNCP developments (both existing and potentially 
available under the SNCP). 

R-3 

Comment: Fire protection operating costs include an 
estimated $634,000 for relocation and expansion of an engine 
company for reasonable response time for development in South 
Natomas. In addition, there would be another $634,000 for the 
City to replace County personnel in County Company No. 17 when 
North Natomas is annexed. What is the rationale for including 
North Natomas costs in the South Natomas analysis? Excluding 
the North Natomas fire station cost of $634,000 would 
substantially affect the net fiscal impact, particularly under 
the 13 Applications Alternative. While there may be a 
rationale for including some of the North Natomas fire station 
cost, there appears to be no rationale for including all of 
these costs. (Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and 
Hannegan) 

Response: 	The rationale for including the cost of 
Company No. 17 in the South Natomas analysis is that the 
development plans for South Natomas will necessitate 
acquisition of the station before development in North Natomas 
is underway. We agree that not all of that cost should be 
apportioned to South Natomas, but we had no rationale for 
splitting the costs between South and North Natomas at this 
time. Thus, the entire cost of staffing Company No. 17 was 
included in this analysis, with accompanying footnotes stating 
that this was an identifiable overestimate. 

R-4 

Comment: For property tax revenue estimates (page R-13) 
Keyser Marston Associates indicates that the City receives 
30-35 percent of the total tax receipts in newly developed 
property, and assumes 30 percent for revenue projections. Why 
is the low end of the range used? If the midpoint in the 
range (32.5 percent) is used, the additional 2.5 percent share 
would mean $303,550 more in property tax revenues for the 13 
Applications Alternative at build-out. (Karen . 0. Ahern; 
Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and Hannegan) 

Response: 	The lower end of the range of potential 
property tax receipts to the City of Sacramento was used to be 
conservative and in recognition that the share which the City 
receives will increase or decline based on its share of total 
property tax receipts in Sacramento County. In a year where 
substantial development takes place elsewhere in the County, 
the City's share of receipts could very well not reach 35 
percent. It is unlikely, however, that its share would drop 
much below 30 percent. 
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R-5 

Comment: What is the basis for the estimated development 
values per unit on page R-14 which are used to project 
assessed value for property tax revenues? The assumption of 
$50,000/unit of residential appears low. For example, the 
average building permit valuation for all 10 counties in the 
Sacramento Valley was $57,671 in February 1984, which is 15.3 
percent higher than the amount assumed by Keyser Marston. 
This difference alone would add $78,412,962 in assessed value 
for the 13 Applications Alternative, which would mean an 
increase in City property tax revenues of $235,239 (assuming 
the City's share is 30 percent of total revenue). (Karen 0. 
Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and Hannegan) 

Response: The average residential building permit value 
(for both single-family and multifamily units) in Sacramento 
County for the months of January-September of 1984 was 
$50,177, according to Security Pacific Bank's publication 
"California Construction Trends." That figure was rounded 
down to $50,000. The average building permit value in the 
nine surrounding counties is not relevant to this analysis. 

R-6 

Comment: Sales tax revenues are projected only from 
retail commercial land uses. Why are no sales tax revenues 
projected from office or industrial uses? A number of studies 
have shown that taxable sales occur from these types of land 
uses as well, since site of sale can often be in an office or 
at the manufacturing site. (Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, 
Wulff, Plant and Hannegan) 

Response: No sales tax revenues were projected from 
office uses or industrial uses because such estimates are 
premature without knowledge of specific tenants in a 
development. We have no basis for assuming tenant types, 
especially down to the level of whether or not they will have 
an office-related sales office at this time. For that reason, 
a "point of origin" approach was taken, using only those known 
commercial tenant types which may be included in the project. 

R-7 

Comment: 	For the 13 Applications Alternative, the 
revenues shown in the Exhibit R-21 summary are different 
(higher) than the revenues shown in the detail in Appendix 
Table B-8 (page VI-17 of Appendix VI). The narrative 
discussion is consistent with Exhibit R-21. Why are the 
revenue totals in the detail different than the revenue totals 
of the summary for the 13 Applications Alternative? (Karen 0. 
Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and Hannegan) 



Response: The revenue totals in the detail are different 
from those shown in the summary because an unrevised set of 
Appendix tables made their way into the report. The corrected 
Table B-8 is included in the errata. 

R-8 

Comment: 	In forecasting miscellaneous revenues, it 
should be noted that the amount for Intergovernmental Revenues 
is extremely understated relative to the amount that would 
likely be received when development actually occurs. This is 
because the 1983-84 fiscal year is used for base data and in 
that year, state revenue subventions were significantly 
reduced, particularly Vehicle License Fee revenue. In 
1984-85, the State Legislature restored full funding, and as a 
result the amount of intergovernmental revenue increased from 
$4.3 million in 1983-84 to $12.1 million in 1984-85. This 
would essentially triple the per capita revenue factor used by 
Keyser Marston, increasing the factor from $14 per unit to 
approximately $40 per unit. This would mean approximately 
$651,144 more miscellaneous revenue for the 13 Applications 
Alternative than was forecast by Keyser Marston. The City 
would actually receive this additional amount from 
development, based on the current intergovernmental funding 
level. (Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and 
Hannegan) 

Response: There is no recognized methodology to predict 
how intergovernmetnal transfers will affect the cost/revenue 
balance of a project. The base year for this analysis was FY 
83-84 and the analysis accurately reflects the revenue 
situation as of that time. 

R-9 

Comment: If alternative methodologies or assumptions are 
utilized for projecting revenues as suggested by the 
preceding, it is estimated that the analysis would show that 
approximately $1,514,000 in additional revenue would be 
received by the City beyond what was projected by Keyser 
Marston for the 13 Applications Alternative. This additional 
revenue would be over and above the net revenue surplus of 
$233,000 forecast by Keyser Marston at build-out. This 
implies that by using the alternative (and in our judgment 
more realistic) revenue assumptions, the City could expect a 
continuing revenue surplus of approximately $1,747,000 
annually at build-out of the 13 Applications Alternative. To 
the extent that the cost estimates used by Keyser Marston are 
high, this revenue surplus would increase accordingly. 
(Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and Hannegan) 
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Response: 	Because many of the points cited by the 
commentor were erroneously based on the cumulative impact of 
adding development of the 13 applications to existing or 
allowable development under the SNCP, it is not possible to 
compare the figures mentioned in this point to the figures in 
the Keyser Marston analysis. 

• 
Section S: Cumulative Impacts:  

13 Applications Alternative  

S- 1 

Comment: 	(Reference to page S-18, Indirect Impacts). 
The DEIR should justify the assumption that residential de-
velopment which is "displaced" by South Natomas nonresidential 
development would be developed at an average density of 6.6 
units per acre. In light of rising housing costs, it appears 
that higher density residential development is more likely to 
occur, especially if it is to meet the needs of new Sacramento 
residents and workers, many of whom may not be able to afford 
single-family dwellings (see Section G, Housing). (Robert B. 
McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on behalf of Capitol/80 
Properties) 

Response: The commentor refers to a generation factor 
used to estimate the number of acres of land which would be 
needed to accommodate the number of units displaced in South 
Natomas. Since the majority of planned units were single-
family, a density of 6.6 units was used. The commentor makes 
a valid point that if development occurs at a higher density, 
fewer acres would be needed to accommodate development. For 
example, in the section referenced above, if residential 
development were to occur at 12 units per acre the 4,248 
displaced units could be absorbed by 354 acres of vacant land 
elsewhere. 

S-2 

Comment: 	(Reference to Section S, Cumulative Impacts): 
The DEIR should also address the beneficial effect which South 
Natomas development may have on the North Sacramento 
community. Specifically, as South Natomas reaches full 
build-out, North Sacramento may be increasingly attractive to 
residential developers. (See page G-5, second full 
paragraph). (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., 
on behalf of Capitol/80 Properties) 

Response: Section S, Cumulative Impacts, does address 
this issue (on Page S-20, 4th paragraph) as follows: "The 
employment-generating uses proposed by the 13 Applications 
Alternative would enhance the marketability of residentially 



designated land in South Natomas, North Sacramento, and other 
communities because of their proximity to a major employment 
center." 

Section T: Cumulative Impacts: 
Five North Natomas Applications  

Added to 13 Applications Alternative  

(No comments received.) 

Section U - Master (Quantitative) Summary Table  
for 11 Project Applications Plus 11  

Individual Summary Tables  

U-1 

Comment: In the Summary Tables in Section U, it is noted 
that conservation and load management programs are the 
mitigation from some of the developments. It cannot be 
implied that the conservation and load management will defer 
the need of a substation and associated overhead transmission 
lines that will be built to satisfy the increased electrical 
needs brought about by development. (Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District) 

Response: , Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Section V - References and Personal Communications  

(No comments received.) 

Appendix - 1  

Comment: 	(Reference to Appendix VII). 	The analysis 
prepared by Keyser Marston Associates of the effect of South 
Natomas applications on regional MRD development states that 
South Natomas would capture a "significant portion of the 
Sacramento region's high technology demand" (page VII-9). In 
light of this finding, the DEIR should address the adverse 
environmental consequences which will occur if this MRD 
development occurs elsewhere in the region rather than in 
South Natomas, prior to addressing the significance of the 
adverse environmental effects of such development in South 
Natomas. Otherwise, the relative adverse effects of South 
Natomas development and the actual significance of the 
decision which must be made on the projects are unclear. 
(Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc. on behalf of 
Capitol/80 Properties) 
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• Response:  It is beyond the scope of this report to 
identify the environmental consequences of MRD development in 
the entire Sacramento region. Furthermore, such an exercise 
would be highly speculative. Impacts aside from those related 
to community and site-specific impacts would be similar to 
those described in the DEIR. 

• 
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Section II 

VOLUME 2 

Cavitol Business Park (CBP)  
Section C: Summary of Findings  

CBP C-1 

Comment: We respectfully disagree with the finding in the 
DEIR that 'conversion of agricultural land" is a significant 
adverse impact and one which cannot be mitigated. Even under a 
"no project" alternative, preservation of the remaining agricul-
tural land within the South Natomas Community Plan area is no 
longer feasible in view of the urbanization of the area which 
has already occurred. More importantly, however, the decision 
that the South Natomas area should be urbanized was made many 
years ago, subsequent to consideration of environmental assess-
ments at that time and the Draft 1984 Community Plan does not 
result in any such impact. (William G. Holliman, Jr.; 
McDonough, Holland & Allen on behalf of project applicant) 

Response: See response to Volume 1, C-1 comment. 

CBP C-2 

Comment: We also disagree with the finding that six of the 
seven intersections described in the summary table, Exhibit C-5, 
will result in significant adverse impacts which cannot be 
mitigated to a less than significant level. (William G. 
Holliman, Jr.; McDonough, Holland & Allen) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. Specific 
points relating to traffic impacts are responded to under CBP 
I-1 through CBP 1-5. 

Capitol Business Park (CBP)  
Section H: Public Services and Facilities  

CBP H-1 

Comment: A community park is desirable on the Capitol 
Business Park site. A community park is compatible with office 

• 
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and commercial land uses and would serve an area beyond the 
project site. (City Department of Parks and Community Services) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Capitol Business Park (CBP)  
Section I: Transportation  

CBP I-1 

Comment: 	There are both changes in the projects and 
mitigation measures which may be taken to substantially reduce 
the traffic impact of the projects as defined in the DEIR. In 
response to the DEIR and the traffic analysis, we intend to sub-
stantially reduce the densities of both projects as originally 
proposed and to submit revised plans and mitigation of the 
impacts set forth in the DEIR. We have attached hereto a report 
from Joseph R. Holland, consultant traffic engineer, with fur-
ther comments on the traffic analysis in the DEIR. The report 
illustrates the extent to which the traffic impacts would be 
mitigated by scaling down the projects as described under 
"McCuen and Steele Application." (William G. Holliman, Jr.; 
McDonough, Holland & Allen) 

Response: We concur that reducing the densities associated 
with the proposed Sammis Technology Center and the proposed 
Capitol Business Park would reduce the traffic impacts of these 
two projects below the level that was identified within the 
DEIR. However, the consideration of mitigating actions of this 
type was beyond the scope of the DEIR activities, and the DEIR 
only analyzed the projects at their proposed levels of develop-
ment. 

CBP 1-2 

Comment: While the traffic analysis described in the DEIR 
attempts to quantify the absolute nature of each project's 
traffic impacts, the methodology used places certain re-
strictions on the traffic forecasts, which leave room for dis-
agreement on the accuracy of the absolute traffic levels and 
peak hour conditions projected. These specific restrictions 
include: 

o Limited shifting of travel demand in time, in response 
to congested traffic conditions 

o Prohibition of out-of-direction travel to avoid congest-
ed traffic conditions, and 

o Limited allowance of the combined effects of TSM mea-
sures, transit usage, and over-estimation of traffic 
levels by stand-alone-type trip generation rates. 

• 

• 
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• The analysis does assume a 15 percent across-the-board 
reduction in traffic levels to reflect the City's current policy 
for trip reduction through TSM measures. This does not seem 
adequate. Intuitively, a more realistic adjustment would seem 
to be in the 20 to 25 percent range overall, with even higher 
adjustments for some trip types (for example, home-based work). 
This range of adjustment is consistent with the range of use in 
the South Sacramento/Laguna studies and the East Area Transpor-
tation studies. (Joseph R. Holland on behalf of McCuen & 
Steele) 

Response: 	The potential for reducing traffic volumes 
within the South Natomas area by shifting - travel demand in time, 
in response to congested traffic condi tions, was accounted for 
within the traffic analysis described in the DEIR through the 
assumed 15 percent reduction in traffic volume due to the imple-
mentation of TSM measures by individual developments. 

One of the stated limitations of the assignment procedure 
used in this transportation analysis is its inability to assign 
vehicles to a route that includes out-of-direction travel. In 
other words, the assignment procedure that was employed in this 
analysis will. not allow any driver to travel away from his 
intended destination (in terms of total travel time) in order to 
eventually arrive at that destination. At first glance, this 
may appear to be a deficiency to the modeling process. However, 
to understand why this is not the case, consider the situation 
of a driver who elects to use out-of-direction travel in order 
to arrive at his destination. By electing to use 
out-of-direction travel, this driver is implicitly declaring the 
more direct route(s) to be intolerable in terms of congestion 
and/or total travel time. Thus, the driver's preferred route 
between his origin and destination has been denied to him 
because of congestion, and the driver is instead forced to take 
a second or third choice route. Therefore, to assign a vehicle 
trip to a route that contains out-of-direction travel does not 
actually reduce the level of frustration experienced by drivers 
using the transportation system; it only hides that frustration 
by assigning vehicles to out-of-direction routes that are 
apparently less congested. The assignment procedure in this 
analysis gives an accurate representation of the relative 
congestion levels that can be expected on the transportation 
system serving the South Natomas area when comparing each 
project alternative with the 1978 Plan Alternative. The 
procedure was a "capacity restraint" one, which means that as 
certain routes become congested, drivers are given the 
opportunity to select alternative routes to their destinations, 
as long as these routes do not include out-of-direction travel. 
Furthermore, the assignment procedure allows drivers traveling 
between a particular origin-destination pair to select any 
number of alternative routes, as long as these routes include no 
out-of-direction travel. Therefore, while the modeling process 
may not be entirely realistic, we believe that it yields reason-
able results, especially when considered on a relative basis 
with the 1978 Plan Alternative. 



We believe that the assumption of a 15 percent reduction in 
traffic volumes within the South Natomas area, due to the imple-
mentation of project-related TSM measures, is a reasonable and 
possibly optimistic estimate of the combined traffic effects of 
various TSM measures. It is important to realize that while 
individual TSM actions affect traffic volumes by as much as 5 to 
10 percent, each additional TSM measure usually has a much 
smaller impact. The reason for this, of course, is that the 
population using the additional TSM measures is, to a large 
extent, the same population that used the original TSM strategy. 
Thus, for example, many of those who use staggered working hours 
are the same people that earlier used flex-time programs, and 
many of those who use the flex-time programs previously sub-
scribed to ride-sharing programs such as car pools, van pools, 
and bus pools. 

The tendency of stand-alone land use generation rates to 
over-estimate traffic levels when applied to a community or 
subregional sized study area is acknowledged. However, we 
believe that this tendency was accounted for in several ways 
within the traffic study performed as part of this DEIR. First, 
the model was calibrated to existing conditions prior to its 
application in the projection of future conditions. Second, it 
was assumed that 20 to 30 percent of all vehicle trips generated 
within each zone were destined to arrive at other internal 
points. As a result, we believe that the traffic volumes shown 
within the DEIR represent reasonable estimates of conditions 
that can be expected within South Natomas, given the projected 
level of development. 

CBP 1-3 

Comment:  The primary value of the DEIR's traffic analysis 
is for relative comparison between the various development 
scenarios evaluated. The relative peak hour traffic conditions 
associated with each development scenario are compared with 
those of the 1978 SNCP (as amended in 1982) to identify the 
relative differences in impacts. This approach is useful, as 
far as it goes; however, it would serve the purposes of com-
parison better if the peak hour conditions table for each devel-
opment (Exhibits 1-3 in Volume 2) also include similar data for 
each site's development asproposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. 
(Joseph R. Holland on behalf of McCuen & Steele) 

Response:  We concur that it would have been desirable to 
include peak hour LOS analyses for each site's development as 
proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. However, the City Council 
directed that the Draft 1984 SNCP be prepared concurrently with 
the EIR development for each of the 11 individual projects, so 
it was not possible to provide this information at the time that 
the project EIRs were prepared. 
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CBP 1-4 

Comment: The tabular data accompanying these comments 
present just such a comparison for the Capitol Business Park 
site and the Sutter Business Center West site, including the 
current McCuen & Steele proposed development scenarios. These 
data were derived using the basic data presented in the EIR's 
with extrapolations based on the differences in trip generation 
levels for the respective sites. The EIR's trip generation 
rates were used, with a 12 percent reduction to nonresidential 
rates to parallel the adjusted procedure outlined in the DEIR. 
(Joseph R. Holland on behalf of McCuen & Steele) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

CBP 1-5 

Comment: 	Exhibit 2 presents the various development 
scenarios and the associated peak hour traffic generation esti-
mates for the Capitol Business Park development. Exhibit 3 
presents the projected peak hour traffic conditions for each 
scenario at several key intersections evaluated by the EIRs. 
This exhibit corresponds to the Exhibits 1-3 of Volume 2 of the 
DEIR, and shows the impacts on peak hour traffic conditions of 
the various development scenarios, while the rest of the South 
Natomas area remains as shown in the 1978 SNCP. 

These two exhibits revealed the following important facts 
regarding the current McCuen & Steele proposed development 
scenario for the Capitol Business Park: 

o The McCuen & Steele proposal would generate 21 percent 
less traffic in the a.m. peak hour and 28 percent less 
traffic in the p.m. peak hour than the development 
scenario analyzed in the EIR. 

o With a few very insignificant exceptions, the projected 
traffic conditions of the McCuen & Steele proposal are 
equal to or better, in terms of saturation levels and/or 
service levels, than those estimated for the development 
scenario analyzed by the EIR. 

o When compared to the Draft-1984 SNCP development scenar-
io, the projected traffic conditions of the McCuen & 
Steele proposal show saturation percentages which differ 
by -1 to +10 percentage points; however, only two level 
of service changes occur (at West El Camino/Azevedo a 
1 percentage point increase results in the change from 
level B to level C, and at West El Camino/ Truxel a 
1 percentage point increase results in the change from 
level C to level D). 



o For all practical purposes the projected impacts on peak 
hour traffic conditions of the proposed McCuen & Steele 
development scenario for Capitol Business Park are 
similar to the traffic impacts of development of the 
site as proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. (Joseph R. 
Holland on behalf of McCuen & Steele) 

Response: 	The conclusions stated within this comment 
appear to be reasonable, given the assumed reduction in develop-
ment intensity for the site under the McCuen & Steele proposal, 
and the estimation of resulting levels of service. However, it 
should also be noted that the McCuen and Steele proposal still 
has a consistently greater traffic impact on the identified 
critical intersections than does either the 1978 SNCP Alterna-
tive or the Draft 1984 SNCP Alternative. 

Capitol/80 Properties (CAP)  
Section C: Summary of Findings  

CAP C-1, C-2, and C-3  

Comment: Other beneficial effects of the project include: 

1. Potential increase in housing demand in North 
Sacramento, which would enhance that community's ability to meet 
the goals of its existing community plan. 

2. Assuming the Keyser Marston analysis is accurate, South 
Natomas MRD development will help to decrease traffic and relat-
ed problems elsewhere in the region. 

3. Many people believe that an adequately landscaped office 
or MRD project is more attractive for freeway drivers than the 
sound walls necessary to buffer residential developments from 
freeway noise. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., 
representing project applicant) 

Response: 1) Comment noted. No response necessary. 2) 
The Keyser Marston analysis does not address traffic impacts. 
This should not be inferred from their study. 3) Comment noted. 
No response necessary. 

Capitol/80 Properties (CAP)  
Section I: Transportation  

CAP I-1 

Comment: The most significant problem with the model used 
to determine transportation impacts of the Capitol/80 Properties 

. project is its failure to take into account "out-of-direction" 
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• travel. In light of the close proximity of the project to 
Interstate 80, it is reasonable to expect that most employees 
bound for trip destinations to the south of the project will use 
Interstate 80 and Interstate 5 rather than driving south on 
Northgate Boulevard through West El Camino Avenue and/or Garden 
Highway. Therefore, it is apparent that the project will have 
fewer effects on the most congested intersections in South 
Natomas (maximum 5 percent traffic increase). The major traffic' 
impact will be peak hour congestion occurring in the immediate 
vicinity of the project as employees leave for home, but this 
impact will be limited to the "New Street", and therefore will 
not affect many South Natomas residents. (Robert B. McCray; 
Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: See response to comment on Volume 1, 1-12. 

CAP 1-2 

Comment: The use of LOS D as an unacceptable intersection 
LOS appears to be unreasonable for a major metropolitan area 
like the City of Sacramento. Most major •urban cities and 
counties, including Sacramento County, have accepted LOS D as an 
undesirable but acceptable LOS. (Jeffrey E. Clark; TJKM, on 
behalf of project applicant) 

110 	Response: See response to comment in Volume 1, I-12A. 

CAP 1-3 

Comment: In the EIR, the CH2M Hill model assigned traffic 
from the project with origins or destinations south on I-5 along 
a route south on Northgate, west on Garden Highway or El Camino, 
and then south on 1-5. This does not seems to be the best route 
for trips using I-5 southbound. A better, faster, and less 
congested route would appear to be Northgate to 1-80 to 1-5. A 
reassignment of trips on this route would lessen the impacts to 
the West El Camino/Northgate and Garden Highway/Northgate inter-
sections shown in the CH2M Hill report. (Jeffrey Clark; TJKM) 

Response: A review of the output data generated by the 
travel demand forecasting model indicates that the model did use 
1-80 and I-5 as the primary route for southbound trips on I-5 
that originate in the vicinity of the Capitol/ 80 Properties 
development. Some vehicle trips may also have been allowed by 
the model to travel southbound via West El Camino Avenue and/or 
Garden Highway as well, since the model used a multipath assign-
ment algorithm. However, this is reasonable, because it takes 
into account the fact that not all drivers will select the 
minimum time-path route. Therefore, we believe that the model 
used very reasonable and realistic routes in assigning traffic 
between this project site and points to the south. 



CAP 1-4 

Comment: 	The capacity deficiency intersection analyses 
(Exhibit 1-4, page 49 of the DEIR) shows six intersections in 
the South Natomas area that are projected to be impacted by the 
Capitol/80 Properties project. In that exhibit the intersection 
of East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue is shown to be 
significantly impacted by the Capitol/80 project (+4 in the p.m. 
peak hour). This seems to be unreasonable based on its distance 
from the project. It is unlikely that the traffic volumes from 
the Capitol! 80's project would be so high in that area as to 
cause so significant an impact. Because of the reassignment of 
trips as described in an -earlier section, impacts to the 
intersection of West El Camino/ Northgate and Garden Highway/ 
Northgate would be reduced from the +5 and +9 changes shown in 
Exhibit 1-4. As for the other 3 intersections, West El Camino/ 
Northbound 1-5 off-ramp, West El Camino/ Azevedo and Garden 
Highway/Truxel, Exhibit 1-4 shows the impacts from the project 
as not significant. For this reason, these intersections should 
not be included as capacity-deficient intersections due to 
impacts from the Capitol/ 80 Properties projected traffic. 
(Jeffrey Clark, TJKM) 

Response: Our review of the information contained in 
Exhibits 1-3 and 1-4 for the Capitol/ 80 Properties project 
revealed an error in the reported level of service and degree of 
saturation during p.m. peak hour conditions for the intersection 
of East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue. The correct 
LOS should be an acceptable D level of service, and the correct 
degree of saturation should be 79 percent. Thus, the proposed 
project will have a +1 percent effect on the degree of satura-
tion at this intersection when compared with the 1978 SNCP 
Alternative. These changes have been placed into the errata for 
these pages. 

The impacts reported in Exhibit 1-4 for the remaining 
intersections are correct. See response to comment on Volume 1, 
CAP 1-3. 

CAP 1-5 

Comment: An analysis of the impacts of both the 1984 Draft 
Community Plan (residential plus highway commercial) and 1984 
Draft Community Plan with the proposed land use (MRD plus 
highway commercial) was completed. This reveals that, with the 
exception of the intersection of New Street and Northgate Boule-
vard, impacts due to changes in land use to intersections sur-
rounding the project are small (+5 percent). At the New Street 
and Northgate Boulevard the impacts due to the change in land 
use are more substantial, but only in the p.m. peak hour with 
traffic exiting the site impacting the new street. This can be 
expected due to the more intense traffic peaking because of the 
MRD use. However, once this traffic has cleared the New Street/ 
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Northgate intersection it mixes with traffic from other sur-
rounding uses and its impacts tend to decrease. Thus, there is 
a reduction in the difference between the MRD and residential 
land use impacts on other intersections surrounding the site. 
(Jeffrey E. Clark; TJKM) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Capitol/80 Properties (CAP)  
Section K: Noise  

CAP K-1 

Comment: The proposed MRD development is compatible with 
the year 2000 noise levels on the project site, while 
residential development proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP would 
require special mitigation measures. (Robert B. McCray; 
Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Community Hospital (CH)  
Section A: Introduction 

CH A-1 

Comment: This comment, which appears in its entirety in 
Section 4, Comment Letters, contains a revised project descrip-
tion for the Community Hospital project. Aspects of the Draft 
1984 SNCP relating to the Community Hospital site are also 
discussed. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc., on 
behalf of project applicant) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Community Hospital (CH)  
Section C: Summary of Findings  

C-1 

Comment: 	(Reference to Page 6, Growth-Inducing Impacts). 
The comment that the hospital project encourages additional 
nonresidential development in South Natomas lacks factual 
substantiation. It is more likely that the hospital project 
would encourage additional residential development because it 
will provide services which are necessary and desirable to 
residents of the area. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and•
Aronson, Inc.) 
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Response: The statement that the project could encourage 
additional nonresidential development in South Natomas was 
referring to development on immediately adjacent sites and was 
based on the fact that since hospital development could present 
conflicts with residential uses, other uses could well be ap-
plied for and receive approval. One only has to look at the 
area around other hospitals to see the proliferation of medical 
offices and other hospital-related businesses that a hospital 
can encourage. 

CH C-2 

Comment: 	The comment that the project "continues the 
precedent of amending the 1978 SNCP on a project-by-project 
basis," and the comment that the hospital project "displaces 
planned on-site housing to other areas of the city," ignore the 
fact that the 1984 SNCP, as proposed, designates the hospital 
site for hospital development. The hospital project has been 
included in the 1984 SNCP revision precisely to avoid continua-
tion of community plan amendments on a project-by-project basis. 
Furthermore, the 1984 SNCP increases rather than decreases the 
projected population of the South Natomas community. (Robert B. 
McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: The DEIR does not ignore the fact that the Draft 
1984 SNCP designates the project site for hospital development. 
Rather the DEIR considers the consistency of the project with 
both the 1978 SNCP and the Draft 1984 SNCP. The 1978 SNCP is 
currently the legally-binding and adopted community plan for 
South Natomas and, under this plan, the site is designated for 
residential development. 

CH C-3 

Comment: 	(Reference to Page 6, Unavoidable Adverse Im- 
pacts). The hospital project is not inconsistent with the 1984 
SNCP, nor is inconsistency per se an "adverse impact." From a 
community perspective, the substitution of a hospital/medical 
office building project for the residential/general office 
development is considered beneficial, not adverse. The accompa-
nying community plan revision would therefore also be considered 
positive. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: A discussion of consistency with land use plans 
and policies is found in Section D, Land Use pages 13-16. The 
DEIR does not find the project inconsistent with the Draft 1984 
SNCP; rather, the DEIR found the project to be consistent with 
the Draft 1984 SNCP. However, the project was found to be 
potentially inconsistent with two specific policies of the 1978 
SNCP and the 1980 Housing Element (refer to Page 16). Section 
15125 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that a DEIR 
discuss inconsistencies between the proposed project and 
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applicable plans. In addition, in the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix 
G, a conflict with adopted environmental plans is listed as a 
significant effect. 

CH C - 4 

Comment: 	Commentor states that conclusions regarding 
traffic impacts are addressed below. 	(Robert B. McCray; 
Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

CH C- 5 

Comment: The summary of findings indicates that the proj-
ect would increase traffic and contribute to unacceptable levels 
of service at four intersections in South Natomas, in addition 
to Interstate 5 itself. These statements are not supported by 
the DEIR's discussion of transportation issues (page 39, et 
seq.). As to the Interstate 5 impact, the DEIR states: 

"While this is a significant adverse impact, the condition 
is not attributable to the proposed Community Hospital 
project since essentially the same condition exists under 
the 1978 plan alternative." (page 42) 

This comment is equally applicable to the four intersections. 
(Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: It is true that the Community Hospital project 
does not, by itself, cause the unacceptable levels of service 
identified within the summary of findings. However, the DEIR is 
correct in noting that the project will increase traffic over ,  

conditions that would exist under the 1978 SNCP alternative, and 
that it will therefore contribute (incrementally) to the already ,  

unacceptable levels of service at the locations noted. 

CH C - 6 

Comment: With respect to the four intersections identified 
in the summary of findings, a review of Exhibit 1-4 at page 44 
of the DEIR indicates that the project reduces rather than 
increases the traffic at the West El Camino/Northbound 1-5 off-
ramp, West El Camino/Northgate Boulevard, and in the a.m. peak 
hour at East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue, and that 
the largest increase in traffic is 3 percent in the p.m. peak 
hour at the last named intersection. It appears that the last 
finding must be incorrect in that the hospital will produce a 
total number of trips, which is approximately 2 percent of the 
p.m. peak hour trips through the intersection, which is several 
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miles distant from the hospital (see further discussion below). 
(Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 40 

Response: The reported impact of the Community Hospital 
project on the intersection of East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El 
Camino Avenue during the p.m. peak hour is in error. The 
correct level of service during the p.m. peak hour for the 
project alternative should be an accetable D and the degree of 
saturation should be 78 percent (Exhibit 1-4); the net change 
from the 1978 SNCP alternative should be zero. See also the 
errata to pages 42, 43, and 44. 

Regarding the West El Camino/Northbound 1-5 offramp and the 
West El Camino/Northgate Boulevard intersections, Exhibit 1-4 
(page 46) indicates that there would be a 1 percent reduction in 
traffic compared to the p.m. peak hour conditions under 
build-out of the 1978 SNCP Alternative. The project would, 
however, certainly contribute additional traffic as compared to 
the no-project (existing) condition. Since the identified 
intersections are projected to experience unacceptable levels of 
service, the impact of the proposed project was identified as 
potentially significant. It was also stated in the DEIR (1-4, 
footnote 2) that this project did not significantly contribute 
to the capacity deficiency of the intersection, however, the 
project does contribute incrementally to a cumulative traffic 
problem. 

Community Hospital (CH)  
Section D: Land Use  

CH D-1 

Comment: The DEIR comments that the hospital project may 
detract from the residential character of development to the 
north and west of the hospital project. It should be noted that 
the 1984 SNCP, with its reduction of the space available for the 
hospital and medical office building project, would increase 
rather than decrease this possibility. If any reduction in land 
available for the combined project is made, that reduction 
should be at the north end of the parcel rather than at the 
southerly end adjacent to San Juan Road, as proposed by the 1984 
SNCP. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: Comment noted. The commentor makes a valid 
point. 

CH D-2 

Comment: The DEIR comments that the hospital project would 
be "inconsistent with the_ general intent of the 1978 SNCP to 
develop South NatOmas primarily as a residential community close 
to the CBD, since the project displaces planned residential 
uses; . . . ." This statement is wrong in that under the 1978 
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• SNCP the residents of the South Natomas community would continue 
to travel outside of their community for medical services. 
Clearly, this is an undesirable condition. Therefore, the 
displacement of a small number of residential dwellings, which 
can be "recouped" to the South Natomas area (as demonstrated by 
the 1984 SNCP), is offset by the beneficial aspects of the 
project. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: 	Comment noted. 	The project is inconsistent 
since the plan does not designate a hospital site within the 
community; this inconsistency also applies to the site-specific 
land use designation. However, the DEIR recognizes that the 
provision of a hospital in South Natomas would have a positive 
impact on the community and highlights this on Page 9 under 
"Beneficial Impacts." 

CH D-3 

Comment: (Reference to Page 17). Note that the site plan 
for a combined hospital and medical office building project 
deletes the secondary side entrance on Larchwood Drive. It 
should be further noted, however, that the Sacramento City Fire 
Department may request inclusion of at least one emergency 
access from Larchwood Drive. (Robert B. McCray; Weissburg and 
Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Community Hospital (CH)  
Transportation  

CH I-1 

Comment: 	The DEIR does not support the statement on 
page 42 that the hospital project would have a significant 
impact on six listed intersections in South Natomas. (Robert B. 
McCray, Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: See response to preceding comments: CH C-5 and 
CH C-6. 

CH 1-2 

Comment: Exhibit 1-4 indicates that the hospital project 
will reduce traffic volumes at several listed intersections, and 
that two of the listed intersections are not capacity-deficient 
during the time period included in the DEIR. (Robert B. McCralif 
Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 



CH 1-3 

Comment: When considering the combined hospital/medical 
office building now proposed by Community Hospital, and 
comparing it with the 1978 and 1984 SNCPs, it is clear that the 
combined project will produce less peak hour traffic than either 
of those alternatives. Attachment "A" hereto demonstrates that, 
using the DEIR's trip generation rates, the hospital/medical 
office building project would produce 413 peak hour trips each 
day compared with 422 peak hour trips under the Draft 1984 SNCP, 
and 493 peak hour trips under the 1978 SNCP. Thus, the 
hospital/medical office building project decreases total traffic 
in the South Natomas community, and enhances rather than 
detracts from the environmental quality of the area. (Robert B. 
McCray, Weissburg and Aronson, Inc.) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Fong Ranch (FR)  
Section H: Public Facilities and Services  

FR H-1 

Comment: The City has acquired half of a neighborhood park 
site on the property to the west of the project site. The 
acreage for the second half of the neighborhood park will need 
to come from the Fong Ranch site. (City Department of Parks and 
Community Services) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Mercy Natomas Hospital (MNH)  
Section H: Public Facilities and Services  

MNH H-1 

Comment: An additional easement for a bikeway and parkway 
corridor will be needed along the western perimeter of the 
project site. (City Department of Parks and Community Services) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Natomas Corporate Center (NCC)  
Section B: Project Description 

NCC B-1 

Comment: Page 3. Per the existing Development Agreement 
and PUD Guidelines Section V B 2, the application proposes 25 
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percent minimum landscape coverage -- not 20 percent as stated 
in the DEIR. (Christina Prim; Hyde, Miller & Savage, on behalf 
of project applicant) 

Response:  Comment noted. See errata to Volume 2 Natomas 
Corporate Center, page 3. 

NCC B-2 

Comment: 	(Reference to page 3). The smallest proposed 
building is9,000 sf, not 11,000 sf. 	(Christina Prim; Hyde, 
Miller & Savage) 

Response:  Comment noted. See errata to Volume 2, Natomas 
Corporate Center, page 3. 

Natomas Corporate Center (NCC)  
Section C: Summary of Findings  

NCC C-1 

Comment:  The No-Project Alternative should assume the 
existing  environment. The 65.4 gross acre site is already, 
substantially developed as follows: 

3.2 acres/I-5 corridor (already landscaped) 
5.1 acres/streets completed or already graded 
5.4 acres/98,065 sf completed structure 
5.0 acres/87,579 sf structure under construction 
6.84 acres/94,937 sf in two structures: special permits 
approved and building permit applications submitted in 
August 1984. Construction to commence Spring 1985 - 
probably prior to final action on the pending NCC applica-
tion. 

Thus, at the time this application is heard by the City Council, 
only 39.84 acres will be vacant. Furthermore, the applicant 
proposes reservation/dedication for Bannon Slough protection of 
4.5 of these 39.84 vacant acres, resulting in new development on 
35.34 acres -- all of which are currently zoned OB. (Christina 
Prim; Hyde, Miller & Savage) 

Response:  Comments noted. The DEIR reflected the existing 
environment at the time it was written. The above comment, 
however, provides additional and updated information which is 
hereby incorporated into the report. 

NCC C-2 

Comment:  The application does not result in the loss of 62 
acres of prime agricultural land. Instead, it simply increases 
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the density at which 35.34 vacant, developable, and currently OB 
zoned acres can be developed. o 

Given the irregular shape of these acres and the proximity 
of this vacant land to new office buildings on the west and 
Bannon Slough to the east, these 35.34 acres are not "prime 
agricultural land." (Christina Prim; Hyde, Miller & Savage) 

Response: Comment noted. This application is unique among 
the projects considered since it represents an increase in 
density of an already approved project. In addition, the 
proposed addition of 81,000 sf of developed space would be 
spread throughout the site and not on any specific acreage. 
However, as acknowledged earlier in this commentor's letter, the 
EIR must consider impacts on the existing environment (as well 
as projected land uses of the site). 

There are several ways to classify "prime agricultural 
land." One way is by soil type. Since the site qualifies as 
prime agricultural land according to its soil type (irrespective 
of whether or not urban uses are projected in the project vicin-
ity) the impact was identified as significant. As stated on 
page 59 of the DEIR, however, the significance of the impact is 
decreased in light of existing and proposed urban land uses 
surrounding the site. 

NCC C-3 

Comment: The application is not inconsistent with existing 
approved land use plans. As required by statute, such plans 
were specifically amended prior to rezoning the site to OB and 
approving other entitlements in December 1982. (Christina Prim; 
Hyde, Miller & Savage) 

Response: While the commentor is correct in stating that 
the specific on-site land use designations were amended prior to 
rezoning and approving of other entitlements, the general pol-
icies of several relevant plans were unaffected, and the pro-
posal remains inconsistent with these policies. The DEIR 
summarizes relevant plans and assesses project consistency on 
pages 15-17. As discussed, the project is inconsistent with 
policies that development be consistent with adequate circula-
tion, and with policies which would limit office development to 
that needed to serve the community (1978 SNCP). It is poten-
tially inconsistent with numerous policies which stress revital-
ization of the CBD, to the extent that the project may impair 
the marketability of the CBD. Finally, since the proposed addi-
tional square footage adds to an already sizable level of pro-
posed development, it is potentially inconsistent with a policy 
in the Draft 1984 SNCP to avoid large office districts which 
might attract development more suitably located downtown. 
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NCC C-4 • 

• 

Comment: The application is not inconsistent with the 
Draft 1984 SNCP. See attached December 13, 1984 letter to Diana 
Parker: 

I. The Proposed Natomas Corporate Center (NCC) density is  
within the .42 maximum FAR recommended by Blayney. 

NCC 

65.4 gross acres 
(8.3 acres): 1-5 corridor (3.2 acres) and streets 

(5.1 acres) 

57.1 net acres, including 4.5 acres of Bannon Slough 
preserve and easement 

Currently authorized OB = 793,313 sf divided by 
57.1 = 13.893/net acre 

Proposed OB = 874,313 divided by 57.1 = 15,311 sf/  
net acre  

Blayney's Maximum FAR  

.42 x 43,560 = 18,300 sf/net acre 

Therefore, proposal is 3,000 sf/acre less than Blayney's 
maximum FAR. 

Note: 

Open space setbacks are typically and properly included 
within net acres; accordingly, the Bannon Slough open space 
easement and preserve area should be included within net 
acres. However, even if the 4.5-acre Slough buffer area in 
NCC is excluded from net acres, the proposed NCC density is 
still under Blayney's maximum. 

874,313 divided by 52.6 = 16,622 sf/per net acre 

II. The pending Natomas Corporate Center application is con-
sistent with the office location principles listed on page 25 of  
the Blayney Plan. 

A. The site fronts the freeway, abuts major roads to the 
north and south, and adjacent to Bannon Slough to the 
east; accordingly, the location: 

1. minimizes office travel through residential areas in 
that two freeway interchanges are closely proximate 
to the site. 
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2. is buffered from residential areas. The four-sided 
buffer prevents dilution of the character of nearby 
residential development and acts as a design trans-
ition - supplemented by deep setbacks - between 
office and residential uses. 

B. The application does not propose rezoning additional 
acreage to °B; therefore, the linear office park princi-
ple is inapplicable to this application. (Christina 
Prim; Hyde, Miller & Savage) 

Response:  

I. Comment acknowledged. 	The Draft 1984 SNCP sets a 
Maximum Floor Area Ratio (the floor area divided by the 
lot area) of .42 for office parks, without specifying 
whether this is based on net or gross area. 

However, in determining the office space projected for 
the site by the Draft 1984 SNCP, we referred to a 
preliminary site-specific land use plan developed by 
Blayney-Dyett according to traffic zone. The subject 
site is traffic zone 49 and is designated for 793,313 sf 
of office space development (the amount currently 
approved). This estimate was used for all analyses of 
impacts including traffic, communitywide service 
provision, communitywide office provision, etc. If both 
the subject application and the Draft 1984 SNCP were 
approved, there would be an additional 81,000 sf office 
space projected in South Natomas than under the Draft 
Plan. For this reason, the project was considered 
inconsistent. 

II.The proposed project is inconsistent with the Draft 1984 
SNCP policy of not locating additional office area east 
of 1-5. As discussed in the paragraph above, the 
project proposes 81,000 sf of office space development 
above that projected for the site under the Draft 1984 
SNCP. 

NCC C-5 

Comment:  In Resolution 82-855, the City Council made the 
following finding in approving the 1982 Creekside Office Park 
project: 

"That the potential loss of trees within the First Bannon 
Slough riparian woodland habitats (disclosed as a poten-
tially significant unavoidable or irreversible impact in 
the DEIR) has been reduced to a less than significant 
impact by the ... 40 feet area of land (as shown on the 
Creekside schematic) coupled with a relocation of an 
east-west street to a location satisfactory to the City." 
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The current application proposes the east-west street in the 
location approved by the City in 1982. Accordingly, the City 
Council has already found that this street will not cause any 
significant negative environmental impact. (Christina Prim; 
Hyde, Savage & Miller) 

Response: The location of the collector street (Natomas 
Park Drive) proposed in the November 1984 DEIR is superior from 
a biological standpoint to the road alignment originally pro-
posed in the October 1981 DEIR on the Creekside Office Park. 
The current alignment will have far less impact on the vege-
tation of Bannon Slough because the northern part of the slough 
is sparsely vegetated and degraded. However, a new collector 
road through the slough, no matter where it is located, will 
still have an impact on wildlife. Aside from additional frag-
mentation of the slough and its value as wildlife habitat, a new 
roadway is likely to result in increased human disturbance of 
the southern portion of the slough. If the main part of the 
slough could be protected from increased human disturbance from 
construction activities, and future recreational use, the im-
pacts of the new road could be reduced to less than significant 
levels. Fragmentation of Bannon Slough as a travel corridor, 
however, would still be considered an impact on wildlife al-
though it would not be significant. 

NCC C-6 

Comment: The traffic impact summary on page 7 is partially 
inconsistent with Exhibits 1-3 and 1-4 on pages 42 and 43, does 
not quantify the magnitude of this project's contribution to 
congested intersections, and does not indicate that this project 
improves traffic at some intersections listed on the page 7 
chart. (Christina Prim; Hyde, Miller & Savage) 

Response: We concur that the traffic impact summary on 
page 7 is in error when it states that this project will have an 
adverse traffic impact on the intersection of West El Camino 
Avenue/I-5. In addition, it should be noted that Exhibits 1-3 
and 1-4 overestimate the effects of the project on the inter-
section of East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue during 
the evening peak hour. See corrected revisions to these two 
exhibits as follows. 

Natomas Corporate Center (NCC)  
Section D: Land Use  

NCC D-1 

Comment: 	(Reference to Page 13). The additional office 
space requested by the pending application would not be in- 
creased from 15,082 to 16,609 sf net acre; instead, the sf net 
acre would be increased from 13,893 to 15,311. See attached 
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December 13, 1984 letter to Diana Parker included under Comment 
C-4. (Christina Prim; Hyde, Miller & Savage) 

Response: We cite a February 27 letter from William Krum 
of the KCS Development Company which calculates the December 
1982 approved density of the site and the revised density re-
quested. 

"The square footage of office density per net acre in 
Natomas Corporate Center originally approved in 12/82 is 
15,082 sf/acre, calculated as follows: 

Gross Acreage: 	 65.4 

Less: Property unavailable for development 
Public Streets 
1-5 Scenic Corridor 
40' Recreational Easement 
Bannon Slough Preserve 

(5.1) 
(3.2) 
(1.8) 4.5 (2.7) 

   

12.8 

Net Property in Acres 
	 52.6 

December 1982 approved office space: 
	793,313 sf 

December 1982 approved density: 
	 793,313 sf  

52.6 acres 	 • 
15,082 sf/acre  

. . . Increasing our authorized office space by 81,000 square 
feet (from 793,313 to 874,313 sf) would increase our density per 
net acre to: 

874,313 sf divided by 52.6 acres = 16,622 sf/acre." 

The reference to 16,609 sf on page 13 was a misprint and 
should be 16,622 sf; see errata to page 13. 

The revised numbers cited by the commentor were obtained by 
adding in 4.5 acres of Bannon Slough open space area (1.8 acres 
recreation easement plus 2.7 acres Bannon Slough Preserve) into 
the net acreage calculation. 

Natomas Corporate Center (NCC)  
Section G: Housing  

NCC G-1 

Comment: 	The paragraph entitled "Increased residential 
densities" does not apply to this project. 	(Christina Prim; 
Hyde, Miller & Savage) 
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Response: Comment acknowledged. Refer to the errata to 
Volume 2, Natomas Corporate Center, page 26 for amendments to 
the paragraph. 

• 
NCC G-2 

Comment: The DEIR should acknowledge that (a) dedication 
and maintenance of the Bannon Slough preserve is part of the 
application; and (b) with respect to the preserve area, the 
existing development agreement is inconsistent with the 1984 
Draft SNCP whereas the application is consistent with the 1984 
Draft SNCP and the DEIR. (Christina Prim; Hyde, Miller & 
Savage) 

Response: Comments noted. The DEIR does mention dedica-
tion to the City of land along Bannon Slough several places in 
the report including: pages 3, 9, 13, 15, 35, 66, and 69. The 
DEIR also acknowledges that the application is superior to the 
1978 SNCP Alternative in terms of the protections offered to the 
Bannon Slough area (pages 36 and 68). Regarding consistency 
with the Draft 1984 SNCP, the report refers the reader to a 
discussion of the 1978 SNCP Alternatives in other sections. See 
also errata to page 13. 

Natomas Corporate Center (NCC)  
Section H: Public Services and Facilities  

NCC H-1  

Comment: The City would acquire the Bannon Slough Parkway 
and oak preserve as a dedication not an easement. (City Depart-
ment of Parks and Community Services) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

Park El Camino (PEC)  
Section B: Project Description 

PEC B-1 

Comment: The DEIR analyzed Park El Camino on the basis of 
the application previously submitted, which was for an office 
park. During the community meeting process and when alternative 
community plans were submitted, it became apparent that a por-
tion of Park El Camino would be designated highway/commercial. 
On July 10, 1984, this office wrote the Planning Department 
advising of the desire of Park El Camino to amend its applica-
tion to designate 9 acres of the site to be highway/commercial 
and the balance to be office building. Enclosed herewith is a 
copy of the letter together with its enclosure. 
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The DEIR analyzed the project as if it were an office park 
and noted that the project was inconsistent with the revised 
Draft Community Plan. Therefore, the applicant will, before 
January 15, 1985, formally amend its application to request the 
highway/commercial and office building designations so that it 
will be consistent with the Community Plan. (Hermann E. Lorenz; 
Lorenz and Cutter, on behalf of project applicant) 

Response: Comment noted. Interested persons should refer 
to the July 10, 1984 letter from Hermann E. Lorenz of Lorenz and 
Cutter in Section 4, Comment Letters for the enclosure referred 
to above. 

River View Oaks (RVO)  
Section C: Summary of Findings 

RVO C-1 

Comment: The preparers determined that the conversion of 
37 acres of prime farmland to urban use is an unavoidable ad-
verse impact. We disagree that this is unavoidable or even 
adverse. Although CEQA Guidelines suggest that the conversion 
of prime farm land to urban use be discussed as a significant 
effect, we believe that discussion must be taken in its proper 
context. The subject site is proposed to be surrounded by 
residential and other urban uses which, if said uses were 
actually implemented, would make it extremely difficult to use 
the subject site for agricultural purposes. (Robert S. Willett; 
Hefner, Stark & Marois, on behalf of project applicant) 

Resonse: Comment noted. The DEIR recognizes this issue 
in the discussion of impacts on page 63. "The significance of 
this impact (the conversion of prime agricultural land) is de-
creased, however, because of the existing and proposed urban 
land uses which surround the site ...". See also response to 
comment C-2 of the Natomas Corporate Center EIR (NCC C-2). 

RVO C-2 

Comment: 	The preparers identified inconsistency with 
existing plans and policies as an unavoidable adverse impact, 
The DEIR further discloses that the River View Oaks proposal is 
inconsistent with existing plans and policies which identify the 
subject site for residential purposes. We think it should be 
noted that the existing 1978 South Natomas Community Plan pol-
icies and plans are themselves inconsistent with the conversion 
of prime agricultural land to urban uses. Further, any use of 
the land will contribute to some degree to the traffic con-
gestion. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: Comments noted. The DEIR identifies that the 
impact of conversion of 37 acres of prime agricultural land 
would also occur under the 1978 SNCP in Exhibit D-2 (Page 16). 

• 
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Also on Page 64, the DEIR states: "The soils impacts and mitiga-
tion measure would be the same for the residential development 
planned for the River View Oaks site in the 1978 SNCP as for the 
office development of the proposed project." 

• 

• 

RVO C-3 

Comment: The DEIR identifies a contribution to traffic 
congestion and unacceptable levels of service as an unavoidable 
adverse impact. We take issue with the conclusion that this 
particular project contributes to traffic uses to the level of 
an unavoidable adverse impact. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, 
Stark & Marois) 

Response: 	Comment noted. 	Refer- also to responses to 
comments on Section I, Transportation for this project. 

RVO C-4 

Comment: The DEIR identifies obstruction of views from 
riverfront areas and parkways as an unavoidable adverse impact. 
The suggestion that the project will obstruct views "from the 
riverfront area and parkways" without more certainty cannot be 
considered adverse as an impact. 

On page 18, the DEIR states that the project is potentially 
inconsistent with the character of the Riverfront District to 
the south. As is further discussed in our comments regarding 
aesthetics, we do not concur with this view. In addition, the 
DEIR states that the project conflicts with the Draft 1984 SNCP 
in that it would "block views of the Sacramento River." Given 
the location of the project, we can see no way in which this 
project blocks any views of the river. Indeed, it creates 1  
tremendous views of the river for the occupants and users of the 
structure. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: The finding was based on the fact that the 
project would include a 10-story office structure. A structure 
of this size would have a significant impact on the existing 
character of the area. While the project would provide views of 
the river for occupants of the structure, as noted by the appli-
cant, it would also be visible to users of the parkway, the 
river, and riverfront area and Garden Highway. 

River View Oaks (RVO)  
Section D: Land Use  

RVO D-1 

Comment: (Reference to Section D, Land Use, pages 13-20). 
Apparently the preparers have determined that if a project as 
proposed is inconsistent with an existing community plan or 
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goals or policy, then the project ipso facto has a potential 
significant effect on the environment. We perceive such a 
comparison of existing plans and policies with newly proposed 
plans and policies as land use rather than environmental issues. 
We are aware that City staff takes the position that Appendix G 
to the CEQA and EIR Guidelines suggests that projects proposed 
which are inconsistent with existing goals of the community 
should be declared significant environmental impacts. We dis-
agree with that interpretation. It would be interesting whether 
the Staff would find that a significant environmental impact is 
disclosed if the project proponent were to offer the subject 
site as permanent open space as opposed to the project actually 
proposed. In both instances the proposal would be inconsistent 
with existing plans and community goals. (Robert S. Willett; 
Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: We quote from the first lines of Appendix G of 
the CEQA Guidelines. "A project will normally have a signifi-
cant effect on the environment if it will: a) conflict with 
adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it 
is located; ..." 

If a project proponent were to offer a site as permanent 
open space, and this use was inconsistent with existing plans 
and policies, the impact would be identified as such. 

River View Oaks (RVO)  
Section H: Public Facilities and Services  

RVO H-1 

Comment: Commentor agrees that the cost of any specialized 
fire equipment should be equitably assessed against all users 
whether such users are located in South Natomas or elsewhere in 
the City. The DEIR fails to disclose whether existing equipment 
in the City can service the River View Oaks site. (Robert S. 
Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: Comment noted. As stated in Volume 2 on page 35 
of the River View Oaks DEIR, the site design proposes multistory 
buildings which would require that a ladder truck be available. 
While there are ladder trucks available elsewhere in the City, 
they are not considered adequate to serve the project site 
because of the long initial response time to the site. When the 
new station west of 1-5 is completed, a ladder truck will be 
available to serve the River View Oaks site. 

RVO H-2  

Comment: The DEIR states- that the multistory buildings 
proposed for the River View Oaks site would aesthetically impact 
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• the recreation quality of the undeveloped park site to the east, 
the Sacramento River, and planned main canal parkway to the 
west. We believe that the EIR overstates the impact of the 
building on the recreational quality of the area. The proposed 
project will be thoroughly landscaped throughout and have exten-
sive peripheral landscaping. There is no evidence in the EIR to 
support the idea that recreational quality will be impacted due 
to the height of the project. High density residential use is 
proposed on the property to the north of the project site. 
There are commercial and semi-industrial uses to the west and to 
the south of the proposed project. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, 
Stark & Marois) 

Response: The DEIR states, on page 39, that imposition of 
high rise office buildings in an otherwise seminatural setting 
may adversely impact recreation quality and that landscaping or 
other forms of screening could not fully mitigate this impact. 
Although aesthetic impact findings are inherently value judge-
ments, the conclusions in the report are based on our 
professional experience in urban planning. 

RVO H-3 

Comment: We do not feel that the loss of funds for park 
purposes by conversion of residentially planned property to a 
nonresidential use has an adverse impact on the physical en-
vironment. The EIR should fully discuss in what respect such a 
loss of financing, because of a change in use, constitutes an 
environmental impact on the physical environment. (Robert S. 
Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: The physical environment is not the only con-
sideration in determining whether an impact is significant. 
Section 21083(c) of the CEQA requires an effect to be found 
significant if the project will cause substantial adverse ef-
fects on humans. The loss of funding for parks in South •Natomas 
due to the proposed change in use would adversely affect humans. 
Residents in South Natomas would be deprived of open space as 
well as the recreational and social opportunities provided by 
parks. 

River View Oaks (RVO)  
Section I: Transportation 

RVO I-1 

Comment: The DEIR, though very comprehensive, still does 
not treat the positive transportation impacts of the project as 
having a place in the analysis. Specifically, a job/housing 
balance increase caused by the project will reduce the demand 
for external travel from the South Natomas community and allow 
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traffic reductions across key portals at the community boundary. 
(Robert S. Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response:  We concur that increasing the job/housing ratio 
in any community will generally result in a higher proportion of 
generated vehicular trips remaining entirely within that com-
munity. This, in turn, can have the effect of reducing total 
vehicle miles of travel, total fuel consumption, and total 
exhaust emissions within the region. However, the effect of 
River View Oaks project on the job/housing balance within the 
South Natomas area is not a substantial one. A small change may 
occur, but this small change in the total job/housing ratio for 
South Natomas will have a minimal effect on the internal/ 
external split of vehicular trips within the community, and on 
the overall efficiency of the transportation system serving the 
South Natomas community. Further, the River View Oaks project 
would result in a substantial increase in the number of vehicu-
lar trips generated when compared with the 1978 SNCP Alterna-
tive. In particular, the property that is to be used by the 
River View Oaks project is expected to generate approximately 
100 one-way vehicular trips during the a.m. peak hour under the 
1978 SNCP Plan Alternative, but nearly 1,300 vehicle trips if 
the River View Oaks project is completed. This is a substantial 
increase in the number of vehicle trips generated by this prop-
erty. A similar condition exists during the evening peak hour. 

RVO 1-2 

Comment: 	The intersection analysis suggests negative 
impacts due to the project which, on reflection, are not as 
severe as may first be thought. Your attention is drawn to 
Exhibit 1-3 and 1-4 on pages 46 and 47 of the draft EIR, Vol-
ume 2, River View Oaks section, and also the summary table shown 
on page 7 of the same section. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, 
Stark & Marois) 

Response:  Comment noted. No response necessary. 

RVO 1-3 

Comment: 	In the summary table on page 7, four inter- 
sections and one section of the freeway are listed as locations 
where "the project would increase traffic and contribute to 
unacceptable levels of service (incapable of feasible mitiga-
tion)...". (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response:  Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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• 

• 

RVO 1-4 

Comment: As noted on page 7, the intersection of West El 
Camino Avenue/Northbound 1-5 interchange changes its degree of 
saturation by +3 percent and -2 percent in the morning and 
evening peak hours due to this project. These changes are not 
significant. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: The effect of the River View Oaks project on the 
West El Camino Avenue/Northbound 1-5 interchange is not large, 
as noted in Exhibit 1-4 of the DEIR. However, the impacts are 
considered to be significant, since they represent an increased 
traffic burden during the morning peak hour to an intersection 
that is already experiencing an unacceptable LOS. 

RVO 1-5 

Comment: At the intersection of West El Camino Avenue/ 
Northgate Boulevard, the change in degree of saturation due to 
the project is even less, +1 percent and -1 percent in the 
morning and evening peaks, respectively. Exhibit 1-4 notes that 
this project does not contribute significantly to the capacity 
deficiency of the intersection, though it also notes that the 
project does contribute to the cumulative traffic. (Robert S. 
Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

RVO 1-6 

Comment: At the intersection of Garden Highway/Northbound 
1-5 ramps, the project adds 9 percent to saturation levels in 
the morning peak. However, the levels of service expected at 
that time are A or B, both adequate levels. In the evening 
peak, the 7 percent increase in the saturation level due to the 
project still leaves the service level at D, the service level 
of the South Natomas Community Plan. Furthermore, we feel that 
there are additional mitigations that can be provided at that 
intersection, which will improve the service levels. (Robert S. 
Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: Exhibit 1-4 of the DEIR acknowledges that the 
intersection of Garden Highway/ Northbound 1-5 ramps is not 
expected to be capacity deficient during the a.m. peak hour, 
even with the introduction of traffic generated by the River 
View Oaks project. During the evening peak hour, the addition 
of project-generated traffic increases the degree of saturation 
at the intersection from 80 percent (which is considered margin-
ally acceptable) under the 1978 Plan alternative, to 87 percent 
(which is considered unacceptable) under the River View Oaks 
alternative. This is considered to be a significant adverse 
impact to the operation of the intersection. 



We are aware of no additional feasible mitigation measures 
for alleviating the capacity deficiency at this intersection 
during the evening peak hour beyond those that are identified 
within the DE1R. 

RVO 1-7 

Comment: At the intersection of Garden Highway/Northgate 
Boulevard, the project adds 6 percent and 7 percent in the 
morning and evening peak hours, respectively. However, this 
intersection is significantly overloaded in the evening peak, 
with a degree of saturation about 200 percent, i.e., the demand 
is twice the supply. An addition of 7 percent on 200 percent 
seems very small, to the point of insignificance. If the over-
load is so major, with or without the River View Oaks projects, 
and additionally the Arden-Garden connector is to be built, it 
is clear that this intersection requires substantial mitiga-
tions, such as a grade separation. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, 
Stark & Marois) 

Response: Any additional traffic demand that is placed 
upon an already capacity-deficient intersection is considered to 
be significant, since it represents an extension of the time 
period during which congested conditions are likely to occur. 
As mitigation for this capacity deficiency, the DEIR considers 
both the widening of Northgate Boulevard and the construction of 
a grade separation. However, it was found that neither of these 
measures would result in an acceptable LOS at this intersection 
during the evening peak hour, given the projected travel de-
mands. In addition, it was noted that neither the construction 
of three lanes on Northgate nor construction of grade separation 
facilities is considered by City staff to be a feasible solu-
tion, as it does not represent an efficient use of resources and 
would only shift the problem to other locations on Northgate 
Boulevard and/or Garden Highway. 

RVO 1-8 and RVO 1-9 

Comment: The congested section of Interstate 5, presumably 
at the location of the American River south of the Garden High-
way, is referred to in the text of the DE1R on page 48 where it 
says: 

...the condition is not attributable to proposed River 
View Oaks project since essentially the same condition 
exists under the 1978 Plan Alternative." 

It seems to us that reading the summary table alone, a decision 
that most readers may take, given the size of the documents, 
could lead the reviewer to believe that the impacts on the 
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111 	
project are much more significant than they may first appear. 
(Robert S. Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: Comments noted. No response necessary. 

River View Oaks (RVO)  
Section J: Air Quality 

RVO J-1 

Comment: 	We disagree with the DEIR concerning the 
significance of traffic-related emissions from the project. In 
addition, if the proposed office development would occur 
elsewhere in the Sacramento area in any event (as suggested in 
the Employment section of the EIR), there would be no emissions 
increase due to the project. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, Stark 
& Marois) 

Response: Comments noted. The basis for the discussion of 
emissions produced by project-generated traffic is clearly 
outlined in Exhibit J-1 of the DEIR. Whether an impact could 
occur elsewhere in the region or not, the impact must still be 
identified in order to fulfill the provisions of CEQA. 

411 	 River View Oaks (RVO)  
Section M: Geology and Soils  

RVO M-1 

Comment: The EIR states that there is no mitigation for 
the loss of 37 acres of prime agricultural land. The EIR should 
disclose that if either the 1978 Plan or the proposed 1984 Plan 
is implemented, the loss of prime agricultural land will take 
place. It is unlikely that the property would be commercially 
farmed due to proposed urban uses in the area (Robert S. 
Willett; Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: The River View Oaks DEIR states, on page 64, 
that the soils impacts of the 1978 SNCP alternative would be the 
same as for the proposed project. This means that 37 acres of 
prime agricultural land would be removed from production if the 
1978 SNCP were implemented. The impacts of the proposed 1984 
SNCP are discussed in Volume 1 of the DEIR on page M-2. The 
Draft 1984 SNCP would also result in the removal of prime 
agricultural land from production. We agree that if the area 
surrounding the project site urbanizes it is unlikely that the 
property would continue to be commercially farmed. This lessens 
the impact but does not reduce it to below a level of 
significance. 
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River View Oaks (RVO)  
Section P: Aesthetics  

RVO P-1 

Comment: (Reference to Section P, pages 73-74) The pro-
ponents of the proposed River View Oaks project take strong 
exception to the position that the proposed project would ad-
versely affect the aesthetics of the site and the surrounding 
area. Indeed, it is the proponents' belief that a well designed 
office building in this location, in proximity to the Sacramento 
River, would, in fact, enhance the aesthetics of the area and be 
wholly consistent with the historical and future nature of the 
development along the Sacramento River. (Robert S. Willett; 
Hefner, Stark & Marois) 

Response: Comment noted. Consideration of aesthetic value 
is inherently subjective. However, a 10-story office structure 
was found to be not consistent with either the historical 
natural of development along the Sacramento River since it 
provides for a much more intensive urban use than any previous 
development. It was also found to be inconsistent with the 
future planned uses along the riverfront which include height 
restrictions and which call for low-density residential develop-
ment in the project vicinity. 

RVO P-2  

Comment: The DEIR in the sections dealing with land use, 
parks and especially aesthetics, refers to the height of the 
building as an adverse impact which could be reduced to a less 
than significant effect if the height of the building were 
reduced. The DEIR states, among other things, that the height 
of the structure could adversely affect the view from "Garden 
Highway and the Riverfront District." It is difficult for us to 
understand the manner in which this project would affect such 
views. While it is true that, under the present use of the 
land, the view from Garden Highway would be a mix of development 
underway, the freeway and some open space agricultural lands, 
under both the 1978 SNCP as amended and under the 1984 draft 
SNCP, the view from Garden Highway would be the roof tops of 
single-family residences on the site, the roof tops of 
multi-family units on nearby parcels, and a mix of other urban 
uses, such as office buildings. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, 
Stark & Marois) 

Response: Refer to the response to P-1 above. The area 
views from Garden Highway and the riverfront area are 
predominantly of open space and nonintensive commercial uses. 
Project implementation would involve a significant change in 
views, from these areas. Also, the commentor stated previously 
(in Comment P-1) that the future occupants of the structure 
would have excellent views of the river. If this is so, then 
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• 	the users of the river would also have views of the office 
building. 

RVO P-3 

Comment: With respect to the views from the Riverfront 
District, we do not concur that this project would adversely 
affect that view. Under the present land uses and the proposed 
SNCP, the view from the Riverfront District to the north would 
be the levee and the trees along the levee. While the project 
would be somewhat visible, there is no basis in fact for stating 
that a well designed office building would be a detriment to the 
urban landscape. While we believe the comments on visual impact 
are generally inappropriate, we wish to note that the DEIR fails 
to disclose visual impacts in the immediate vicinity of the site 
including an existing boat facility on filled land (directly to 
the west of the site) which is at the same level as the top of 
the levee and the nearby McClellan Dock area. 

In evaluating the visual effects of this building in rela-
tionship to the Sacramento River, the DEIR should recognize not 
only the historical nature .of that river but also current uses 
and planning efforts underway along that river with which this 
office building is wholly consistent. 

In the earliest days of this City's development, the 
Sacramento River was a commercial hub. Unlike the American 
River, which has by policy been preserved in an open space 
character, the Sacramento River has always been an urban river 
which was used historically for commercial shipping purposes and 
today supports a great deal of activity. Indeed there are a 
variety of urban uses including highrise buildings (i.e., the 
19-story Capitol Bank of Commerce building, crop storage silos), 
visible to boaters plying the Sacramento River. 

In addition, it is important to note that, as the DEIR is 
considered, there are tremendous efforts being undertaken along 
the riverfront by the City of Sacramento itself to enhance the 
commercial nature of the river. The Sacramento Housing and 
Redevelopment Agency is rebuilding the historical wharf and will 
be mooring to that wharf several large ships which will be used 
for commercial and entertainment purposes. The City is pre-
paring to develop the Docks Area south of the Tower Bridge with 
a potential mix of commercial and residential uses. 

Further, it is our understanding that the City is proposing 
a dramatic expansion of the marina in Freeport to accommodate 
the increased demand by boaters for access to the river. Of 
direct interest to this project is the fact that the City has 
approved the Riverfront Holding Company's development directly 
to the south of the project which includes an extensive marina, 
condominium development and restaurant complex. Beyond these 
existing or proposed uses on the Sacramento side of the river, 

• 
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it should be additionally noted that Yolo County has been ac-
tively considering a range of intensive uses abutting the 
Sacramento River. 

When taken in the context of the variety of activities now 
being planned by public agencies themselves and by private 
interests (with public approvals), the River View Oaks project 
is wholly consistent with efforts to make the Sacramento River a 
focal point of urban development. (Robert S. Willett; Hefner, 
Stark & Marois) 

Response: Comments noted. However, we wish to reiterate 
that the level of urbanization proposed with a 10-story struc-
ture is well beyond that currently existing or planned along the 
South Natomas portion of the Sacramento River. 

Sammis Technology Center (STC)  
Section C: Summary of Findings  

STC C-1 

Comment: We respectfully disagree with the finding in the 
DEIR that "conversion of agricultural land" is a significant 
adverse impact and one which cannot be mitigated. Even under a 
"no project" alternative, preservation of the remaining agricul-
tural land within the South Natomas Community Plan area is no 
longer feasible in view of the urbanization of the area which 
has already occurred. More importantly, however, the decision 
that the South Natomas area should be urbanized was made many 
years ago, subsequent to consideration of environmental assess-
ments at that time and the Draft 1984 Community Plan does not 
result in any such impact. (William G. Holliman, Jr.; 
McDonough, Holland & Allen, on behalf of McCuen & Steele) 

Response: See response to Volume 1, C-1 comment. 

STC C-2 

Comment: We also disagree with the finding that six of the 
seven intersections described in the summary table, Exhibit C-5, 
will result in significant adverse impacts which cannot be 
mitigated to a less than significant level (William G. Holliman, 
Jr.; McDonough, Holland & Allen) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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• 	Sammis Technology Center (STC)  
Section I: Transportation  

STC I-1 

Comment: 	There are both changes in the projects and 
mitigation measures which may be taken to substantially reduce 
the traffic impact of the projects as defined in the DEIR. In 
response to the DEIR and the traffic analysis, we intend to 
substantially reduce the densities of both projects as origi-
nally proposed and to submit revised plans and mitigation of the 
impacts set forth in the DEIR. We have attached hereto a report 
from Joseph R. Holland, consultant traffic engineer, with fur-
ther comments on the traffic analysis in the DEIR. The report 
illustrates the extent to which the traffic impacts would be 
mitigated by scaling down the projects as described under 
"McCuen & Steele Application." (William G. Holliman, Jr.; 
McDonough, Holland & Allen) 

Response: We concur that reducing the densities associated 
with the proposed Sammis Technology Center and the proposed 
Capitol Business Park would reduce the traffic impacts of these 
two projects below the level that was identified within the 
DEIR. However, the consideration of mitigating actions of this 
type was beyond the scope of the DEIR activities since the DEIR 
only analyzed the projects at their proposed levels of develop-
ment. 

STC 1-2 

Comment: While the traffic analysis described in the DEIR 
attempts to quantify the absolute nature of each project's 
traffic impacts, the methodology used places certain restric-
tions on the traffic forecasts which leave room for disagreement 
on the accuracy of the absolute traffic levels and peak hour 
conditions projected. These specific restrictions include: 

o Limited shifting of travel demand in time, in response 
to congested traffic conditions 

o Prohibition of out-of-direction travel to avoid con-
gested traffic conditions, and 

o Limited allowance of the combined effects of TSM mea-
sures, transit usage, and over-estimation of traffic 
levels by stand-alone-type trip generation rates. 

The analysis does assume a 15 percent across-the-board 
reduction in traffic levels to reflect the City's current policy 
for trip reduction through TSM measures. This does not seem 
adequate. Intuitively, a more realistic adjustment would seem 
to be in the 20 to 25 percent range overall, with even higher 
adjustments for some trip types (for example, home based work). 
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This range of adjustment is consistent with the range of use in 
the South Sacramento/Laguna studies and the East Area Trans-
portation studies. (Joseph R. Holland, on behalf of project 
applicant) 

Response. 	The potential for reducing traffic volumes 
within the South Natomas area by shifting travel demand in time, 
in response to congested traffic conditions, was accounted for 
within the traffic analysis described in the DEIR through the 
assumed 15 percent reduction in traffic volume due to the imple-
mentation of TSM measures by individual developments. 

One of the stated limitations of the assignment procedure 
that was used in this transportation analysis is its inability 
to assign vehicles to a route that includes out-of-direction 
travel. In other words, the assignment procedure that was 
employed in this analysis will not allow any driver to travel 
away from his intended destination (in terms of total travel 
time) in order to eventually arrive at that destination. At 
first glance, this may appear to be a deficiency to the modeling 
process. However, -  to understand why this is not the case, 
consider the situation of a driver who elects to use out-of-
direction travel in order to arrive at his destination. By 
electing to use out-of-direction travel, this driver is implic-
itly declaring the more direct route(s) to be intolerable in 
terms of congestion and/or total travel time. Thus, the driv-
er's preferred route between his origin and destination has been 
denied to him because of congestion, and the driver is instead 
forced to take a second or third choice route. Therefore, to 
assign a vehicle trip to a route that contains out-of-direction 
travel does not actually reduce the level of frustration experi-
enced by drivers using the transportation system; it only hides 
that frustration by assigning vehicles to out-of-direction 
routes that are apparently less congested. The assignment 
procedure in this analysis gives an accurate representation of 
the relative congestion levels that can be expected on the 
transportation system serving the South Natomas area when 
comparing each project alternative with the 1978 ANCP Alterna-
tive. The procedure was a "capacity restraint" one, which means 
that as certain routes become congested, drivers are given the 
opportunity to select alternative routes to their destinations, 
as long as these routes do not include out-of-direction travel. 
Furthermore, the assignment procedure allows drivers traveling 
between a particular origin-destination pair to select any 
number of alternative routes, as long as these routes include no 
out-of-direction travel. Therefore, while the modeling process 
may not be entirely realistic, we believe that it yields reason-
able results, especially when considered on a relative basis 
with the 1978 SNCP Alternative. 

We believe that the assumption of a 15 percent reduction in 
traffic volumes within the South Natomas area due to the imple-
mentation of project-related TSM measures is a reasonably and 

	

possibly optimistic estimate of the combined traffic effects of 	11/ 
various TSM measures. It is important to realize that, while 



• individual TSM actions affect traffic volumes by as much as 5 to 
10 percent, each additional TSM measure usually has a much 
smaller impact. The reason for this, of course, is that the 
population using the additional TSM measures is, to a large 
extent, the same population that used the original TSM strategy. 
Thus, for example, many of those who use staggered working hours 
are the same people that earlier used flex-time programs, and 
many of those who use the flex-time programs previously sub-
scribed to ride-sharing programs such as car pools, van pools, 
and bus pools. 

The tendency of stand-alone land use generation rates to 
overestimate traffic levels when applied to a community or 
subregional sized study area is acknowledged. However, we 
believe that this tendency was accounted for in several ways 
within the traffic study that was performed as part of this 
DEIR. First of all, the model was calibrated to existing con-
ditions prior to its application in the projection of future 
conditions. Secondly, it was assumed that 20 to 30 percent of 
all vehicle trips generated within each zone were destined to 
other internal points. As a result, we believe that the traffic 
volumes shown within the DEIR represent reasonable estimates of 
conditions that can be expected within South Natomas, given the 
level of development that is projected. 

• STC 1-3 

 

Comment: The primary value of the DEIR's traffic analysis 
is for relative comparison between the various development 
scenarios evaluated. The relative peak hour traffic conditions 
associated with each development scenario are compared with 
those of the 1978 SNCP (as amended in 1982) to identify the 
relative differences in impacts. This approach is useful, as 
far as it goes; however, it would serve the purposes of compari-
son better if the peak hour conditions table for each develop-
ment (Exhibits 1-3 in Volume 2) also include similar data for 
each site's development as proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. 
(Joseph R. Holland) 

Response: We concur that it would have been desirable to 
include peak hour LOS analyses for each site's development as 
proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. However, the City Council 
directed that the Draft 1984 SNCP be prepared concurrently with 
the EIR development for each of the 11 individual projects, and 
so it was not possible to provide this information at the time 
that the project EIRs were prepared. 

STC 1-4 

Comment: The tabular data accompanying these comments 
present just such a comparison for the Capitol Business Park 
site and the Sutter Business Center West site, including the • 



current McCuen & Steele proposed development scenarios. These 
data were derived using the basic data presented in the EIRs 
with extrapolations based on the differences in trip generation 
levels for the respective sites. The EIR's trip generation 
rates were used, with a 12 percent reduction to nonresidential 
rates to parallel the adjusted procedure outlined in the EIR. 
(Joseph R. Holland) 

Response: Comment noted. No response necessary. 

STC 1-5 

Comment: 	Exhibit 4 presents the various development 
scenarios and the associated peak hour traffic generation esti-
mates for the Sutter Business Center West development. 
Exhibit 5 presents the projected peak hour traffic conditions 
for each scenario at several key intersections evaluated by the 
EIRs. This exhibit corresponds to the Exhibits 1-3 of Volume 2 
of the DEIR, and shows the impacts on peak hour traffic 
conditions of the various development scenarios, while the rest 
of the South Natomas area remains as shown in the 1978 SNCP. 

These exhibits revealed the following important facts 
regarding the current McCuen & Steele proposed developments 
scenario for the Sutter Business Center West development: 

o The McCuen & Steele proposal would generate 34 percent 
less traffic in the a.m. peak hour and 36 percent less 
traffic in the p.m. peak hour than the development 
scenario analyzed in the EIR. 

o With a few very insignificant exceptions, the projected 
traffic conditions of the McCuen & Steele proposal are 
equal to or better, in terms of saturation levels and/or 
service levels, than those estimated for the development 
scenario analyzed by the EIR. 

o When compared to the Draft 1984 SNCP development scenar-
io, the projected traffic conditions of the McCuen & 
Steele proposal show saturation percentages which differ 
by -1 to +8 percentage points; however, no worsening of 
service levels occurs. 

o For all practical purposes, the projected impacts on 
peak hour traffic conditions of the proposed McCuen & 
Steele development scenario for Sutter Business Center 
West are similar to the traffic impacts of development 
of the site as proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. 
(Joseph R. Holland) 

Response: See response to CBP 1-5, Volume 2, comment. 

• 
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• Willow Creek (WC)  
Section D: Land Use  

WC D-1 

• 

Comment: The Willow Creek EIR states on page 15 that MRD 
development "would be inconsistent with the future planned 
residential uses of the adjacent area" and that these impacts 
"would represent a significant adverse impact which could not be 
mitigated to a less than significant level." This finding is, 
of course, contrary to that reached in the Creekside Oaks and 
Gateway Centre EIR wherein the consultant concluded that with 
appropriate setbacks, MRD uses at Gateway Centre would in fact 
be compatible with the adjacent residential area (see page D-10 
of the Creekside Oaks and Gateway Centre DEIR)- As with Gateway 
Centre, we submit that with appropriate setbacks MRD uses are, 
in fact, compatible with residential development. (Karen 0. 
Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: The commentor refers to a finding made in the 
Creekside Oaks/Gateway Centre EIR. It must be noted that the 
above-referenced Gateway Centre site was adjacent to planned 
medium high and high density residential development (predomi-
nantly multifamily and townhouse). However, the Willow Creek 
site is bordered by land designated for low density residential 
development (single family). The intensity of use generally 
involved with MRD development, including the potential for noise 
and visual intrusion associated with light manufacturing uses, 
and heavy truck and traffic generation, was found to be incon-
sistent with low density residential use. This finding in the 
Willow Creek EIR is not contrary to the finding made in the 
Creekside Oaks/Gateway Centre EIR; rather, it pertains to a 
different situation. 

WC D-2 

Comment: We submit that locating residences next to a 
major freeway (as the 1978 SNCP proposes) should be identified 
in the EIR as having a significant adverse impact on the resi-
dences. The Willow Creek EIR discusses at length the detriment 
of having homes adjacent to MRD uses, without at any time com-
menting on the far more significant, and truly unmitigable, 
impacts of locating homes (and their outdoor recreation areas) 
next to 1-80. Section K of the Draft Plan EIR documents those 
impacts and Exhibit K-6 shows unacceptable noise contours over 
the entire Willow Creek site north of West El Camino Avenue. 
Why is this not discussed in the analysis of the Willow Creek 
application? (Karen O. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & 
Hannegan) 

Response: Comment noted. As stated on pages 63 and 64 of 
the DEIR, the residential and school uses proposed in the 1978 
SNCP might require some consideration of noise reduction mea- 



sures to ensure compatibility with predicted noise levels. A 
positive feature of the Willow Creek application is that the 
proposed land uses avoid locating sensitive uses near freeway 
noise. 

WC D-3 

Comment: 	The EIR consultant states that the proposed 
Willow Creek project is potentially inconsistent with General 
Plan and Central City Plan policies "to the extent that mar-
ketability of the CBD is impacted." However, the Keyser & 
Marston Study (see Appendix VII-5), concludes that South Natomas 
office development would have a minor impact on office develop-
ment in the CBD. It is important to note that this statement is 
made based on approval of all 13 applications, which would 
provide up to 8.1 million sf of office space (see page VII-3), 
and not with reference to Willow Creek alone. (Karen 0. Ahern; 
Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: The statement referred to by the commentor can 
be found on pages 17 and 18. The statements made do indeed 
refer to the Willow Creek project. The MRD portion of the 
proposed project would involve 750,000 sf of space and would 
include an estimated 375,000 sf of office space. This is not an 
inconsequential amount of office space and the potential exists 
that the project could attract users who would otherwise locate 
downtown. If this occurs, it would clearly be inconsistent with 
adopted plans and policies directed at supporting and retaining 
the role of the CBD as the financial and office area in the 
City. Again, the Willow Creek project was not deemed inconsis-
tent with General and Central City Plan policies, it was found 
potentially inconsistent, to the extent that it impairs the 
marketability of Central City office space. It was also noted 
(on page 17) that the project is not expected to provide space 
for major retail or financial tenants. 

Willow Creek (WC)  
Section F: Employment 

WC F-1  

Comment: The Willow Creek EIR on page 22 states that 
build-out of the Willow Creek project would result in approxi-
mately 7,603 permanent jobs, but states that if these are not 
provided here they would "likely occur elsewhere in the 
Sacramento economy." Given the fiscal benefits to the City of 
Sacramento of office and MRD development (see the Ralph Anderson 
& Associates report submitted herewith and labeled Exhibit "A"), 
we submit that it is highly undesirable from a City fiscal 
viewpoint if the bulk of new offices and commercial development 
locates outside the City limits. We question the statement 
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(contained in each of the EIRs for the 13 applications) that the 
jobs created by the individual applications will be provided 
"elsewhere." If job-producing activities are not permitted 
where there is a strong market demand for development, how can 
the EIR consultant be assured that these jobs will, in fact, be 
provided elsewhere within the City or within the region? We 
submit that the EIR consultant should consider (i) the cumula-
tive impact of the denial of the 13 applications on the pro-
vision of new jobs within theCity of Sacramento, and (ii) the 
cumulative financial impact on the City if the commercial and 
office portions of each application are denied. (Karen 0. 
Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: The commentor has taken issue with the concept 
that employment increases projected to occur in the Sacramento 
economy within the next 20 years would occur if. the South 
Natomas project is not allowed to go ahead. 

Developing buildings to house employment does not create 
permanent employment. Projections of future permanent 
employment in the Sacramento region are based on the 
availability and quality of the labor pool, the demand for 
services from expansion industries, the availability of trans-
portation networks for intra- inter-state, and national/inter-
national shipping of goods, and availability of developable land 
for both industrial and residential purposes. The Sacramento 
region as a whole meets many of these criteria and, for those 
reasons, the area is projected to have a sizable increase in 
employment in the next 20 years. 

The projections are not affected by market demand for land 
development, nor are they site-specific to the South Natomas 
area. There is no reason to believe that lack of development at 
South Natomas would affect employment growth in the Sacramento 
region. 

In addition, it should be noted that "the cumulative impact 
of the denial of the 13 applications" is essentially considered, 
as the 1978 SNCP Alternative throughout the DEIR. 

Willow Creek (WC)  
Section G: Housing 

WC G-1 

Comment: What is the basis for the assumption on page 25 
of the Willow Creek EIR that all professional workers in South 
Natomas would be relocated to the Sacramento area by their 
firms? (Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: According to Keyser Marston, this was a worst 
case" assumption and it was identified as such. It is possible 
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that some new employment would be generated from the local 
market. 

WC G-2 

Comment: We wish to highlight a statement made by the E1R 
consultant on page 26 that "the proposed project would enhance 
the marketability of residentially designated land in South 
Natomas, North Sacramento, and other communities because of its 
proximity to a major employment center." We think this is a 
very important benefit of the Willow Creek application which 
should have been noted in the Summary Table under Section D, 
(Beneficial Impacts). (Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, 
Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: This impact was noted on page 26 of the DEIR, 
but was not included in the Summary Table as a beneficial impact 
because both positive and negative impacts could result from the 
increased marketability of residential land. For example, 
enhanced marketability of residential land may result in in-
creased housing prices in South Natomas and North Sacramento. 

Willow Creek (WC)  
Section I: Transportation 

WC I.-1 

Comment: Our response to Section I (Transportation) of the 
Willow Creek E1R is contained in the enclosed letter from 
Mr. Charles Abrams of JHK & Associates (the letter is labeled 
Exhibit B). We ask that the EIR consultant respond to and 
comment on both the questions proposed to Mr. Abrams and on his 
responses thereto. We specifically direct attention to 
Mr. Abrams' comments regarding the impact on levels of service 
at key intersections of the amount of Willow Creek traffic 
allocated to the uncongested 1-80/West El Camino Avenue inter-
change, to the inconsistencies between various of the exhibits 
in the Willow Creek EIR and those in the Draft Plan EIR, and to 
the assumed peak hour trip distribution pattern described on 
Exhibit 1-7 of the• Willow Creek E1R. (Karen O. Ahern; 
Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: Comment noted. Please refer to responses to 
comments WC 1-3 through WC I-10 as follows. 

WC 1-2 

Comment: As to inconsistencies between the tables in the 
Willow Creek EIR and those contained in the Draft Plan E1R, we 
note the following: Exhibit 1-3 of the Willow Creek EIR states ao 
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that approval of Willow Creek alone will result in an a.m. peak 
hour D level of service at West El Camino Avenue/Truxel Road, 
while Exhibit S-33 in the Draft Plan E1R states that approval of 
all 13 applications will result in an a.m. peak hour B level of 
service at this same intersection. Similarly, Exhibit 1-3 
states that approval of Willow Creek alone will result in a p.m. 
peak hour D level of service at Garden Highway/ Truxel Road, 
while Exhibit S-33 states that approval of all 13 applications  
will result in p.m. peak hour C level of service at this same 
intersection. These gross inconsistencies require explanation. 
(Karen 0. Ahern; Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan) 

Response: The level of service and the degree of satu-
ration estimates contained in Exhibit 1-3 (Volume 2) and Exhib-
it S-33 (Volume 1) are correct and not inconsistent. In order 
to understand why this is the case, it is important to recognize 
a critical element in travel behavior: as the number of oppor-
tunities for employment and shopping increase within a communi-
ty, the propensity of people within that community to travel to 
external points decreases. Under the 1978 SNCP Alternative, 
there will only be about 0.5 job available per household within 
the South Natomas community. The Willow Creek project will 
increase the total number of jobs within the community, but will 
not substantially change this jobs/housing ratio. Consequently, 
only between 10 and 20 percent of the total vehicle trips gen-
erated within the South Natomas community will have both origin 
and destination inside the area. This condition changes sub-
stantially under the 13 Applications Alternative in which the 
jobs/housing ratio for the community will increase to approxi-
mately 2.5 jobs available per household. As a result, a much 
higher percentage of the total vehicle trips that are generated 
by the community will remain within the area: depending on the 
purpose of the trip, over 30 percent of the vehicle trips that 
begin within the community may also end within the community. 
This causes a substantial change in the travel patterns and 
turning movements within the South Natomas community, and these 
changes are reflected in the differences that are seen when 
comparing Exhibit S-33 with Exhibit 1-3. 

WC 1-3 

Comment: Question 1: from a traffic standpoint, what is 
the most suitable location within the South Natomas Community 
Plan Area to accommodate additional development density? An-
swer 1: The most serious traffic problems in the South Natomas 
area are expected to occur on 1-5 where traffic volumes are 
nearing the capacity of the freeway, and on the major inter-
sections near the 1-5 freeway ramps. These issues have been 
clearly documented in EIR traffic studies by CH2M Hill and in 
previous studies by JHK & Associates. The most favorable lo-
cations for additional developments within the area are in the 
vicinity of the I-80/West El Camino interchange. This location 
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has excellent freeway access and the interchanges have a good 
deal of additional capacity. (JHK & Associates, on behalf of 
project appliant) 

Response: Whether or not a particular location is ap-
propriate (from a traffic point of view) for more intense devel-
opment depends not only existing and projected traffic flow 
conditions within the site vicinity, but also on the type of 
development that is being proposed. Any additional development 
that occurs in the western part of the South Natomas community 
is likely to add additional traffic and pressure to the 1-80/ 
West El Camino Avenue intersection; this is particularly true 
for the left-turn movement from 1-80 onto eastbound West El 
Camino Avenue. Even under the 1978 SNCP Alternative, this 
intersection will need to accommodate nearly 450 left turning 
vehicles during the morning peak hour. The addition of the 
Willow Creek project increases this number of a.m. peak hour 
left turning vehicles to almost 800. As areas to the north and 
west of South Natomas continue to develop, additional conflict-
ing traffic volumes that were not accounted for in the DEIR's 
traffic analysis can also be expected to affect this inter-
section. Although we have not analyzed it in great detail, the 
result could easily be a substantial capacity deficiency at this 
location. 

WC 1-4 

Comment: Question 2: To the west of 1-5, which properties 
can best accommodate nonresidential traffic use? Answer 2: The 
area west of 1-5 is somewhat isolated by the 1-80 and 1-5 
freeways and the Sacramento River. All external traffic must 
use either West El Camino or Garden Highway to gain access to 
the area. The EIR traffic studies have correctly identified the 
problems in the vicinity of the 1-5 ramps, but show that there 
is considerable excess capacity at the 1-80/ West El Camino 
interchange. Clearly, the property in the immediate vicinity of 
this interchange is the most desirable from a traffic standpoint 
for additional office or business park development. The Willow 
Creek development is the preferred location from a traffic 
impact standpoint. (JHK & Associates) 

Response: The DE1R traffic studies do not indicate that 
there is considerable excess capacity at the 1-80/West El Camino 
interchange. See response to comment WC 1-3 above. 

WC 1-5 

Comment: Question 3: Do you concur with the assumed peak 
hour distribution pattern shown on Exhibit 1-7 of the 1984 
Community Plan EIR? 

Answer 3: I have commented in the past of my concern 
regarding the directional distribution of traffic to and from 
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South Natomas. Full build-out of this area is not expected to 
occur for over 20 years. At that time, there will also be 
increased development to areas north, east, and west of the 
South Natomas area. Traffic will be much more evenly distribut-
ed in all directions and will not exhibit the very high concen-
tration to and from the south that exists today. 

A far more significant problem occurs, however, when these 
assumptions are applied unilaterally to the Willow Creek devel-
opment. Approximately 35 percent of the traffic from Willow 
Creek has been distributed in the EIR as follows: 

Northgate (to the south), 17 percent 
Arden/Garden (to the east), 12 percent 
West El Camino (to the east), 5 percent 
San Juan Road (to the east), 3 percent 

While these assumptions may apply to the areas east of 1-5, they 
are clearly not appropriate or reasonable with respect to the 
Willow Creek development, and should be reduced significantly. 
The result has been to greatly overstate the extent of the 
Willow Creek contribution to traffic capacity problems at the 
critical intersections on Truxel Road and Northgate Boulevard. 
(JHK & Associates) 

Response:  With respect to the assumed directional dis-
tribution of traffic entering and leaving the South Natomas 
community, the transportation analysis contained within the DEIR 
is based upon Year 2000 projections developed by the Sacramento 
Council of Governments (SACOG). We agree that there is some 
basis for thinking that the future development of the North and 
South Natomas areas may result in a more balanced directional 
distribution; to some degree, this has already been accounted 
for within these projections. We also recognize that full 
build-out of the North Natomas area could have a significant 
effect on trip distributions and on traffic volumes within the 
South Natomas community. However, we also note that no deter-
mination has yet been made on the North Natomas applications, 
and so it is inappropriate to take these proposals into account 
as part of this EIR. Therefore, we believe that information 
based on the current regional model is the best available 
resource for estimating future trip distribution patterns. The 
trip distribution assumptions applied to the Willow Creek 
development are consistent with these available data and 
projections. 

WC 1-6 

Comment: Question 4: The Willow Creek EIR shows some 
fairly significant increases in peak hour traffic congestion at 
West El Camino/Truxel and West El Camino/Northgate Boulevard. 
Are these conclusions valid? Answer 4: This question is related 
to the response to question 3. I do not believe these_ con- • 



clusions are valid. For example, the EIR shows a change in the 
degree of saturation from 100 to 108 at West El Camino/Northgate 
during the a.m. peak due to the Willow Creek project. This 
simply cannot be valid given the distance of this intersection 
from the Willow Creek project. 

Business park/office developments located west of 1-5 will 
have very little, if any, impact on the areas east of the free-
way. There will be few through trips, since the vast majority 
of external traffic will gain access to the site via the freeway 
interchanges. This is particularly true at Willow Creek since 
it is adjacent to the I-80/West El Camino interchange. The only 
change in traffic patterns would result from employees in these 
business parks who live to the east of 1-5 and use West El 
Camino or Garden Highway to travel to this area. The traffic 
modeling process used in the EIR traffic studies clearly over-
states these impacts with respect to Willow Creek. (JHK & 
Associates) 

Response: See response to comment WC 1-5 above. The 
traffic modeling effort described within the DEIR is based upon 
year 2000 projections for the distribution of population and 
employment within the Sacramento area by SACOG as part of their 
regional modeling activities. We believe that this represents 
the best available information for projecting trip distribution 
patterns from the Willow Creek area. Given the projected future 
distribution of population and employment, we do not believe it 
is reasonable to assume that most employees traveling to and 
from the Willow Creek development will reside in areas to the 
north and west of South Natomas. 

WC 1-7 

Comment: Question 5: Has the Willow Creek EIR assigned a 
significant amount of project traffic to the I-80/West El Camino 
interchange? Answer 5: The Willow Creek EIR does not state what 
percentage of traffic will access the project from 1-80. How-
ever, it appears from Exhibit 1-7 that approximately 15 to 
20 percent of the traffic has been assigned to 1-80. 

Due to its location adjacent to the I-80/West El Camino 
interchange, JHK & Associates estimates that a far greater 
percentage of the traffic generated by Willow Creek should be 
assigned to this location. 

It is simply not valid to use the overall SNCP trip dis-
tribution percentages when analyzing the Willow Creek project. 
The fastest time path for a majority of the trips to and from 
Willow Creek will be via 1-80. Even for many trips within the 
study area, the travel path selected by motorists will be 1-80, 
using the Truxel Road and Northgate Boulevard exits from 1-80. 
(JHK & Associates) 
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Response: A review of the computer model outputs indicates 
that between 40 and 45 percent of all inbound vehicle trips to 
the Willow Creek development are assumed to make use of 1-80. 
We expect that similar results will be found for the morning 
outbound direction and for p.m. peak hour conditions. Thus, we 
believe that the modeling process has been very reasonable in 
its assignment of vehicular trips to the various routes. 

With regard to the comments related to the assumed trip 
distribution percentages for the Willow Creek project, please 
refer to the responses to comments WC 1-5 and WC 1-6 above. 

WC 1-8 

Comment: Question 6: What is the impact of Willow Creek 
on the T77877West El Camino Avenue intersections? Answer 6: The 
Willow Creek EIR does not address this issue directly. The 
intersections of 1-80 northbound ramps/West El Camino and 1-80 
southbound ramps/West El Camino have never been considered as 
critical intersections and have therefore not been evaluated in 
the EIR. In our previous studies of Gateway Center, these 
intersections were shown to operate at level of service "A". 
With the addition of Willow Creek, our estimates are that they 
will be at level of service "B" and "A", respectively. All of 
the traffic studies we have conducted show a significant amount 
of excess capacity at these locations. (JHK & Associates) 

Response: See responses to comments WC 1-3 and WC 1-7. 
Although the intersection of West El Camino and 1-80 was not 
specifically addressed within the DEIR, we believe that capacity 
problems could easily develop at this location. Under con-
ditions projected within the Willow Creek DEIR, the level of 
service provided to left turning vehicles from 1-80 onto east-
bound West El Camino may be acceptable, but not to a large 
degree. To the extent that additional development occurs to the 
north and west of this intersection, the intersection could 
easily become capacity deficient. Therefore, we do not believe 
that there is a significant amount of excess capacity available 
at this location under any of the alternatives that were inves-
tigated. 

WC 1-9 

Comment: Question 7: Please compare Exhibit 1-3 in the 
Willow Creek EIR with Exhibit S-33 in the Community Plan EIR. 
Answer: Exhibit 1-3 portrays intersection levels of service for 
the 1978 SNCP with the Willow Creek project. Exhibit S-33 shows 
the level of service for the 13 Applications Scenario. As you 
note, there are several locations where Willow Creek has more 
severe traffic impacts than the 13 Applications Scenario, which 
cannot be a reasonable conclusion. It is quite likely, there-
fore, that the two exhibits are based on quite different roadway 



configurations, and I do not believe that they can be directly 
compared. You will need to ask the City staff and their consul-
tant to clarify this issue. (JHK & Associates) 

Response: See response to comment WC 1-2. 

WC I-10 

Comment: Question 8: Does the proposed east-west con-
nector extending from the Capitol Business Park west over the 
Natomas Main Canal provide substantial circulation benefits to 
Willow Creek? Answer 8: This connector will primarily serve 
trips from Capitol Business Park to the I-80/ West El Camino 
interchange. There will not be a great deal of Willow Creek 
traffic using this roadway, except where there are specific 
destinations in the Capitol Business Park. 

To the extent that this connection improves the capacity at 
the West El Camino/West Gateway Oaks intersection, it will be to 
the benefit of all property owners in the area. (JHK & Associ-
ates) 

Response: Comment acknowledged. We concur with these 
general conclusions. 

• 

• 
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Section III 

ERRATA 

Volume 1 

Page G-4, paragraph 5. The third sentence should be amended to 
read as follows: "With this factor, a "worst case" demand for 
approximately 20,435 housing units would be created with imple-
mentation of the Draft Plan." 

Page G-5, paragraph 1. 	First full sentence should read as 
follows: 	"Under the 'worst case' scenario housing demands  
generated by new employment under the Draft Plan would account 
for approximately 12 percent of the county's housing demand." 

Pages I-11 and 1-12, Exhibits I-11 and 1-12 should be replaced 
with the following exhibits labeled "Revised Exhibit I-11" and 
"Revised Exhibit 1-12." 

Page L-2, refer to SMUD's revised figure which follows. 

Page L-5, refer to SMUD's revised figure which follows. 

Page N-11, paragraph 4. Text makes reference to Exhibit N-?. 
Should be N-14. 

Page Q-1, paragraph 3. The second sentence should be amended as 
follows: "The southwest corner of the Community Plan area which 
is proposed for low density residential development is, ..." 

Page S-1, paragraph 3. The second sentence should read as fol-
lows: "The individual impacts of the remaining 11 applications 
are examined in greater detail in Volume 2." 

Page T-2, second full paragraph. The last sentence should read 
as follows: "An evaluation of the cumulative impacts of the 
North Natomas development proposals and the 13 Applications 
Alternative is presented in the text below. - 

Page V-1, the following reference should be added to the Biblio-
graphy: 

California Air Resources Board. 1982. California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards For Carbon Monoxide (Sea Level), California 
Air Resources Board, Sacramento, California. 

S 
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Volume 2 

CAPITOL BUSINESS PARK 

Page 28, paragraph 2. Third sentence should be amended as fol-
lows: "With this factor, a 'worst case' demand for approximately 
6,509 housing units would be created by the proposed two proj-
ects." 

Page 46, Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an unacceptable LOS E with a 
133 percent degree of saturation as follows: 

CAPITOL BUSINESS 
PARK ALTERNATIVE 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

DEGREE OF 
Intersection 	 LOS 	SATURATION 

	

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue E 1 	133 

Page 47, Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a +55, as 
shown: 

Intersection 

 

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

     

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue -1 	 +58 

CAPITOL/80 PROPERTIES  

Page 48, Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an acceptable LOS D with a 
79 percent degree of saturation as follows: 

Intersection 

CAPITOL/80 
PROPERTIES 
ALTERNATIVE 

P.M. PEAK HOUR  
DEGREE OF 

LOS 	SATURATION 

    

•East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D 	 79 

Also, line 11 (Garden Highway/Truxel Road). The table entry for 
Capitol/80 Properties Alternative for the p.m. peak hour is an 
LOS D. This should have a superscript one: D'. (The degree of 
saturation is 85 percent). 
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Page 49, Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a +1, as 
shown: 

Intersection 

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue 2  -1 	 +1 

COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 

Page 43, Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an acceptable LOS D with a 
78 percent degree of saturation as follows: 

COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 
ALTERNATIVE 

P.M. PEAK HOUR  
DEGREE OF 

Intersection 	 LOS 	SATURATION 

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D 	 78 

Page 44, Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a 0, as 
shown: 

Intersection 

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue 2  -1 	 0 

COOK COMPANY NORTHGATE 

Page 46, Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an acceptable LOS D with a 
78 percent degree of saturation as follows: 

COOK COMPANY 
NORTHGATE 

P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Intersection  
DEGREE OF 

LOS 	SATURATION 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D 	78 
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Page 47, Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a 0, as 
shown: 

Intersection 

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A .M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue 2  -1 	0 

FONG RANCH 

Page 23, paragraph 3. First sentence should read as follows: 
"In addition to the direct on-site population generated, project 
implementation would result in increased . . •" 

Page 52, Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an acceptable LOS D with a 
79 percent degree of saturation as follows: 

FONG RANCH 
ALTERNATIVE 

P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Intersection 
DEGREE OF 

LOS 	SATURATION 	111 

     

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D 	79 

Page 53, Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a +1, as 
shown: 

Intersection 

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue 2  -1 	+1 

MERCY NATOMAS HOSPITAL 

Page 49, Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an acceptable LOS D with a 
79 percent degree of saturation as follows: 
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MERCY NATOMAS 
HOSPITAL 
ALTERNATIVE 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

 

 

Intersection 
DEGREE OF 

LOS 	SATURATION 

 

      

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D 	79 

Page 49, Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a +1, as 
shown: 

Intersection 

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue +7 	 +1 

NATOMAS CORPORATE CENTER 

Page 3, under "size of buildings" - should be amended to read: 
"9,000 sf to 110,000. 

411 	Page 3, under "site coverage," the entry should be amended to 
read as follows: 

Site Coverage 	 Undetermined  

Building Coverage 	 25 percent 
Landscaped Area 	 undetermined 
Surfaced Area 	 100 percent 

Page 13, paragraph 2. The following sentence should be added to 
the paragraph beginning with Project Site: "In addition, dedica-
tion of an additional 2.7 acres in the Bannon Slough preserve 
area is consistent with the Draft 1984 SNCP. 

Page 13, paragraph 5. Last sentence should be amended to read as 
follows: ". . . the net density would be increased 10 percent 
from 15.082 sf per net acre to 16,622 sf per net acre." 

Page 42, Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an acceptable LOS D with a 
78 percent degree of saturation for the project alternative as 
follows: 



NATOMAS CORPORATE 
CENTER ALTERNATIVE 

P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Intersection 
DEGREE OF 

LOS 	SATURATION 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D 	78 

Page 43, Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a 0, as 
shown: 

Intersection  

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue 2  -1 	 0 

PARK EL CAMINO 

Page 42, Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an unacceptable LOS D with an 
83 percent degree of saturation as follows: 

PARK EL CAMINO 
ALTERNATIVE 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Intersection  
DEGREE OF 

LOS 	SATURATION 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D' 	83 

Page 43, Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a +5, as 
shown: 

Intersection 

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue -2 	 +5 

RIVER VIEW OAKS 

page241 :paragraph 2. First. sentence.. should be amended as fol-
lows: 'Build-out of theproposed projects would . . ." 
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Page 46,  Exhibit 1-3, line 3. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an acceptable LOS D with a 
78 percent degree of saturation as follows: 

RIVER VIEW OAKS 
ALTERNATIVE 
P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Intersection 
DEGREE OF 

LOS 	SATURATION 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D 	 78 

Page 47,  Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a +2, as 
shown: 

Intersection  

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue 0 	 +2 

SAMMIS TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

Page 4,  Exhibit 1-3, line 3. 	The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection condition 
for the p.m. peak hour should be an acceptable LOS D with a 
79 percent degree of saturation as follows: 

SAMMIS TECHNOLOGY 
CENTER ALTERNATIVE 

P.M. PEAK HOUR 

Intersection 
DEGREE OF 

LOS 	SATURATION 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue D 	 79 

Page 4,  Exhibit 1-4, line 1. The table entry for the East 
Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue intersection p.m. peak 
hour change from the 1978 SNCP Alternative should be a +1, as 
shown: 

Intersection  

CHANGE FROM 1978 
PLAN ALTERNATIVE 
A.M. 	P.M. 
PEAK 	PEAK 

    

East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue 2  +1 	+1 
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APPENDIX VI 

Page VI-17, Appendix Table B-8 should be replaced with a revised 
Table B-8, shown on the following page. 
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Xl'ENDIX TABLE B-8 

3011ARY OF REVENdE5 -- 

YEAR 	YEAR 

3 1983 APRLICAIION* 	14000'0 

YEAR 	YEAR 	YEAR YEAR YEAR 01119 440 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

PRIPERh 141 $278 4555 MO 11,141 41,425 41,7013 11,986 12,246 17.427 12,48' 

SALES 141 48 66 114 240 288 306 354 174 618 67.6 

ROSINESS LICENSE 21 42 63 84 105 12 7  148 170 ICS 185 

U1ILIIIES 160 319 482 652 815 977 1,137 1,285 1,396 1.428 

NISCELLANEOUS AFVENUE 257 514 776 1,046 1,308 1,570 1,878 7,177 2.269 7.353 

1 0161 8764 11.495 17,275 13,162 63,942 14,688 45,453 $6, '41 16,693 17,091 

CU4U14111q 	10101 8764 12,259 84,535 87,696 811,638 416,327 421,780 12R.177 472,072 147,113 
...  	 .6. L8LE.S7,.... ....... 3 2.3 	 	 ir. .. 

,Et.R YEAR 3EAR YEAR YEAR (EAR (EA 4Ali ' 	■1.11. iF (.0 
11 12 IS 14 15 16 17 le 10 lark 	, ---- ____ 

FR13111114 	IA! 82,53'. 12,587 12,644 12,693 12,741 12,797 12,846 12,898 12,947 $.04 . 1% 64., 

91 ES 741 634 702 720 738 786 786 786 816 8(1, I. , n:. 11,763 

BUSINESS 1 !CENSE I05 185 185 105 185 165 185 185 185 185 105 

831111115 1,4' ,  1,521 1,563 1,604 1,647 1,667 7,727 1,768 1,86 9 7.1T6 2.176 

MISCELLANEOUS AF4ENUE 2,42 7  2,521 2,605 2,68 4  2,743 2,739 7,816 2.883 7, 9 30 3,357 1.252 

101A1 $87 87,517 87.713 47,909 88,108 $8,244 88,360 48.550 0,686 411,110 111.110 

CUMULAII0E 	101AL 141,43: 856,917 964.630 872,539 100,647 888,897 097,271 1105,021 $1(4,57 6C5,t72 
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Ns. Diana Parker 
Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento 
City Planning Department 
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Ms. Parker: 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for South Natomas 
Community Plan Update and Related Projects and 

Draft South Natomas Community Plan Revision 
SCH #84010904  

The Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, has 
reviewed the above-referenced documents with respect to those 
areas germane to its statutory responsibilities, i.e., airport 
noise and safety conditions. Due to the proximity of the 
Natomas Airport to several of the project sites 9  the impact 
of noise and safety from the airport on the project and the 
project's impact on an airport itself should be addressed. 

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing and commenting on 
this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

JACK D. KEMMERLY, Chief 
Division of Aeronautics 

kI 
CI-t 

.TI 01 (mu 	- of/ tC1 Of Int GOA mi0111 

 

GEORGE DEUKAMJIAN, Gevonnor 

 

STAR Of CALIFORNIA - MANESS, TRANSPORTATIONANO HOUSING AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Gownof 

     

 

DEPARUNENTOFTRANSINNUATION 
DIVISION Of AERONAUDCS 
1120 N STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95114 
(9161 332-3090 

 

OFFICE CW PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
aon it NTH stet 

%•014.1,410 C• 91114 

 

C1TYPLANNINGDEPARTMENT 

NOV 191984 

RECEIVED 

  

December 17, 1984 

   

November 14, 1984 

Diana Parker 
City of Sacramento 
927 10th Street, Room 300 
Sacramento, CA. 95814 

. Subject: South Natomas Community Plan and If Projects, SCR #84010904 

Dear ls. Parker: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is closed and the co 
ments of the individual agency(ies) is(are) attached. If you would like to discuss 
their concerns and recommendations, please contact the staff from the appropriate 
agency(ies). 

When preparing the final EIR, you must include all cotenants and responses (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15132). The certified SIR must be considered in the decision-
making process for the project. In addition, we urge you to respond directly to the 
commenting agency(ies) by writing to them, including the State Clearinghouse number 
all correspondence. 

In the event that the project is approved without adequate mitigation of significant 
effects, the lead agency oust make written findings for each significant effect and 
must support its actions with a written statement of overriding considerations for 
each unmitigated significant effect (CI QA Guidelines Section 15091 and 15093). 

If the project requires discretionary approval from any state agency, the Notice of 
Determination mist be filed with the Secretary for Resources, as well as with the 
County Clerk. Please contact Peggy Osborn at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questio 
about the environmental review process. 

Sincerely, 

I.  

 

Earl A. Tucker, Chief 
Air Transportation 

 

John B. Ohanian 
Chief Deputy Dir tor 

  

cc: Resources Agency 
attachment 
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Poim 	ember 6, 1984 
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• Slide of Cohlosnio 

The Resources Agency 
Slate: of California The Resources Agency 

Memorandum Memorandum 

10 • 	1. Gordon F. Snow, Project Coordinator 
Resources Agency 

DEC 1 21984 Lt." atilt °  vIe4r1 D„ 
300 	 540:Ige 

2. Diana Parker 
City of Sacramento 
Planning Department 
927 10th Street, Room 
Sacramento CA 95814 

From • Deportmirrit of Fish and 

To 	s 1. Cordon F. Snow, Ph.D., Assistant 
Secretary for Resource* 

2. City of Sacramento 
Department of Planning 

and Development 
Planning Division 
927 - 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

from g Department of Water Resources 

Dote s 
	

NOV 8 1984 

File Nea 

sta te 
-.08rinshO, 

aEggv 
nEnel  1  21984 

bled, SCE 84010904 - Draft 

_ 

EIR, South Natomas 
Community Plan and 
Eleven Project* 

Sobiect. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the South Natomas 
Community Plan and Eleven Projects, Sacramento County (SCH 
84010904) 

The Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the DEIR for the 1984 
South Natomas Community Plan Update and related projects. The 
plan is an update of a 1978 plan which covers approximately 4,900 
acres. The study area is' bounded by Interstate 80 on the west and 
north, the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal on the east, and both 
the American River Parkway and the Sacramento River on the south. 

The Department recommends the mitigation measures proposed on 
Page 0-11, Volume 1, become part of any development projects 
within the planning areas. These include use of native 
vegetation, landscaping in nonresidential areas, reduction of 
habitat disturbances along Bannon Slough and the Natomas Main 
Drainage Canal, and permitting young oaks to mature in those areas 
dedicated as oak woodland. The nondeveloped zone along each side 
of the slough and canal should be increased to 100 feet to allow 
the establishment of herbaceous vegetation. Herbaceous vegetation 
provides food for many seed-eating species of wildlife, which in 
turn provide food for raptors found in the area, including the 
rare Swainson's hawk. 

We have reviewed the subject South Natomas Community Plan which was transmitted 
by the State Clearinghouse Notice of Completion, dated November 3, 1984, and 
have the following comments and recommendations: 

In Volume I, Section N, Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality, the report 
identifies the existing reoccurring problem of seepage. This section should be 
expanded to include the "Seepage Evaluation Curves" found on Plate 30 of the 
Department of Water Resources' Bulletin 125, "Sacramento Valley Seepage 
Investigation, August 1967". These curves show the number of days of flow 
duration that will create seepage problems. Frequency of occurrence curves 

131^ should also be included to better aid in planning for use of the areas prone to 
seepage and allow for better site preparation as mentioned in Volume II for the 
River View Oaks and Willow Creek developments. 

This information is necessary to allow evaluation of a potential seepage 
problem similar to that which occurs almost every winter in residential areas . 
of the Pocket area of South Sacramento when the Sacramento River has high flows 
of long duration. The curves in Bulletin 125 can be used to estimate the 
relationship between duration of flow, height, and potential seepage. 

To present the seepage data, Exhibit N-2 (seepage map) probably should also be 
superimposed on both Exhibit 5-6 (Draft 1984 SNCP) in Volume I and on Preface 
Exhibit 1 in Volume II. 

14-1 

If the Department can be of further assistance, please contact 
Paul T. Jensen, Regional Manager, Region 2, 1701 Nimbus Road, 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670, telephone (916) 355-7020. 

72,-)24-64  
ack C. Parnell 

Director 

For further information you may wish to contact Joe Ferreira of my staff at 
(916) 445-2952. Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. 

Cd. rY7,10111).----e 
James U. McDaniel 
Chief, Central District 



The Department has reviewed the subject environmental document and offers 
the following comments. 

The Draft E1R points out correctly that several residential areas are 
expected to be exposed to high levels of traffic noise, and that these 
are to be considered significant impacts (page (-5). Several general 
mitigation measures are proposed, but responsibility for their implemen-
tation has not been specified. Who is responsible and what technique 
will be used to assure that appropriate mitigation measures will be 
incorporated into project designs? 

If you have any questions or need further information concerning these 
comments, please contact Dr. Jerome Lukas of the Noise Control Program, 
Office of Local Environmental Health Programs, at 2151 Berkeley Way, 
Room 613, Berkeley, CA 94704, 415/540-2665. 

K- 1 

uar E. ichardson, Jr., R. S, Chief 
Office of Local Environmental Health Programs (e  

FlOrn I ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION 
714 P'Street, Room 600 
322-2308 

Depot-wont of Moab %mkt,• 

Dale 
	

December 10, 1984 

sob** South Natomas 
Community Plan 

Related Projects 
SCH #84010904 

i rnlEggINE15 
DEC 1 21984 — atilt° 
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Memorandum 

To , aecutive Officer 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

kom s DEPARTIMENT Of TRANSPORTATION 

District 5 - Environmental Branch 

Subject 

!kiln's., Transportation and Havana Army 
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05-Sac-5,80 
South Natomas 
Community Flan 
Revision 
SCH 84010984 

Stole of. California 

Memorandum 

To • Terry Roberts 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 

Caltrana, District 5, ham reviewed the drat Ellt for the South Natomas 	, 
Community Plan update and 11 separate development projects In the area. 

We are concerned about the significant impacts to State hielway facilities, as 
Identified in the document. Impacts for which there are no available miti-
gation measures are anticipated at the following locations: West 11 Camino 
Avenue/northbound Interstate 5 off-ramp, Carden Highweenorthbound Interstate 5 
ramps, and Interstate 5 mainline across the American River. Proposed 
development in the North Ratomaa will further compound these impacts. It is 
likely that ramp metering will be required. 

The City should also consider alternative lend use scenarios to reduce the 
impacts to State highwve. In some cases capacity deficienclea cannot be 
mitigated by roadway improvements. However, one possible improvement that 
could be considered is the extension of Truxel Road across the American River 
an an alternative route to Interstate 5. 

The document identifies Ti actions as a means to alleviate capacity 
deficiencies while maintaining the proposed land use intensity. Since a 15 
percent trip reduction rate has already been assumed for Tai, it Is unlikely 
that even "severe and restrictive" TSM actions will achieve additional, 
significant reductions. 

The document assumes certain State highway improvements to be in place by the  
year 2000. The majority of these improvements will likely need to be ituuled by a.  
non-State sources. . 

If there are any questions on these comments, please contact Jeannie Baker at 
the above address, or telephone (916) 741-4498. 

I- 1 
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W. R. GRIM 
District Director of Transportation 

UEC 

ROWED 
icria 

3tate Cleuilnhous, R. Rogers 
Deputy District Director 
Planning and Public Transportation 

• 



Consistency with State Implementation Plan (SIP)  

Population and employment growth assumed in the 1978 SNCP Alternative was 
included in the assumptions of the 1982 State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
revision of the Air Quality Plan (AQP) for the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. 
The 1982 SIP projected a shortfall of 22.15 tons per day in the emissions of 
reactive hydrocarbons which would have been necessary to attain the national 
ambient air quality standard (NAAQS) for ozone by 1987 as required by the 
Clean Air Act. The proposed rezonings could increase the reactive 
hydrocarbon emissions shortfall by an estimated 0.78 to 1.36 tons per day 
unless the vehicular trip generation rate is reduced through mitigation 
measures. 

Mitigation Measures  

The DEIR proposes reducing work-related trips by future employees working in 
South Natomas by 15 percent as required by the City of Sacramento 
Transportation Systems Management Plan. We suggest the specific methods by 
which vehicle trips and emissions from future site development will be 
mitigated be included in the final environmental impact report (FEIR). Given 
current financial constraints, it cannot be assumed that transit service, 
bikeways, light rail access, or rideshare matching will be available to 
future residents and employees without participation by the property owners 
in meeting the construction and operating costs of providing these services. 
The concept of transferring development rights might provide a useful ' 
approach to achieving equity among landowners in developing a comprehensive 
plan for the total Natomas area. 

We would welcome the opportunity to work with City staff to strengthen these 
portions of the FEIR. If you have questions concerning these comments, 
please contact Donna Lott of my staff at (916) 322-7047. 

cc: Gary Stonehouse, SACOG 
Norm Covell, Sacramento County APCD 
Les Ornales, Sacramento Rideshare 
Hilda Chandler, Sacramento Regional Transit 
Wendy Edson, EPA 
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Date: 	December 17, 1984 

To: 
	

1) John Ohanian, Director 
	

2) Dianna Parker 
State Clearinghouse 
	

City of Sacramento 
Office of Permit Assistance 
	

927 10th Street, Room 300 
1400-10th Street 
	

Sacramento, CA 95814 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
IMS A-8 

From: 	,Ja'mfs . oyd' 
I/Ex utive Officer 

Subject: South Natomas Community Plan Update and Related Projects, SCH No. 84010904 

We have reviewed the air quality section of the draft environmental impact 
report (DEIR) on the proposed South Natomas Community Plan Update and 
Related Projects. We are concerned that the air quality analysis 
(Section J) does not fully identify the regional impacts on future ozone 
levels in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin which can be anticipated from the 
alternative development plans. 

Air Quality Impacts  

We performed a screening analysis of the impacts using URBEMIS fl, a land 
use-emissions model developed by the ARB staff, using the land use 
assumptions of the four alternatives identified in Exhibit 0-20. The 
results are as follows: 

Vehicular Emissions from Four Land Use Assumptions 
Assuming Project Buildout in the Year 2000 of the 

South Natomas Community Plan (SNCP) 

Daily 
Vehicle 
Trips 

Carbon 
Monoxide 
(t/d) 

Reactive 
Hydrocarbons 

(t/d) 

Nitrogen 
Oxides 
(t/d) 

Draft 1984 SNCP 433,557 37.91 4.20 2.08 

1978 SNCP with Rezoning 
of 13 Properties 506,254 40.38 4.78 2.40 

1978 SNCP Alternative 363,169 29.81 3.42 1.67 

No-Project Alternative 
(current development) 

95,655 7.33 • 0.86 0.41 
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MAN Of CMUORNIA 	 GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN. Gomm 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 

915 Capitol Mall, Room 288 

Sacramento, California 95814 

4916) 322.7791 

November 9 1984 

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

NOV 1 3 1984 

RECEIVED 

0 	UNMANNING DEPARTMENI 

NOV 16 1984 

RECEIVED 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

DATE: November 15, 1984 

TO: 	Diana Parker, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento 
Planning Department 
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

FROM: June at Associate Administrative Assistant 
RE: 	Draft South Natomas Community Plan and Draft EIRs on the 

Plan and 11 Projects 

We have received from your agency notification of the project 
proposal referenced above. In accordance with Areawide Clear-
inghouse procedures, we have forwarded your proposal to 
affected local jurisdictions and agencies for review and 
comment. 

Your project will not be reviewed by the Council or its 
committees. 

Review entities have been asked to forward their comments to 
you by December 6. 1984. 

In the meantime, if you have any questions, please call me. 

A-1 

Sacramenio Area 
Council al Governments 
Suite 300,800 M Sneer 
Sacramento. Cabala 95814 
NM) 441.5930 

Maifinra Address, 
P.O. Box 808 
Sacramento, California 95804 

Directors 

RICHARDM.WatROW 

(CI.Mmuiri) 
Supervisor 
Duna County 

RONALD A. HAFIIICILE 
Mar Chairman) 
Councilman. City of 
Marysville 

CHARLES D. CENTER 
Supervisor 
Yuba County 

GEORGE P. MAIMS 
Supervisor 
Yob County 

LAWRENCE MARK 
Councilman, City of 
Yuba City 

ROGER S. NOSIER 
Councilman. City of 
Wintas 

LYNN ROME 
Councilwoman. Coy of 
Sacramento 

RICHARD ROCCUCCI 
Counclknan. City . of 
Roseville 

FRED V. SCHEIDEGGER 
Councilman. City of 
Foborn 

TED SHEEDY 
Supervisoe 
Sacramento County 

JAMES E. WILLIAMS 
(Executive Director) 

Members 

City of Lencoln 
City of Rocklin 
City ol Roseville 
Sacramento County 
City of Folsom 
Croy of Celt 
City of Melon 
City of Sacramento 
Soner County 
City ol Live Oak 
City ol Yuba City 
Yolo County 
City ol DIMS 
C.N,  01 Wrole, l 

Cry ol Woodland 
Yuba County 
Clkol Marsmille 
Cue ol Whemand 

Diana Parker 
City Planning Department 
927 Tenth Street Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN DRAFT E1R 

Dear Ms. Parker: 

Recently I had the opportunity to review your draft EIR for this project. 

Since the southwest corner of the project is within a sensitive area (Ca-
Sac-164), the Commission recommends that a cultural rerource survey be 
conducted in this area prior to development. 

We would also recommend that a Native American be present as an observer 
through all phases of the survey, and if Native American artifacts or re-
mains are located in this area that a Native American observer be present 
during the grading phase of this project. If requested, the Commission will 
provide you with a list of appropriate Native Americans. 

As I indicated previously, should Native American remains be encountered 
we would request that the County Coroner's Office be contacted pursuant 
to Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the Commission. 

a- I 

Ve y Trul 

Johr D. Smith 
Exec tive Assistant 

JD /b.g. 
cc:file 
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ReGionaL TRansiT 

P.O. BOX 2110 • 1400 29TH STREET • SACRAMENTO. CA  95810-2110 • 1916) 321.2800 

CITY PLANNING' DEPARTMENT 

DEC 1 4 1984 
1984 

RECEIVED 

Parker, ' Diana 	 -2- 	 December 

Commenting on the policies and mitigation measures included 
the Draft Plan and EIR, RT would like to suggest two others 
related to light rail transit (LRT) development: 

• That right-of-way for the proposed Natomas/Airport 

13, 

in 

1984 

1- 4 
Diana Parker 
City Planning Department 
927 Tenth Street 
Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

December 13, 

line be provided. 

• That developers be required to contribute the needed 
local match for LAT development costs, based on the 
percentage of estimated future useage. 

In developing transit service proposals for North Natomas, RT 
staff has examined, preliminarily, some LRT alignments through 
both South and North Natomas. 

Re: Draft South Natomas Community Plan and SIR 

Dear Diana: 

Regional Transit (AT) staff has reviewed the Draft Plan and EIR 
for South Natomas. Staff comments are provided below. It is 
anticipated that the RT Board of Directors will confirm the comments 
in January, 1985. 

Since South Natomas was designed as a transit-oriented community, 
it should continue to embrace transit considerations and fully 
reflect these in the Draft 1984 Plan's concept. In that regard, 
RT supports the implementation policies of the Plan (p. 43) and  
the mitigation measures of the Draft EIR (p. I-16-17). These 
include increasing public and/or private subsidies to RT, recogni ing 
transit needs in project design, providing shelters and turnouts s 
needed, and providing transit centers as needed. 

Specifically, with respect to increasing subsidies, RT staff is 
developing a cost estimation concept and formula in which new 
developments would "buy-in" to the RT bus system based upon the 
proportion of trips generated by any given project as compared to 
the total number of trips in the Sacramento region. Each develop 
ment would provide funds for capital and operating costs utilizin 
RT's capital investment and operating budget at the time of proje 
approval as the basis for the "buy-in" estimates. This approach 
offers an equitable and simple way for developments to provide fo 
the increased demands they place upon the transit system, which 
cannot be met unless additional resources are made available. 

One alignment, proposed by the North Natomas study consultant, 
runs from Northgate Blvd. to Metro Airport via Del Paso Rd. and 
Interstate 5. RT staff considers that at least one other align nt 
should be explored. An alternate alignment, which the District ees 
as meriting attention, runs from Northgate Blvd. to Metro Airpor 
via Garden Highway, Truxel Rd., Del Paso Rd. and Interstate 5. 
This Truxel alignment appears to offer much better access opport nitie 
in South Natomas as well as operating through areas proposed fo more 
intensive land uses in North Natomas. The operational success o the 
system will be enhanced by having the improved access and major rip 
attractors along the Truxel route. 

It is suggested that both alignments be shown as alternatives in 
community plan. Additionally, right-of-way for the track and 
potential stations should be dedicated as development projects a 
approved along the alignments. This is particularly important i 
South Natomas since the community is more developed. From the 
experiences of developing guideway projects in Sacramento and el 
where, it has become apparent that unless future right-of-way ca 
be preserved, the feasibility of ever developing a light rail li 
will be significantly diminished. 

In regard to developers contributing the local share of LRT deve 
ment costs, RT views this as imperative. Recent changes in stat 
and federal funding regulations for new guideway projects requir 
a significant local match of funds for project approval, even fo 
the most meritorious proposals. Since local public funds are al 
stretched to their limits, and there is very low likelihood of 
obtaining 2/3 voter approval for a transit sales tax, RT urges t 
new projects be required to participate in the local share of LR 
development costs. 

the 

e-

e 
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Sacramento Regional Transit, a Public Entity, is an Equal Opportunity Employer. 



Parker. Diana 
	

December 13, 1984 

Please contact me or Hinds Chandler of my staff if there are 
any questions on these comments. 

Sincerely, 

144i 
Gene Moir 
Planning Manager 

cc: M. Wiley, Executive Assistant 
J. Ketelsen, Chief Legal Counsel 
H. Chandler, Associate Planner 

s)  
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COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
DEPARTMENT OF AIRPORTS 

6900 AIRPORT BOULEVARD 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95837 

(916) 929-5111 

CITYPLANNINGDEPARTMEN1 

9f.0 3-1984 

RECEIVED 

DIRECTOR OF AIRPORTS 
	 November 27. 1984 

George W. McLaughlin 

Mr. Cliff Carstens 
Sacramento City Planning Department 
927 10th Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

SUBJECT; SOUTH NATOHAS COMMUNITY PLAN REVISION - DRAFT PLAN 
SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE - DEIR 

Dear Mr. Carstens: 

The Sacramento County Department of Airports has reviewed the subject 
Draft Community Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report and offer the 
following comments for your consideration: 

1. Implementation of the proposed plan would not appear to 0.3 
violate any height or safety requirements associated with the 
operation of Sacramento Metro Airport. 

. 2. 	Proposed developments should not experience adverse aircraft 
noise exposure pursuant to the criteria established by Title 
21, Chapter 1.5, Sub-chapter 6 of the California Adminis-
tration Code (Airport Noise Standards). However, due to the 
frequency of Metro Airport Runway 16 departures and Runway 34 
arrivals, future residents of South Natomas may eventually 
complain about the frequency of aircraft overflights and 
perceive a higher level of aircraft noise than actually exists 
due to the visual observation of these overflights. Case 
history supporting this contention is documented by noise 
complaints received by the Department of Airports from the 
current residential community in South Natomas. 

Discussion  

Average aircraft departure performance (large commercial jets) from 
Runway 16 would normally place aircraft approximately 3,000 feet above 
ground level at the centroid of proposed development. Aircraft arrivals 0.5 
to Runway 34 will generally vary from 1,800 ft. to 2,500 ft. Commercial 
jet overflight frequency ranges from approximately 10 per hour during 
peak periods to about 2 per hour during off-peak periods. 	The 
anticipated growth in air transportation will intensify overflight

I 
 

frequency and possibly shift peak periods of operation. 



/t-1c1 
 E. Kozub 

I, Sr. Airport Planner 

Sincerey,/ 

• 
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Ulill LaLblella 

November 27, 1984 
Page 2 

Based on these overflight considerations, the presence of aircraft over 
the South Natomas population should be brought to the attention of 
future homeowners and residences. This notification could be secured 
through an aviation-noise easement granted to Sacramento County (Depart-
ment of Airports) as a condition of the use permit for home, apartment, 
or condominium construction and would serve as acknowledgement that 
aircraft overflights caused by the use of Metro Airport would traverse 
airspace directly above their property. A sample aviation-noise ease-
ment is attached for your review and consideration. It should be noted 
that the attached draft easement has received review and approval from 
the Federal Aviation Administration and Coltrane, Division of Aeronau-
tics and has been accepted as a condition of use permit approved by the 
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors for the Sand Cove and Riverview 
condominiums projects which are also located in South Natomas. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the South Katmai; Community 
Plan Revision. 

* * DRAFT * * 

GRANT OF AVIGATION AND NOISE EASEMENT  

(Name of Property Owners) 	hereinafter called GRANTOR, for 

themselves, their heirs, administrators, executors, successors and 

assigns, does hereby grant to the County of Sacramento, a political 

subdivision of the State of California, its successors and assigns 

hereinafter called GRANTEE, in consideration of (land use permit or  

property rezone as appropriate) approved on  (date)  the receipt and 

sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, a perpetual avigation and 

noise easement as follows: 

1. Description. The easement shall be an easement on, over, and upon 

that certain real property commonly known as (i.e. xyz condominiums  

or assessor's Parcel No. 123-45-678 as appropriate) situated within 

the County of Sacramento (or the County of Sutter, or the County of 

Yolo as appropriate) described in Exhibit A and outlined on proper-

ty map Exhibit II attached hereto and by this reference incorporated 

herein. 

2. 	Benefit. The easement shall be appurtenant to and for the benefit 

of all the real property comprising the Sacramento Metropolitan 

Airport hereinafter called AIRPORT, and such other additional 

property or interest therein as shall be subsequently acquired or 

designated from time to time by GRANTEE or its successors as 

constituting a part of the AIRPORT. The easement shall be for the 

benefit of GRANTEE and all other persons and entitles who directly 

or indirectly use the easement as a result of any type of use of 



the property and facilities constituting the AIRPORT, including 

aviation ground and flight operations. 

3. Use and Purpose. The easement shall be used for the unobstructed 

passage of all aircraft now known or hereafter invented, used or 

designed for navigation of or flight in the air by whomsoever owned 

and operated in the airspace above GRANTORS' property above (height  

restrictions as appropriate) together with the right to cause in 

all airspace above GRANTORS' property such noise, vibration, fumes, 

dust, fuel particles, and all other effects that may be caused by 

the operation of aircraft landing or taking off from or operating 

at or on AIRPORT. GRANTOR does hereby confirm that all such uses 

of the airspace shall be without any liability of GRANTEE or of any 

other person or entity entitled to the benefits of this easement. 

to GRANTOR, GRANTOR'S heirs, assigns or successors in interest to 

all or any part of the property or any interest therein or to any 

other person or entity using or located on or in the area subject 

to the easement, for damage to property or physical or emotional 

injury to persons, animals or any other living thing, the diminu-

tion in value of any personal or real property, discomfort or 

inconveniences of any type of kind to any person or things, or 

interference with television, radio or other types or kinds of 

electrical reception, transmissions or activities in the easement; 

and GRANTOR, for itself and on behalf of the GRANTOR'S heirs, 

assigns or successors in interest to all or any part of the proper-

ty, or any interest /herein and each person or entity using or 

located on or In the area subject to this 'easement, hereby releases 

and discharges GRANTEE and all persons and entities entitled to the 

benefits of the easement from all claims, demands, actions and 

causes of action of all types or kinds, known or unknown, existing 

or which might be created hereafter by statute or case decision, 

siring out of any of the foregoing described injuries or damages 

resulting from the use of this easement by GRANTEE and any other 

person or entity entitled to the benefits of this easement. 

4. Right of Ingress/Egress. The easement herein granted includes the 

continuing right of the GRANTEE to prevent the erection or growth 

upon GRANTORS' property of any building, structure, tree, or other 

object extending into the airspace above (height restriction as  

appropriate) and to remove from said airspace, or at the sole 

option of GRANTEE, as an alternative, to mark and light as ob-

structions to air navigation any such building, structure, .tree or 

'other object now upon or which in the future may be upon GRANTORS' 

property, together with the right of ingress to, egress from, and 

passage over GRANTORS' property for such putpose. 

5. Presumption. Notwithstanding previous sections of this grant of 

easement, there is hereby created an irrefutable presumption that 

this grant of easement is so over-burdened by unreasonable use that 

its purpose is defeated if the noise which impinges on the 

GRANTORS' property exceeds an amount equal to or greater than 3.0dB 

Community Noise Equivalent Level shove that level described in 

subsection (a) of this section and GRANTOR pay seek a court finding 

that the easement is extinguished; 

• 



a. The annual Community Noise Equivalent Level reflected on the 

latest map for the AIRPORT validated by County of Sacramento 

and filed with the California Department of Transportation. 

Division of Aeronautics and United States Department of 

Transportation. Federal Aviation Administration. 
(NOTARIAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENT) 	 (GRANTOR) 

8. 	Exemption  

The provisions of this section shall not apply to the use or opera-

tion of aircraft owned by the United States or in times of National 

emergency or National defense as may be declared by the President 

of the United States. 

7. Negligent Operation of Aircraft. This grant of easement shall not 

C.4 deprive the GRANTOR, his successors or assigns, of any rights that 

it may from time to time have against any individual a private 

operator of an aircraft for negligent or unlawful operation of 

aircraft. 

8. Term of Enforcement. This grant of easement shall continue in 

effect until AIRPORT shall be abandoned and shall cease to be used 

for public purposes. 

DATED 	 BY 

(SEAL) 
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December 11, 1984 

DIANA PARKER 
ASSOCIATE PLANNER 
CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
927 TENTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814 

CITYPLANNINGDEPARTMENT 

DEC 13 1984 

RECEIVED 

Dear Diana: 

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District has received and reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for south Natomas Community Plan Update and Related 
Projects. We have the following comments. 

In general, the present electrical section of the Draft EIR is up-to-date and 
it is not expected that any changes will occur in the future. 

We have comments on specific sections of the Draft EIR. 

Page 1-1, Paragraph 3: A substation site measuring 100' X 150' would be 
acquired anticipating the need to install two 20 kva transformers (69kV to 
12kV) with related equipment. Additional area is seldom acquired or required. 1 1-'1 

In the Summary Tables in Section U, it is noted that conservation and load 
management programs are the mitigation from some of the developments. It can- 
not be implied the conservation and load management will defer the need of a 	km 
substation and associated overhead transmission lines that will be built to 
satisfy the increased electrical needs brought about by the development. 

When a substation is required, it should be noted in the Impacts Section that 
overhead 69kV lines will also be required into and out of the substations. We 
have made some corrections on Exhibits 1-2 and 1-5 to correct specific sub-
station locations and transmission line corridors. Please refer to these 
attached exhibits. 

We have also made specific editorial comments to the text. These are attached. 

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 732-6223 if you have any comments or 
questions. 

ei, 
Paul Olmstead 
Environmental Specialist 

Section L 

ENERGY 

Setting  

Electricity is supplied to the South Natomas area -by the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD). SMUD furnishes 
electrical power and services to over 349,000 customers. Elec-
tricity is transmitted throughout the service area on 230,000 and 
115,000 volt transmission lines to major power substations. 
There are six major substations in operation, cne currently under 
construction, and two currently in the planning stages within 
SMUD's service area. The closest one to South Natomas is the 
Elverta Substation, located along Elverta Road apprcximately 
1 mile east of the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal. 

At the Elverta Substation, power at 230,000 volts is stepped 
down to 69,000 volts and is routed to neighborhood substations 
throughout the South Natomas community. At these neighborhood 
substations, the voltage is reduced to 12,000 volts and fed into 
the distribution system. Pole and padmounted transformers make 
the final voltage reduction from 12,000 volts to 120/240 volt 
single phase for residential customers and 120/240 volt single 
phase or 480 volt three phase for commercial and light industrial 
customers. 

Most neighborhood substation sites are approximately'15,000 
sf (100 feet by 150 feet) and contain one transformer, switching 
equipment, and capacitors, all within an 8-foot-high enclosure. 

—4eque&—atout 540 
--me-re*-414, After the substation equipment is installed, landscap-
ing is done to conform to the surrounding neighborhood. Approxi-
mately 2-3 years lead time is necessary to site a new substation 
(Pearson pers. comm.). 

The approximate locations of existing South Natomas 69,000 
volt lines and neighborhood substations are shown in Exhibit L-2. 
Presently all substations located within the study area are 
served by the same 69,000 volt line from Elverta. 

SMUD's policy is to install 69,000 volt lines on overhead, 
single wood or steel poles. SMCD on occasion will install 69,000 
volt underground lines if the customer pays the cost difference; 
there is an additional cost of approximately $550,000 per mile to 
install a 69,000 volt underground line (S80,000 per mile overhead 
versus S630,000 per mile underground). A minimum 10-cot ease-
ment is usually required f6r. .overhead 59,000 volt lines. 

• 



• • 
- - The new 69,000 volt line sections shown in Exhibit L-2 have 
been planned to create a looped system. This wee441- allowSeach 
substation to be served from two different directions, which 
eweid...improvesreliability. 

' 	A new 69,000 volt line from Elverta would have to be built 
in order to serve the area at build-out. Currently only one 
69,000 volt line from Elverta serves the entire South Natomas 
area. Details on'how this new line would be routed into South 
Natomas have not been determined. 

Natural,gas service is supplied to the South Natomas area by 
the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PGandE). PGandE presently 
has no distribution facilities in the undeveloped portions of 
South Natomas. Natural gas service extensions will be prouided 
in accordance with Gas Rule 15 (Appendix IV). Specific devel-
opment plans should be submitted to PGandE as soon 35 possible to 
facilitate provision of natural gas service (Metzler pers. 
comm.). 

Impacts 

Draft 1984 SNCP  

The land uses proposed in the Draft 1984 SNCP would have an 
estimated peak energy requirement of 121.0 mW at build-out (Ex-
hibit L-4). In order to serve this additional load, at least two 
and possibly three new ligstations would be required west of I-5. 
East of I-5 at least new substation$, in addition to those 
already planned, would be required to serve the estimated addi-
tional load (Pearson pers. comm.). The approximate locations 
where new substations would be required are illustrated in Exhib-
it L-5. 

The impact of this increased demand could be reduced by 
implementing SNUD's Conservation Load Management Measures out-
lined in Appendix L. 

No adverse impacts on PGandE would be anticipated as a 
result of providing extension of natural gas service according to 
Gas Rule 15 (Appendix L). 

1978 SNCP Alternative  

. The 1978 ENCP Alternative would have a peak energy require-
ment of 111.6 mW at build-out (Exhibit L-4). This additional 
energy demand would require the installationof.e lwo new substa-
tions, one on each side of I-5. The substation sim= of I-5 would 
be located alon%fkA-eq_elighway near Azusa 	 69,00C volt 
loop should be ' 	 to improve the reliability of this sub- 
station. Exact substation siting and 69,000 volt line routing 
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Stanrary Table. Continued 

FEASNitt 

De'N=CATECCEnt 
	

DTP.= 
	

MITIGATial YZAS2.74. 

B. POIENTLALLY StaffitCA:a  r.nviacusnaar. DRAM 1,111:11 CA.:: BE ,1.17:1A7M 

TO A LESS 11-.AN 	 - 

Public Facilities 
and Cervices 

Traruslt 

nar..et reatinilicy 

Police 

Parks 

Increased demand for police protectlen. 

Deletion of an 11-acre park site designated in City 
Park Master Plan. 

• Increased employee dotard for ;arks. 

The project wculd increase traffic end contribute 
to unacceptable levels of service (prior to miti-
gationl at the following intersections: 

W. El Camino Avenue/gicrohbourd i-S 

U. El Camino Avenue/Azevedo :rive 

W. El Camino Avenue/Truxel Road 

Increased demand on RI for bus or shuttle sezwice 
during peak periods, potentially reguialr4 greater 
seating capacity, more routes, or shorter headways. 

No adverse impacts anticipated due to local cirrala-
lation characteristics of the project parking provi-
visions are currently undefined. 

Predicted cc-site ltn of 70-7' dB. Lard use:noixe 
corpatibility category 'C" (use should be discouraged: 
if perritted, noise reduction treasures :era:red). 

Peak energy derond of 16,200 kilowatts: pro:ect re-
quires the addition of a new mita...eta:A on or roar 
the site. AND 45C0d/Areb ka,  
enitstIstAis "ra4ar mayor) agog, 	• 	• 

Violation of both federal and state CC stxrdards ex-
pected. Pro -ect would incrtrentally add to cegional 
Emig problemS and di"' - 'lty in achieving and rain-
taining state and federal crone atandarfs. 

C.. 'L:ss  

Ceice arsorpticn: in 5.7 years. 

C-.ercv 

Air Nalitv 

Local Circulation 
and Parking 

No ise 

Transmarta tion 

Traffic 

Clearly identify building 
nu,bars and przvida lighting 
in parking areas. increase 
funding for additional 
offices. 

Ie.:eloper to oravide alterna-
tive park sits. 

Provide ;ark financing hy 
norresidartial users. Pmr:ide 
recreation fccilities in 
office parcel. 

Ci‘arsion if frivers :2 
alternate routes. 

Revise signal p-asi•g• 

Revise signal ;-rtasing. 

increase RI subsidies. 
recognize =Atilt needs 
in pro:ec: design, orovide 
bus shelters and turnouts, 
and provide transit 
centers Si necessary. 

Review future plans to en-
sure that aderaate park-
ing is provided. 

:se 	design and 
rateria.s to pro -ida 

d3 :sCuotion cf =- 
dna: noise levels. 

trplermnt E4:C's Energy 
Conser:ation :cad ialaires. 

irp:erent contincerr' air 
quality ...---1 reasures in 
regional Aar ivallty 
Plan. 

one 

• 
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Environmental Council of Sacramento, Inc. 
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We wish to incorporate by reference previous comments on the North 
Natomas Community Plan and the Creekside-Gateway Final EIR, as 
appropriate. 

In general we would say that the revision of this community plan Is a 
substantial shift from a transit-oriented residential community closely 
linked to downtown, to an auto-oriented community with mixed land use. 
The resulting negative impacts on air quality and traffic circulation are 
significant. Much more can be done in the EIR, and the planning process 
to mitigate these negative impacts. 

Traffic generation rates should be held to the citywide standard; park 1-0  
allocation should also meet the citywide standard. Maximum natural 0 -1  
area preservation is needed to provide adequate habitat for wildlife to o)-
remain in the city. 

It is unclear how the revision of the South Natomas Community Plan fits 
into the overall plan for the city's growth. How are these changes 0-1.• 
articulated with the community plans for downtown, Arden, Point West, 
North Sacramento and North Natomas? The chan es proposed are not 
consistent with the existing general plan nor with the existing air 
quality plan. 

The weakest part of the DEIR Is the failure to identify mitigation 
measures in the area of agricultural land preservation and air quality 
maintenance. The Commission should direct staff and consultants to 
come up with further mitigation measures and to analyze their costs and 
benefits. It may be necessary to hold a public workshop, and to review 
the public testimony given at the Urban Development Task Force Meetings 
on Transportation and Air Quality (October 22) and Agricultural Land and 
Open Space Preservation.(November 26). 

With respect to loss of agricultural land, we believe that whenever 
.)..roductive agricultural land is converted to urban use, developers should 

Page 2 
be required to purchase development rights on equivalent acreage elsewhere 
In the county, and donate those development rights to a public trust 
administered by a nonprofit organization. This Is an appropriate mitigation 
measure, and should be part of the EIR. 

With respect to regional air quality problems, there are numerous mitigation 
measures which ought to be included in the community plan and project EIRs. 
Please refer to the letter of the Sacramento Air Pollution Control District on 
the Creekside-Gateway DEIR, and the ECOS comments on the 
Creekside-Gateway FEIR. Please note that the 1982 Air Quality Plan requires 
a 303 reduction In all trips, while the city's trip reduction ordinance is 
aimed at a 15% reduction in work trips; compliance with the trip reduction 
ordinance alone is not adequate. Note also that since the 1982 plan . does not 
reach attainment, and since the .51%1CP revision Is not consistent with the 
plan, mitigation measures beyond the 1982 plan must be Included In the 
community plan and project EIRs. 

The EIR (P. J-4) presents an inadequate description of environmental impacts 
by failing to estimate the health impacts of the violation of the ozone and 
carbon monoxide standards. While the EIR recognizes a significant negative 
impact, it does not indicate the magnitude of the impact and estimated 
health, crop and property value losses. We have shown elsewhere that 
urbanization -  levels indicated in the 5NCP July 1984 draft, and the 5WA 
Alternative I for North Natomas (a low urbanization alternative) would 
result in a 7403 increase In current carbon monoxide levels and a 8343 
Increase in hydrocarbon emissions. We have estimated that at this level of 
urbanization, Sacramento would experience 150-200 unhealthy days per year, 
with over 150 days of ozone violations. We have not estimated the resulting 
health care costs for asthmatics, people with heart conditions, and others 
sensitive to air pollution. The EIR should examine these questions in detail. 

Finally, we would note that the study assumptions and the modeling 
assumptions used to do the ,traffic  analysis may not be adequate for a 
reasonable estimate of traffic impacts. Assumptions on p 42 of the Draft 
SNCPR appear self-contradictory. Traffic model assumptions about 
household composition and linked trips may be outdated since these patterns 
have changed substantially in the last ten years. If so, estimating and 
mitigating traffic congestion for new growth is a more difficult task than 
assumed. The risk of planning a new community based on old household 
patterns and needs, rather than emerging household patterns and needs, can 
be reduced considerably at this stage in the planning process through careful 
analysis by the Planning Commission. 
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South Natomas Community Plan and Draft EIR 
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December 13, 1984 

Diana Parker, Associate Planner 
Planning Department 
City of Sacramento 
927 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Subject: 	Comments on Draft SIR for South Natomas Community 
Plan Update and Related Projects 

Volume 2: Natomas Corporate Center  

Thus, at the time this application is heard by the , 
City Council, only 39.84 acres will be vacant. 
Furthermore, the applicant proposes reser- isidA 
vation/dedication for Bannon Slough protection of cw4 
4.5 of these 39.84 vacant acres, resulting in new 
development on 35.34 acres -- all of which are 
currently zoned OB. 

6-7 	The application does not result in the loss of 62 
acres of prime agricultural land. Instead, it 
simply increases the density at which 35.34 
vacant, developable, and currently 013 zoned acres 
can be developed. 

Given the irregular shape of these acres and the 
proximity of this vacant land to new office build-
ings on the West and Bannon Slough to the East, 
these 35.34 acres are not "prime agricultural 
land". 

• 6-7 	The application is not inconsistent with existing (. 2 
approved land use plans. As required by statute, 
such plans were specifically amended prior to re- 
zoning the site to OB and approving other entitle-
ments in December 1982. 

C.A,..soron,w 

14.W•OI. 

NAnic• C. M.LLCft 

C.....svoodo, PH,.. 

L Cr S•v•Ge 
•• 000•11•111...• C011100•••.a. 

NICA 

6-7 	The application is not inconsistent with the Draft C.-4.1 
1984 SNCP. See attached December 13, 1984 letter t4Li 
to Diana Parker. 

6-7 	In Resolution 82-855, the City Council made the 
following finding in approving the 1982 Creekside 
Office Park projects 

"That the potential loss of trees within 
the First Bannon Slough riparian woodland 
habitants (disclosed as a potentially sig-
nificant unavoidable or irreversible im-
pact in the DEIR) has been reduced to a 
less than significant impact by the . . . 
40 feet area of land (as shown on the 
Creekside schematic) coupled with a relo-
cation of an east-west street to a loca-
tion satisfactory to the City." 

The current application proposes the east-west 
street in the location approved by the City in 
1982. Accordingly, the City Council has already 
found that this street will not cause any signifi-
cant negative environment impact. 

7 	The traffic impact summary on page 7 is partially 
inconsistent with Exhibits 1-3 and 1-4 on pages 42 
and 43, does not quantify the magnitude of this 

Page No.  

	

3 	Per the existing Development Agreement and PUD 
Guidelines Section V 8 2, the application proposes n 
25% minimum landscape coverage - - not 20% as 
stated in the DEIR. 

	

3 	The smallest proposed building is 9000 sf not /b4  
11,000 at. 

	

Note: 
	

The No-Project alternative should assume the 
existing environment. The 65.4 gross acre site is 
already substantially developed as follows: 

3.2 acres/I-5 corridor (already landscaped) 

5.1 acres/Streets completed or already graded 	
C. -I 

5.4 acres/98,065 at completed structure 	 NCC. 

5.0 acres/87,579 sf structure under construction 

6.84 acres/ 94,937 sf in two structures: special 
permits approved and building permit 
applications submitted in August 1984. 
Construction to commence Spring 1985 - 
probably prior to final action on the 
pending NCC application. 

C-
NC.< 
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	 -2- 
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XERRY E. CUTTER 

December 7, 1984 

LAN orrora• OP 

LORENZ AND CUTTER 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

111.0 POPu. RumeNNO 

HOT NINTH •TaCCT 

P. O. ROIT 

SACRAMENTO, CALIPORNIA 95009-1593 

TELEPHONE 

1 915)   442 - 04 73 

Planning Department 
City of Sacramento 
927 Tenth Street 
Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95814 

RE: PARK EL CAMINO, LTD. 
APPLICATION NO. P-83397 
SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN 

Dear Sirs 

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DEC 1 0 1984 

RECEIVED 

I . improved 
W worsened 
N no change 

W. El Camino/Northgate 
Garden/Northgate 
Gateway Oaks/W. El Camino 
*W. El Camino/I-5 

AM 	 PM 

W 1% 	 11% 
W 1% 

1

• 

1% W4% 
I 1% 

• 
project's contribution to congested intersections, 
and does not indicate that this project improves 
traffic at some intersections listed on the page 7 
chart. 

Comparsion of Application 
1978 SNCP Traffic 

E( 

*Project improves rather than worsens traffic at 
this location. 

13 	The additional office space requested by the pend- 
ing application would not be increased from 
15,082 to 16,609 sf net acre; instead, the sf net 
acre would be increased from 13,893 to 15,311. See 
attached December 13, 1984 letter to Diana Parker. 

26 	The paragraph entitled "Increase residential 
densities" does not apply to this project. 

27 	The DEIR should acknowledge that (a) dedication 
and maintenance of the Bannon Slough preserve is 
part of the application; and (b) with respect to 
the preserve area, the existing development agree-
ment is inconsistent with the 1984 Draft SNCP 
whereas the application is consistent with the 
1984 Draft SNCP and the DEIR. See attached 
December 13, 1984 letter to Diana Parker. 

Very truly yours, 

HYDE, HILLER and SAVAGE 

This office represents Park El Camino, Ltd., the owner and 
applicant in the above-referred matter. 

This is in response to the Draft EIR and Draft South Natomas 
Community Plan Revision. 

The Draft EIR analyzed Park El Camino on the basis of the 
application previously submitted, which was for an office park. 
During the community meeting process and when alternative 
community plans were submitted, it became apparent that a portion 
of Park El Camino would be designated highway/commerical. On 
July 10, 1984, this office wrote the Planning Department advising 
of the desire of Park El Camino to amend its application to 
designate 9 acres of the site to be highway/commercial and the 
balance to be office building. Enclosed herewith is a copy of 
the letter together with its enclosure. 

The Draft EIR analyzed the project as if it were an office park 
and noted that the project was inconsistent with the revised 
Draft Community Plan. Therefore, the applicant will, before 
January 15, 1985, formally amend its application to request the 
highway/commerical and office building designations so that it 
will be consistent with the Community Plan. 

Very truly yours, 

HERMANN E. LORENZ, JR. 
Attorney at Law 

CP:jb 
HEL:cbe 
Enclosures 
cc w/enc.: Sacramento City Planning Commission 

-3- 



Sacramento City Planning Department 	July 10, 1984 

RE: PARK EL CAMINO, LTD. 
APPLICATION NO. 9-83397 	 PAGE TWO 

for dual purposes in order to meet the needs of the 
travelling public as well as hotel patrons and nearby 
office parks. 

In addition to the above, we are also suggesting the 
relocation of vehicular ingress and egress to and from 
these facilities and land use designation from the 
original suggested access point at El Camino Avenue, to 
an access point directly from Orchard Avenue, mitigating 
any, if not all, traffic concerns that our original 
proposal may have caused. 

However, under any circumstances, it is imperative that 
a minimum area of 9 acres be requested for the designa-
tion of highway commercial in order for the orderly and 
proper development of this site to take place and to 
afford the quality of development that we are sure will 
do justice to and satisfy the most demanding concerns. 

If you have any questions or require any additional 
information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

HERMANN E. LORENZ, JR. 
Attorney at Law 

HEL:cbe 
Enclosures 

cc John Blayney (VIA EXPRESS MAIL) 
Robert W. Fitzpatrick 
Luis Manzano 
John L. Erickson 

E5-1 

pEc 

(40,0 

Planning Department 
City of Sacramento 
927 Tenth Street 
Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95814 

RE: PARK EL CAMINO, LTD. 
APPLICATION NO. 9-83397 
SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN 

Dear Sir: 

After the review of Working Paper 3, which includes a 
draft of the South Natomas Community Plan, and after 
a personal meeting with John Blayney on July 3, 1984, 
Park El Camino, Ltd. wishes to amend its Application 
to provide certain adjustments. 

Enclosed herewith are five copies of the suggested 
boundary demarcation betwden the proposed South Natomas 

C) 	 Community Plan Preliminary Draft (Working Paper 3), 
together with a reduction thereof, which produces the 
following pertinent data: 

Parcel "A" 	Highway Commercial 

Parcel "B" 	Office/Office Park 

Total Gross Area 

As discussed in our meeting with John Blayney on July 3, 
1984, from a planning point of view, which is related 
strictly to aesthetics, we feel the proposed highway 
commercial strip as shown on Working Paper 3 will tend 
to instigate the same old, tired, ticky-tacky stereo-
type shops and services which are commonly related to 
highway commercial. We feel that this is outdated and 
incompatible with the intent and purpose of a modern 
aesthetic planning concept for the South Natomas area. 

The reconfiguration of the proposed land uses suggested 
above precisely takes into consideration the possibility 
of a first class hotel and related facilities on Parcel 
"A" with a restaurant with banquet and meeting rooms 

IIEVIHATIN E. LORENZ. JR. 
PAYHLIIR ■ oN•i. coRree.Now 

KERRY E. CUTTER 

July 10, 1984 

LAY/ 411, 4141,:•1 1111 

1..011ENZ ANTI CUTTER 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

000 r0Aum Ou.LOING 

••0) A1•011•14 •rnCCI.  

• . 0.Om 4093 
• 

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 03009.1093 

TELEPHONE 
10.13) 45 0873 

Gross 9 	acres - 

+ 
Gross 10.76 acres -  

+ 
19.76 acres - 

en 
pEL. 

Lova.) 

• 
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Mr. Clif Carstens 
City Planning Department 
927 - 10th Street, Room 300 
Sacramento, California 	95814 

Re: Comments on Draft 1984 South Natomas Community 
Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Clif: 

On behalf of McCuen & Steele, and pursuant to your 
notice and circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Draft 1984 South Natomas Community Plan, we 
submit these comments and request that they be made a part 
of the record 

We respectfully disagree with the finding in the 
Draft EIR that "conversion of agricultural land" is a 
significant adverse impact and one which cannot be mitigated. 
Even under a "no project" alternative, preservation of the 
remaining agricultural land within the South Natomas 
Community Plan area is no longer feasible in view of the 
urbanization of the area which has already occurred. More 
importantly, however, the decision that the South Natomas 
area should be urbanized was made many years ago, subsequent 
to consideration of environmental assessments at that time 
and the Draft 1984 Community Plan does not result in any 
such impact. 

C-5, will result in significant adverse impacts which 

We also disagree with the finding that six of the 
seven intersections described in the summary table, Exhibit 
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Mr. Clif Carstens 
December 14, 1984 
Page 2 

Mr. Clif Carstens 
December 14, 1984 
Page 3 

Icannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. 	 Lco."4. 

The Draft Community Plan is intended to be a long-
range plan within a much larger regional area which is 
undergoing significant change. The impacts are assessed 
for total buildout under existing conditions, as though 
such conditions will continue toprevail for the twenty-year 
life of the plan. The plan should also contemplate and 
provide for changes in existing conditions which are 
designed to avoid the impacts which would result if total 
buildout of the plan area were to occur instantaneously. 
Traffic systems management programs, as they relate to 
traffic impacts, and to air quality impacts, provide a 
substantial potential in excess of that considered in the 
Draft Plan and EIR for mitigating those impacts which 
would presently occur otherwise. 

We disagree with the last stated principle under 
section 4.1 on page 25 of the Draft Community Plan. It is 
our firm belief that a large, integrated, campus-like 
office park would provide an opportunity for major office 
users who do not desire to locate in a downtown environment 
and who will otherwise locate outside the City. We generally 

U.) 	agree with the other location principles contained in the 
N.) 	Plan. 

• 
On the land use map, between pages 5 and 6 in the 

Draft Community Plan, that area lying east of Truxel and 
immediately south of 1-80 is designated for residential 
use. It is highly inappropriate to place such residential 
uses contiguous to an interstate freeway for the same 
reasons enunciated by the planning consultant with respect 
to freeway frontage west of 1-5. There is already a 
business park located in the vicinity of the intersection 
of 1-80 and Northgate Boulevard, as well as existing and 
proposed industrial development in the North Natomas area. 
There is substantial ability to integrate non-residential 
uses contiguous to the freeway with residential uses to 
the south in a compatible manner. Certainly, consideration 
should be given to displacing potential housing areas 
contiguous to interstate freeways prior to consideration 
of displacing potential residential housing in other 
portions of North and South Natomas. 

We look forward to an opportunity to present to the 
Planning Commission and the City Council project proposals 
consistent with these comments, which we believe will 
assist in providing a balanced community of compatible 
uses in South Natomas. 

Sincerely, 

J2.  

William G. Holliman, Jr. 

WGH/ean 
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Mr. Clif Carstens 
City Planning Department 
927 - 10th Street, Room 300 
Sacramento, California 	95814 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report 
for the Sammis Technology Center and Capital 
Business Park Projects 

Dear Clift 

On behalf of McCuen 6 Steele, and pursuant to your 
notice and circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Sammis Technology Center and Capital 
Business Park projects, we submit these comments and 
request that they be made a part of the record. 

We respectfully disagree with the finding in the 
Draft Elk that "conversion of agricultural land" is a 
significant adverse impact and one which cannot be 
mitigated. Even under a "no project" alternative, 
preservation of the remaining agricultural land within the 
South Natomas Community Plan area is no longer feasible in 
view of the urbanization of the area which has already 
occurred. More importantly, however, the decision that 
the South Natomas area should be urbanized was made many 
years ago, subsequent to consideration of environmental 
assessments at that time and the Draft 1984 Community Plan 
does not result in any such impact. 

Mr. Clif Carstens 
December 14, 1984 
Page 2 

We also disagree with the finding that six of the 	
C_--X seven intersections described in the summary table, 

Exhibit C-5, will result in significant adverse impacts 
which cannot be mitigated to a less than significant 	6T-  
level. 

There are both changes in the projects and mitigation 
measures which may be taken to substantially reduce the 
traffic impacts of the projects as defined in the Draft 
Elk. In response to the Draft Elk and the traffic 
analysis, we intend to substantilly reduce the densities 
of both projects as originally proposed and to submit 
revised plans in mitigation of the impacts set forth in 
the Draft Elk. We have attached hereto a report from 
Joseph R. Holland, consulting traffic engineer, with 
further comments on the traffic analysis in the Draft Elk. 
The report illustrates the extent to which the traffic 
impacts would be mitigated by scaling down the projects as 
described under "McCuen & Steele Application.' 

We look forward to an opportunity to present to 
the Planning Commission and the City Council project 
proposals consistent with these comments, which we believe 
will assist in providing a balanced community of 
compatible uses in South Natomas. 

• 

Sincerely, 

William G. Holliman, Jr. 
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McCuen I Steele 
10969 Trade Center Drive, Suite 100 
Rancho Cordova, California 95670 

Associated Consultant 
Jackson Faustman, O. Eng. 

Attention: Madelon Randall, Vice President 

Subject: Comments on the Draft 1984 SNCP SIR 

Gentlemen: 

Submitted herein for your information and use are my 
comments on the Draft 1984 SNCP SIR prepared by the City of 
Sacramento. The comments contained herein are applicable to 
the EIR for the Draft 1984 SNCP as well as to the EIR's for 
Capitol Business Park and Sutter Business Center West 
(formerly Sammis Technology Center). These comments are 
limited to the . transportaion element of the DEIRs. 

While the traffic analysis described in the DEIRs attempts 
. to quantify the absolute nature of each project's traffic 

F-1 	impacts, the methodology used places certain restrictions on 
(JJ 	the traffic forecasts which leave area for disagreement on 

the accuracy of the absolute traffic levels and peak hour 
conditions projected. These specific restrictions include: 

- limited shifting of travel demand in time, in response 
to congested traffic conditions, 

- prohibition of .out-of-direction 	travel 	to avoid 
congested traffic conditions, and 

- limited allowance for the combined effects Of TSM 
measures, transit usage, and over-estimation of traffic 
levels by stand-alone type trip generation rates. 

The analysis does assume a 15 percent across the board 
reduction in traffic levels to reflect the City's current 
policy for trip reduction through TSM measures. This does 
not seem adequate, however, in light of the wide spectrum of 
related elements and factors, such as: 

- Transit usage (bus and possible future light rail) 

' tcoJno susie 
ti

pngh TFi Holland  ra. fficElangnidneer  

December 4, 1984 

Registered rE. 687 

  

RIMY Sa.  
2115 L Street 
Sacramento. CA MINI 
(WO 1188001 

129 Palm Avenue 
Alpo" CA 95386 
1209)5994200 

McCuen I Steele 
Comments on Draft 1984 SNCP SIR 
December 4, 1984 

Page 2 

- TSM measures 
• staggered working hours 

• flex-time programs 

• ridesharing (carpools, vanpools, buspools) 

• mode diversification (walking, cycling) 

- The tendency of stand-alone land use trip generation 
rates to over-estimate traffic levels when applied to a 
community or sub-regional sized study area. 

- The propensity of motorists 	to 	naturally avoid 
congestion and delay by alternate route selection (even 
if out-of-direction travel is involved) and shifting of 
travel in time (e.g., waiting-out the rush before 
starting home, etc.). 

Intuitively, a more realistic adjustment would seem to be in 
the 20 to 25 percent range overall, with even higher 
adjustments for some trip types (e.g. HBW). This range of 
adjustment is consistent with the ranges used in the South 
Sacramento/Laguna studies and the East Area Transportation 
studies. 

- 
The primary value of the DEIR's traffic analysis is for 
relative comparison between the various development 
scenarios evaluated. The relative peak hour traffic 
conditions associated with each development scenario are 
compared with those of the 1978 SNCP (as amended in 1982) to 
identify the relative differences in impacts. This approach 
is useful, as far as it goes; however, it would serve the 
purposes of comparison better if the peak hour conditions 
table for each development (Exhibits 1-3 in Volume 2) also 
included similar data for each site's development as 
proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. 

The tabular data accompanying these comments present just 
such a comparison for the Capitol Business Park site and the 
Sutter Business Center West site, including the current 
McCuen & Steele proposed development scenarios. These data 
were derived using the basic data presented in the EIRs, 
with extrapolations based on the differences in trip 
generation levels for the respective sites. The EIR's trip 
generation rates were used (see enclosed Exhibit 1), with a 



Exhibit 5 presents 	the 	projected 	peak hour traffic 
conditions for each scenario at several key intersections 
evaluated by the EIRs. This exhibit corresponds to the 
Exhibits 1-3 of Volume 2 of the DEIR, and shows the impacts 
on peak hour traffic conditions of the various development 
scenarios, while the rest of the South Natomas Area remains 
as shown in the 1978 SNCP. 

These two exhibits reveal the following important facts 
Cop 	 regarding the current McCuen & Steele proposed development 

scenario for Sutter Business Center West: 

I-s 

• 

McCuen 6 Steele 
	 Page 3 
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1C -4 
12 percent reduction to non-residential rates to parallel cop 
the adjustment procedure outlined in the SIR. 

GA/wk.) 
Capitol Business Park 

Exhibit 2 presents the various development scenarios and the 
associated peak hour traffic generation estimates for the 
Capitol Business Park development. The percentage 
comparisons presented in this exhibit provide an indication 
of the relative peak hour traffic levels associated with 
each scenario. 

Exhibit 3 presents 	the projected peak hour traffic 
conditions for each scenario at several key intersections 
evaluated by the EIRs. This exhibit corresponds to the 
Exhibits 1-3 of Volume 2 of the DEIR, and shows the impacts 
on peak hour traffic conditions of the various development 
scenarios, while the rest of the South Natomas Area remains 
as shown in the 1978 SNCP. 

These two exhibits reveal the following important facts 
regarding the current McCuen I Steele proposed development 
scenario for Capitol Business Park: 

1. The McCuen & Steele proposal would generate 21 percent 
less traffic in the AM peak hour and 28 percent less 
.traffic in the PM peak hour than the development 
scenario analyzed by the EIR. 

2. With a few very 	insignificant 	exceptions, 	the 
projected traffic conditions of the McCuen 6 Steele 
proposal are equal 	to 	or better, in terms of 
saturation levels and/or service levels, than, those 
estimated for the development scenario analyzed by the 
SIR. 

When compared to the Draft 1984 SNCP development 
scenario, the projected traffic conditions of the 
McCuen & Steele proposal show saturation percentages 
which differ by -1 to +10 percentage points; however, 
only two Level of Service changes occur (at W. El 
Camino/Azevedo a 1 percentage point increase results 
in the change from Level B to Level C, and at W. El 
Camino/Truxel a 1 percentage point increase results in 
the change from Level C to Level Dl. 

4. For all practical purposes, the projected impacts on 

peak hour traffic conditions of the proposed McCuen 
Steele development scenario for Capitol Business Park 
are similar to the traffic impacts of development of 
the site as proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. 

Sutter Business Center West 

Exhibit 4 presents the various development scenarios and the 
associated peak hour traffic generation estimates for the 
Sutter Business Center West development. The percentage 
comparisons presented in this exhibit provide an indication 
of the relative peak hour traffic levels associated with 
each scenario. 

1. The McCuen & Steele proposal would generate 34 percent 
less traffic in the AM peak hour and 36 percent less 
traffic in the PM peak hour than the development 
scenario analyzed by the EIR. 

2. With a few very 	insignificant 	exceptions, 	the 
projected traffic conditions of the McCuen & Steele 
proposal are equal 	to 	or better, in terms of 
saturation levels and/or service levels, than those 
estimated for the development scenario analyzed by the 
EIR. 

3. When compared to the Draft 1984 SNCP development 
scenario, the projected traffic conditions of the 
McCuen & Steele proposal show saturation percentages 
which differ by -1 to +8 percentage points; however, 
no worsening of service levels occurs. 

G 



Very Truly Yours, 

Jo ph R. Holland 
Consulting Traffic Engineer 

encl 

EXHIBIT 1 

McCuen 6 Steele 
Comments on Draft 1984 SNCP EIR 
December 4, 1984 

Page 5 

TRIP GENERATION RATES 
4. For all practical purposes, the projected impacts on 

peak hour traffic conditions of the proposed McCuen 
Steele development scenario for Sutter Business Center 
West are similar to the traffic impacts of development 
of the site as proposed by the Draft 1984 SNCP. 

-5 
SU- 

LLo.) 

AM Peak Hour 	PM Peak Hour 

Land Uses In Out In Out 

Office (per K sf) 1.86 0.35 0.27 1.36 

Comm (per K af) 
50-100,000 1.24 1.16 3.78 4.02 

200-300,000 0.40 0.20 2.34 2.46 

Residential (per du) 0.10 0.40 0.40 0.20 

1 Source: Exhibit 1-4, Draft 1984 SNCP EIR - Volume 1 1 

Joseph R. Holland 	 ConsultIng Tra 	Engineer 
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COMPARISON OF DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 

1978 SNCP 	Appli- McCuen 
as 	 cation Steele Draft 

amended 	Analyzed Appli- 1984 
1982 	by EIR cation SNCP 

Land Uses 

1,440 
720 

2,160 

42% 

1,030 
1,600 

2,630 

56% 

Commercial 	at 	196,000 	247,000 	85,000 

4,290 
840 

5,130 

100% 

Offices 	at 	 733,210 	2,570,000 	1,980,000 	1,573,210 

900 	0 	0 	336 

3,330 
700 

4,030 

798 

	

1,120 	750 	790 

	

3,610 	2,670 	2,250 

	

4,730 	3,420 	3,040 

100% 	72% 	64% 

85,000 

2,700 
710 

3,410 

66% 
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5 	m 
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Trip Generation 

Residential 	du 

AM Peak Hour 
In 	' 
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SUTTER BUSINESS CENTER WEST 

COMPARISON OF DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 

1978 SNCP Appli- McCuen 6 
as cation Steele Draft 

amended Analyzed Appli- 1984 
1982 by EIR cation SNCP 

Land Uses 

0 

0 

800 

60 
250 

310 

10% 

270 
130 

400 

17% 

862,950 

862,950 

0 

2,610 
470 

3,080 

100% 

1,2 

2,330 

100% 

0 

1,200,000 

0 

1,730  
300 

2,030 

66% 

1,L7103 

1,480 

64% 

0 

0 

840 

80 
340 

420 

14% 

330 
170 

500 

21% 

U 1 

E4 . m  
I•1 

, 

Offices 	sf 

High Technology 	sf 

Residential 	du 

Trip Generation 

AM Peak Hour 
In ' 
Out 

Total 
% of application 

analyzed by EIR 

PM Peak Hour 
In 
Out 

Total 
% of application 

analyzed by EIR 

Joseph R. Holland 	 Consulting Milos Engineer 
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HAND-DELIVERED  

Ms. Diana Parker, Associate Planner 
City Planning Department 
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Re: Capitol/80 Properties Application: 
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Parker: 

mD 	 Enclosed please find our comments on behalf of the 
Capitol/80 Properties applicant on the Draft 1984 South Natomas 
Community Plan EIR and Draft Capitol/80 Properties EIR 
(Attachment "A"), and the comments of TJKM Transportation 
Consultants on specific issues taised by the Draft Environmental 
Impact Reports (Attachment"B"). 

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding 
these comments. 

Very truly yours, 

ATTACHMENT "A" 



I r1.4c) adverse impact of the Draft 1984 SNCP is caused by its limitation ..- 

on maximum average densities and the size of multi-family 

Section D - Land Use  

Page D-7: Mixed Dwelling Type Requirement: An additional 

clusters. By increasing the amount and therefore the cost of 

land required for each dwelling unit, the limitation on maximum 

densities may increase South Natomas housing costs. This factor 

may adversely affect the ability of persons employed in South 

Natomas to afford housing in that community. 

Section G - Housing  

Page 0-4: Indirect Impacts: It appears that this section of the 

DEIR was taken directly from the Creekside Oaks/Gateway Centre 

DEIR. It does not address issues raised by the Draft 1984 South 

Natomas Community Plan. 

Section I - Transportation  

Page I-9: Impacts (Introduction): The DEIR notes that the. 

traffic impact model failed to take out of direction travel into 

account. This is especially significant with regard to develop-

ment activities on Northgate Boulevard near Interstate 80. The 

model assumes that all commuters to and from such development 

with destinations or points of origin to the south of the 

community will travel down Northgate Boulevard and through one or 

both of the most congested intersections in the community at 

El Camino Avenue and Garden Highway. It should be acknowledged 

that many, if not most, of such commuters would prefer to take a 

short out of direction drive and thus use Interstate 5 and 

Interstate 80 to reach their ultimate destination. 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT 1984 SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN SIR 

AND DRAFT CAPITOL/80 PROPERTIES EIR 

Section C - Summary of Findings  

Page C-2: Growth Inducing Impacts: The comment that 

"(continued urbanization in South Natomas would create greater 

pressure to.develop in adjacent areas, particularly North 

Natomas," should be substantiated. It is certainly plausible 
	C- 14 

that certain types of development in South Natomas will reduce 

development pressures in North Natomas by offering alternative 

and equally attractive sites for development. It might also be 

noted that if continued urbanization in South Natomas increases 

development pressures in the adjacent North Sacramento community, 

that will generally be perceived as a favorable effect. 

Page C-3: Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: It should be noted that 

all six of the unavoidable adverse impacts identified will also 

occur, to some degree, under the existing South Natomas Community 

Plan. 

-1- 	 -2- 
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I 

quality may occur even if the South Natomas area is not further 	1-6 

LiArkir.) developed. 

Section K - Noise  

Page K-5: Mitigation Measures: The DEIR should note that many 

persons believe noise barriers to be aesthetically displeasing. 

The DEIR should also consider the potential adverse effects of 

constructing dwellings in areas where special noise mitigation 

measures must be taken. The design consequences affect both 

individual dwellings and a development as a whole in matters such 

as the quantity and placement of windows, the location of 

bedrooms, exposure to indoor hazardous substances, etc. 

Requiring residences to be sealed and mechanically air 

conditioned affects energy consumption, lifestyle and market-

ability. Some noise mitigation measures will also add to the 

cost of construction. 

The DEIR uses existing City policy to determine that a 

significant adverse transportation impact occurs when traffic 

volume at an intersection exceeds the C level of service for 

however brief a time. While this assumption may or may not be 

required by law, it should be noted that in many urbanized 

jurisdictions, including the County of Sacramento, peak hour D 

levels of service are acceptable. This may be because higher 

urban densities generate increased traffic flow, and it is often 

prohibitively expensive to develop all traffic improvements to a 

point which is adequate to avoid a D level of service for even 

short periods of time on weekdays. 

For further comments on transportation issues, please 

see the attached correspondence from TJKM Transportation 

Consultants. 

Section J - Air Quality  

All development in the region should participate in the 

implementation of measures identified in the 1983 Regional Air 

Quality Plan. In determining the impact that proposed South 

Natomas development will have on the goals identified in the 

Plan, the DEIR at Section J should take into account the fact 

that the DEIR at Appendix VII indicates that much of the proposed 

South Natomas development would occur elsewhere in the region if 

not approved for South Natomas. Hence, the effects on air 

It cannot be determined from the DEIR (including 

Appendix III) what Interstate BO traffic volumes were assumed for 

purposes of preparing Exhibit K-6. Please clarify and identify 

the source of any base information used in preparing this 

assumption. 

I 

L-1 

Section L - Energy 

Page L- 6: 13 Applications Alternative: The DEIR comments that 

the 13 applications would increase electricity demand and that 

-3- 



this would constitute a significant impact during peak load 

periods. It must be noted that the DEIR also indicates that the 

development proposed by the 13 applications would occur elsewhere 

in the region if not approved for South Natomas. Thus, the same 

effect would probably occur. 

Section S - Cumulative Impacts  

Page S-18: Indirect Impacts: The DEIR should justify the 

assumption that residential development which is "displaced" by 

South Natomas non-residential development would be developed at 

an average density of 6.6 units per acre. In light of rising 

housing costs, it appears that higher density residential develop-

ment is more likely to occur, especially if it is to meet the 

needs of new Sacramento residents and workers, many of whom may 

not be able to afford single family dwellings. (See Section G.) 

The DEIR should also address the beneficial effect 

which South Natomas development may have on the North Sacramento 

community. Specifically, as South Natomas reaches full 

build-out, North Sacramento may be increasingly attractive to 

residential developers. (See page G-5, second full paragraph.)  

'significant portion of the Sacramento region's high technology 

demand' (page VII-9). In light of this finding, the DEIR should 

address the adverse environmental consequences which will occur 

if this MRD development occurs elsewhere in the region rather 

than in South Natomas, prior to addressing the significance of 

the adverse environmental effects of such development in South 

Natomas. Otherwise, the relative adverse effects of South 

Natomas development and the actual significance of the decision 

which must be made on the projects are unclear. 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT CAPITOL/80 PROPERTIES 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

Note that the draft Capitol/BO Properties Environmental 

Impact Report repeats a number of assumptions and comments which 

were made in the Draft 1984 SNCP SIR and, in fact, incorporates 

the Draft 1984 SNCP EIR by reference. We have not repeated 

comments made on the Draft 1984 SNCP Elk. Rather, those 

comments, to the extent relevant, should be considered to be 

incorporated herein by this reference. 

L-5 

5- 1 

Appendix VII - Market Analysis  

The analysis prepared by Keyser Marston Associates of 
AMON( 

the effect of South Natomas applications on regional MRD 

development states that South Natomas would capture a 

-5- 	 -6- 
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Section C - Summary of Findings  

Other beneficial effects of the project includes 

1. Potential increase in housing demand in North 

Sacramento, which would enhance that community's ability to meet 

the goals of its existing community plan. 

2. Assuming the Keyser Marston analysis is accurate, 

South Natomas MRD development will help to decrease traffic and 

related problems elsewhere in the region. 

3. Many people believe that an adequately landscaped 

office or MRD project is more attractive for freeway drivers than 

the sound walls necessary to buffer residential developments from 

freeway noise.  

will be peak hour congestion occurring in the immediate vicinity 

of the project as employees leave for home, but this impact will 

be limited to the "New Street, and therefore will not affect 

many South Natomas residents. 

Section K - Noise  

It should be noted that the proposed MRD development of 

the properties is compatible with predicted year 2000 noise 

levels on the project site, while the residential development 

proposed by the 1984 SNCP would require special mitigation 

measures. 

CAP 

Section I - Transportation  

Please see the attached comments of TJKM Transportation 

Consultants. The most significant problem with the model used to 

determine transportation impacts of the Capitol/80 Properties 

project is its failure to take into account "out of direction" 

travel. In light of the close proximity of the project to 

Interstate 80, it is reasonable to expect that most employees 

bound for trip destinations to the south of the project will use 

Interstate 80 and Interstate 5 rather than driving south on 

Northgate Boulevard through West El Camino Avenue and/or Garden 

Highway. Therefore, it is apparent that the project will have 

lesser effects on the most congested intersections in South 

Natcmas (maximum 5% traffic increase). The major traffic impact 
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TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS 

PLEASANTON 
SACRAMENTO 
FRESNO 
CONCORD 

   

December 13, 1984 

Mr. Robert C. Cook 
Attorney at Law 
918 Second Street 
Olde Sacramento, CA 95.814 

Dear Mr. Cooks 

Per your request, we have analyzed the South Natomas 
Community Plan Npdatp 	Rplated Projects EIR: Volume 2:  
Supplemental EIR's for Eleven Projects (Capitol/80 
Properties) and have identified three areas needing 
clarification. The areas aces the use of LOS D as an 
unacceptable LOS, the assignment of trips to the surrounding 
network, and the capacity deficient intersection analysis 
(Table 1-4). Further discussion of each of these areas is 
included in the following sections. 

The use of LOS D as an unacceptable intersection LOS appears 
to be unreasonable for a major metropolitan area like the 
City of Sacramento. Most.major urban cities and counties, 
including Sacramento County, have accepted LOS D as an 
undesirable but acceptable LOS. In an urban area, designing 
intersections so that LOS C would be obtained during the 
peak hours is a costly goal. This is especially true since 
intersections are normally designed for the peak hour 
traffic loads (four hours a day) and at most other times of 
the day (twenty hours a day) the intersection would be 
operating at a better LOS; thus, even if an intersection is 
operating at a LOS D during the peak hours, it would only be 
doing so for a short period of the day and at other times 
the intersection would operate at a better DOS. While 
smooth vehicles flows are desirable, it must be balanced 
with the costs to obtain those flows for only a small period 
of the operating day. 

In the EIR, the CH2/4 Hill model assigned traffic from the 
project with origins or destinations south on I-5 along a 
route south on Northgate, west on Garden Highway or 
El Camino and then south on I-S. This does not seem to be 
the best route for trips using 1-5 southbound. A better, 
faster, and less congested route would appear to be 
Northgate to 1-80 to 1-5. A reassignment of trips on this 
route would lessen the impacts to the West 
El Camino/Northgate and Garden Highway/Northgate inter-
sections shown in the CH2M Hill Report. 
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The capacity-deficiency intersection analysis (Exhibit 1-4, 
page 49 of the EIR) shows six intersections in the South 
Natomas area that are projected to be impacted by the 
Capitol/80 Properties project. In that exhibit, the 
intersection of East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino 
Avenue, is shown to be significantly impacted by the 
Capitol/80 project (+4 in the p.m. peak hour). This seems 
to be unreasonable based on its distance from the project. 
It is unlikely that traffic volumes from the Capitol/80'a 
project would be that high in that area to cause this 
significant of an impact. Because of the reassignment of 
trips as described in an earlier section, impacts to the 
intersections of West El Camino/Northgate and Garden 
Highway/Northgate would be reduced from the +5 and +9 
changes shown in Exhibit 1-4. As for the other three 
intersections, West El Camino/northbound I-5 off-ramp, West 
El Camino/Azevedo and Garden Bighway/Truxel, Exhibit 1-4 
shows the impacts from the project as not significant. For 
this reason, these intersections should not be included as 
capacity-deficient intersections due to impacts from the 
Capitol/80 Properties projected traffic. 

An analysis of the impacts of both the 1984 proposed 
community plan (Residential plus highway commercial) and 
1984 proposed community plan with the proposed land use (mRD 
plus highway commercial) was completed. This reveals that, 
with the exception of the intersection of the New Street and 
Northgate Boulevard, impacts due to changes in land use to 
intersections surrounding the project are small (+5 
percent). At the New Street and Northgate Boulevard the 
impacts due to the change in land use are more substantial, 
but only in the p.m. peak hour with traffic exiting the site 
impacting the New Street. This can be expected due to the 
more intense traffic peaking because of the MRD use. 
However, once this traffic has cleared, the New 
Street/Northgate intersection it mixes with traffic from 
other surrounding uses and its impacts tend to decrease, 
thus, the reduced difference between the MED and Residential 
land use impacts on other intersections surrounding the 
site. 

We hope this information satisfies your needs. If you have 
any questions or need further study, do not hesitate to 
call. 

Sincerely, 	 • 
CQQ 

Jef fr ek—d. Clark 
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HAND-DELIVERED  

Ms. Diana Parker 
Associate Planner 
City Planning Department 
927 10th Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Re: Community Hospital of Sacramento Application 
and Project at the Northwest Corner of (new) 
San Juan Road and Northgate Boulevard: 
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Report  

Dear Ms. Parker: 

On November 13, 1984, we submitted comments on behalf 
of Community Hospital of Sacramento regarding the draft South 
Natomas Community Plan Revision (the "Blayney Proposal" or "1984 
SNCP"). Specifically, we commented on that aspect of the Blayney 
Proposal which would redesignate approximately 2.5 acres of the 
office building site at the northwest corner of new San Juan Road 
and Northgate Boulevard from office use to low-density 
residential use. Rather than repeat the comments made in that 
correspondence, please consider them to be incorporated by this 
reference as comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) on the South Natomas Community Plan Revision (1984 SNCP), 
and provide them to the DEIR consultant for inclusion in the 
final Environmental Impact Report. 

The following comments relate to the DEIR for the 
Community Hospital project. As you will see, they also address 
certain issues related to the total development project proposed 
by Community Hospital of Sacramento, which includes a 100-bed 
hospital plus a 56,000 square foot medical office building. The 
revised site plan for this combined project is attached to my 
November 13, 1984, correspondence as Exhibit "C". 
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December 13, 1984 
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C. Summary of Findings  

Page 6, Growth Inducing Impacts. 

The comment that the hospital project encourages 
additional non-residential development in South Natomas lacks 
factual substantiation. It is more likely that the hospital 
project would encourage additional residential development 
because it will provide services which are necessary and 
desirable to residents of the area. 

The comment that the project "continues the precedent 
of amending the 1978 SNCP on a project-by-project basis", and the 
comment that the hospital project "displaces planned on-site 
housing to other areas of the city", ignore the fact that the 
1984 SNCP, as proposed, designates the hospital site for hospital 
development. The hospital project has been included in the 1984 
SNCP revision precisely to avoid continuation of community plan 
amendments on a project-by-project basis. Furthermore, the 1984 
SNCP increases rather than decreases the projected population of 
the South Natomas community. 

weisseumo AND ARONSON. INC. 

Hs. Diana Parker 
December 13, 1984 
Page 3 

As to the Interstate 5 impact, the DEIR states: 

"While this is a significant adverse impact, 
the condition is not attributable to the 
proposed Community Hospital project since 
essentially the same condition exists under 
the 1978 plan alternative." (Page 42.) 

This comment is equally applicable to the four intersections. 

Furthermore, with respect to the four intersections 
identified in the Summary of Findings, a review of Exhibit 1-4 at 
page 44 of the DEIR indicates that the project reduces rather 
than increases the traffic at the West El Camino/northbound I-5 
off-ramp, West El Camino/Northgate Boulevard, and in the a.m. 
peak hour at East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue, and 
that the largest increase in traffic is 3% in the p.m. peak hour 
at the last named intersection. It appears that the last finding 
must be incorrect in that the hospital will produce a total  
number of trips which is approximately 2% of the p.m. peak hour 
trips through the intersection, which is several miles distant 
from the hospital (see further discussion below). 

Page 6, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. 

The hospital project is not inconsistent with the 1984 
SNCP, nor is inconsistency per se an "adverse impact." From a 
community perspective, the substitution of a hospital/medical 
office building project for residential/general office develop-
ment is considered beneficial, not adverse. The accompanying 
community plan revision would therefore also be considered 
positive. 

The conclusion that the project contributes to traffic 
congestion and unacceptable levels of service, is addressed 
below. 

Page 7, Summary Of Environmental Impacts, etc.  

The summary of findings indicates that the project 
would increase traffic and contribute to unacceptable levels of 
service at four intersections in South Natomas, in addition to 
Interstate 5 itself. These statements are not supported by the 
DEIR's discussion of transportation issues. (Page 39, et seq.) 

D. Land Use  

Pages 13 to 14, Impacts. 

The DEIR comments that the hospital project may detract 
from the residential character of development to the north and 
west of the hospital project. It should be noted that the 1984 
SNCP, with its reduction of the space available for the hospital 
and medical office building project, would increase, rather than 
decrease, this possibility. If any reduction in land available 
for the combined project is made, that reduction should be at the 
north end of the parcel rather than at the southerly end adjacent 
to San Juan Road, as proposed by the 1984 SNCP. 

Page 15, Relationship of Project to Relevant Land Use  
Plans and Policies. 

The DEIR comments that the hospital project would be 
"inconsistent with the general intent of the 1978 SNCP to develop 
South Natomas primarily as a residential community close to the 	LA 
CBD, since the project displaces planned residential uses; 
. . . ." This statement is wrong in that under the 1978 SNCP, 
the residents of the South Natomas community would continue to 
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travel outside of their community for medical services. Clearly, 
this is an undesirable condition. Therefore, the displacement of 
a small number of residential dwellings, which can be "recouped" 
to the South Natomas area (as demonstrated by the 1984 SNCP), is 
offset by the beneficial aspects of the project. 

Page 17, Mitigation Measures. 

Note that the site plan for a combined hospital and 
medical office building project deletes the secondary side 
entrance on Larchwood Drive. It should be further noted, 
however, that the Sacramento City Fire Department may request 
inclusion of at least one emergency access from Larchwood Drive. 

I. Transportation  

Page 39 et seq., Impacts. 

The DEIR does not support the statement on page 42 that 
the hospital project would have a significant impact on six 
listed intersections in South Natomas. 

First, as the DEIR notes at page 39, when compared with 
the 1978 SNCP, the hospital project will add only 10 peak hour 
trips to the a.m. and p.m. periods, and some of these trips will 
occur earlier than the peak traffic hours for other land uses. A 
review of Exhibit I-1 and 1-2 indicates that these ten additional 
trips constitute far less than 1% of the total peak hour volumes 
at any of the six listed intersections. For example, Exhibit I-1 
indicates that in the year 2000, a.m. peak hour trips through the 
West El Camino/Gateway Oaks intersection will number approxi-
mately 4,890. Even if all ten additional trips associated with 
the hospital project were to travel through that intersection (a 
most unlikely state of events, since that intersection is on the 
other side of Interstate 5, and several miles distant from the 
hospital), it is clear that the additional trips could not 
significantly adversely affect traffic at that intersection. In 
this regard, it is important that the DEIR indicates that the 
hospital project will not adversely affect any of the inter-
sections in the immediate vicinity of the project (Northgate 
Boulevard/San Juan Road, San Juan Road/Truxel, Northgate 
Boulevard/New road). Exhibit 1-4 recognizes this fact when it 
states: 

"This project does not significantly 
contribute to the capacity deficiency of 
(five of the six listed intersections)." 

The only intersection which is not included by this statement is 
the East Gateway Oaks Drive/West El Camino Avenue, which should 
be the least affected intersection. 

Second, Exhibit 1-4 indicates that the hospital project 
will reduce traffic volumes at several listed intersections, and 
that two of the listed intersections are not capacity-deficient 
during the time period included in the DEIR. 

Third, when considering the combined hospital/medical 
office building now proposed by Community Hospital and comparing 
it with the 1978 and 1984 SNCPs, it is clear that the combined 
project will produce less peak hour traffic than either of those 
alternatives. Attachment "A" hereto demonstrates that, using the 
DIER's trip generation rates, the hospital/medical office 
building project would produce 413 peak hour trips each day, 
compared with 422 peak hour trips under the 1984 SNCP, and 493 
peak hour trips under the 1978 SNCP. Thus, the hospital/medical 
office building project decreases total traffic in the South 
Natomas community, and enhances rather than detracts from the 
environmental quality of the area. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If 
you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact 
me. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert B. McCra 
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OFFICE SITE, 

TOTALS, 
Members In Session 
Sacramento City Planning Commission 

. 927 10th Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Re: 	Community Hospital of Sacramento 
Application and the Northwest Corner 
of (new) San Juan Road and Northgate 
Boulevard 

% 

1.  

2.  

3.  

4.  

5.  

1978 SNCP designates the hospital site for residential develop-
ment and the 6.6 acre 011 site for general office development, 
which is assumed to develop at 12,500 GST per acre. 

1984 SNCP designates approximately 14 acres for hospital use 
and approximately 2.5 acres for low density residential use 
at maximum 7 units per acre. 

CHS proposes a 100-bed hospital plus a 56,000 GOP medical 
office building in the combined hospital and office site of 
approximately 16.6 acres. 

The CHS DEIR is the source of this information. 

Trips calculated by multiplying assumed total permitted or 
requested office square footage by trip generation rates 
unbound and outbound) identified in Exhibit I-4 of the DEIR 
for the draft 1984 SNCP. Under assumed build-out of 12,500 
GSF per acre, the 1978 ANCP permits 82,500 GOP in 6.6 acres, 
and the 1984 SNCP permits 50,000 GOP in 4 acres, along with 
18 dwelling unite on 2.6 acres. CUE has presented a 
proposal for 56,000 GS?. 	Hence, 

1978 SNCP, 	82,500 GOP Ofc 	 181 A.M. 	• 132 P.M. Peak Hour Trips 

Dear Members: 

This firm represents Community Hospital of Sacramento 
(CHS), which has assembled three parcels at the northwest corner 
of (new) San Juan Road and Northgate Boulevard for the purpose of 
constructing a 100-bed general acute care hospital, along with a 
medical office building (MOB) of approximately 56,000 square 
feet. 	(See area highlighted in yellow on Exhibit A.) 	While the 
Hospital certainly supports the draft South Natomas Community 
Plan Revision (the "Blayney Proposal") insofar as it would permit 
the construction of a hospital at this site, CHS believes it very 
unwise to redesignate approximately 2.5 acres of the southwestern 
portion of the site for low density residential uses. 	(See area 
highlighted in pink on Exhibit A.) 

Background 

1984 SIC?, 	50,000 GS? Ofc 	110 A.M. • 	80 P.M. Peak Hour Trips 

	

Plus 18 DU 	14 A.M. + 	18 P.M. Peak Hour Trips 

124 A.M. 	4. 	98 P.M. Peak Hour Tripe 

CHS 
PROPOSAL, 	56,000 GOP Ofc 	123 A.M. 4. 	90 P.M. Peak Hour Trips CHS is a 100-bed general acute care hospital located at 

the corner of Hawthorne and Grove Streets. 	Its physical plant, 
which is up to thirty-five years old, is medically obsolete and 

FINC,ckh,36A does not conform to current seismic 	standards for safety 
hospitals. Therefore, the hospital must be replaced. However, 
the existing location is too small and isolated to allow or 
justify reconstruction on site. 
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The proposed site on Northgate Boulevard is 
approximately one-half mile south of Interstate 80, at the 
northwest corner of (new) San Juan Road and Northgate Boulevard. 
Referring to Exhibit B hereto, the designated Parcels 1 and 2 are 
approximately five acres apiece, are currently zoned 9-3, and 
together constitute the site on which CBS initially proposed 
relocation of its hospital. On that basis, CBS applied for a 
Community Plan amendment of Parcels 1 and 2, from 9-3 to H. 

Subsequently, the adjacent parcel to the south became 
available. See Exhibit B, Parcel 3. This 6.62-net-acre site is 
designated in the 1978 Community Plan for office building uses. 
CBS is purchasing this site for the purpose of constructing a 
medical office building which will be architecturally and 
medically harmonious with the hospital. The initial site plan 
for the development of the combined hospital/MOB site is attached 
as Exhibit C. 

The Blayney Proposal  

The Blayney Proposal would designate approximately 14 
acres of the combined 16-plus-acre site for hospital uses. The 
primary justification for this aspect of the Blayney Proposal is 
that the Northgate Boulevard site will permit the hospital to 
serve both the North Sacramento and South Natomas communities. 
The CBS Administrator, Catherine Mahan, has found this point to 
be well received in numerous community meetings (approximately 
twenty) in North Sacramento and South Natomas. 

However, the Blayney Proposal would also redesignate 
the westerly 2.5 acres of the currently zoned OB site to low 
density residential uses. (See Exhibit B.) No specific 
justification for this aspect of the Blayney Proposal is offered. 
Presumably, the reduction in office zoning is based on the 
consultant's general desire to limit the amount of commercial 
development in the South Natomas community. We believe, however, 
that this concept is misapplied to the MOB site. This aspect of 
the Blayney Proposal would have several adverse consequences, 
including an increased likelihood of conflicts between the 
hospital project and neighboring residential uses, without any 
offsetting benefits. 

Discussion  

We can ascertain no benefits which might arise from the 
redesignation of a portion of the MOB site. Under the Blayney 
Proposal, the maximum density of low-density residential 
development is 5.6 units per acre. Hence, up to fourteen 
dwellings could theoretically be constructed on the consultant's 
2.5-acre site. However, CBS is not in the business of building 
homes, and it is not likely that any residential developer would 
find this small parcel to be attractive for residential 
development, bounded as it will be on two sides by a hospital and 
MOB complex. Furthermore, the Blayney Proposal is not necessary 
if the true motivation is to decrease the general density of 
development in the area. CBS proposes initially to construct a 
hospital building of approximately 86,000 gross square feet and 
an MOB of approximately 56,000 gross square feet. This is far 
less than the maximum feasible development of the 16-plus-acre 
site. One of the advantages of the site is that it will allow 
CBS to carry out its plans, with reasonable room for moderate 
future expansion, while maintaining adequate unpaved open spaces 
to buffer neighboring development and to increase the 
attractiveness of the project. 

The Blayney Proposal has several serious drawbacks. 
First, the Blayney Proposal would aggravate existing limitations 
on the use of the combined hospital/MOB site. An examination of 
Exhibits B and C indicates that the site already has a signifi-
cant amount of unusable space because of the panhandle at its 
north end, and the odd shape of its west side. The site plan 
tries to make reasonable use of these defects as areas which will 
buffer neighboring residential development. Furthermore, the 
site plan makes use of a perimeter driveway which will permit 
emergency access from both Northgate Boulevard and new San Juan 
Road and which is separate from the primary access points to 
on-site parking areas. This dedicated emergency access would be 
rendered impossible by the Blayney Proposal. 

Second, the loss of a significant portion of the MOB 
site would limit the hospital's expansion opportunities. 
Admittedly, the initial hospital building and MOB will not 
require all of the combined site. However, it is important to 
allow reasonable room for moderate future expansion of the 
original buildings, with accompanying increased parking 
requirements. The CBS site plan is designed with this 
possibility in mind. 



Third, reducing the hospital/MOB site would make 
conflicts with neighboring resiaential uses more likely. The 
site plan allows adequate buffering of residences on the north 
and west. The Hlayney Proposal would result in the elimination 
of much of these buffer zones. In order to avoid future disputes 
in South Natomas similar to those recently experienced by 
expanding hospitals and residential neighbors in the downtown and 
east Sacramento areas, the proposed reduction of the hospital/MOB 
site should be rejected. 

Conclusion  

In summary, the CHS proposal for the combined 
hospital/MOB site offers the promise of attractive development 
with reasonable opportunity for expansion and the avoidance of 
future conflicts with its neighbors. The development will be 
medically sound and will thus permit CHS to meet local needs in 
the North Sacramento and South Natomas communities. 

Therefore, we request that either of the two following 

Ui 
	actions be taken: 

c) 	 1. 	Adopt the Blayney Proposal, but include the entire 
office building site (Parcel 3 of Exhibit B, in the H Zone); or 

	

2. 	Maintain the current OH zoning on Parcel 3 of 
Exhibit H, and adopt the H Zone for the remaining ten acres 
(Parcels 1 and 2 of Exhibit H). 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert B. McCray 

RMC:ckh:35EE 
Attachments 

cc: Mr. Marty Van Duyn 
Mr. Mike Lake 
Mr. John Blayney 
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Ms. Diana Parker 
Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento 
City Planning Department 
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Reg Draft Environmental Impact Report for South Natomas 
Community Plan Update - Reviewview Oaks 

Dear Diana: 

Ln 	
Reviewview Project as they relate to the subject DEIR. 

Enclosed please find our comments from proponents of the 

Respectfully submitted, 

HEFNER, STARK 6 MAROIS 

By 1/ 

Robert S. Willett 

RSW :mw 

- Enclosures 

COMMENTS ON VOLUME I DRAFT 1984 COMMUNITY 
PLAN EIR AND THE RIVERVIEW OAKS PORTION OF 

VOLUME II: SUPPLEMENTAL EIRs FOR ELEVEN PROJECTS 

GENERAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME I: 	In our opinion, Volume I is 

fairly comprehensive as it relates to the environmental issues 

arising out of the proposed 1984 South Natomas Community Plan. 

We have no quarrel with the discussions in the EIR except to 

those matters which relate to the Riverview Oaks property which 

indicates the use of the property for residential purposes. We 

simply note our opposition to Volume I at this point since it is 

practically impossible to separate from the entire Volume a small 

acreage such as Riverview Oaks and intelligently comment on the 

balance of the discussion. 

COMMENTS RE: RIVERVIEW OAKS: The balance of our comments will 

relate solely, to the Riverview Oaks portion of Volume II which 

includes the Supplemental EIRs for the eleven projects. For ease 

in identification, we cite the appropriate section and page to 

which our comments are directed. 

INTRODUCTION (Section A, Page 1): 

No comment. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Section B, Page 3-4): 

No comment. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (Section C, Pages 5-11): 

On Page 6, the preparers determined that there are four un-

avoidable adverse impacts, namely, (1) conversion of 37 acres of 

RAP • Room. imr••04.1 
• IISSI 1011•1 



' , aim.. talcs land to urban Use; t2l inconsistency with existing 

plans and policies; (3) contribution to traffic congestion and 

unacceptable levels of service; and (4) obstruction of views from 

riverfront area and parkways. 	 . 

Comment: 

We understand that CEO?. Guidelines require the.identification 

of unavoidable adverse impacts; we disagree that those disclosed 

are in fact unavoidable or even adverse. Although the Guidelines 

suggest that the conversion of prime farm land to urban use be 

discussed as a significant effect, we believe that discussion 

must be taken in its proper context. 	The subject site is pro- 

posed to be surrounded by residential and other urban uses which 

if said uses were actually implemented would make it extremely 

difficult to use the subject site for agricultural purposes. 

The Draft SIR further discloses that the Riverview Oaks proposal 

is inconsistent with existing plans and policies which identify 

the subject site for residential purposes. We think it should be 

noted that the existing 1978 South Natomas Community Plan policies 

and plans are themselves inconsistent with the conversion of 

prime agricultural land to urban uses. Further, any use of the 

land will contribute to some degree to the traffic congestion. 

As will be discussed later, wA take issue with the conclusion 

that this particular project contributes to traffic uses to the 

level of an unavoidable adverse impact. Also, the suggestion 

that the project will obstruct views "from riverfront area and 
	

avO 
parkways" without more certainty cannot be considered adverse as 

an impact. 

On page 18, the DEIR states that the project is potentially incon-

sistent with the character of the Riverfront District to the south. 

As is further discussed in our comments regarding aesthetics, we do 

not concur with this view. In addition, the DEIR states that the 

project conflicts with the draft 1984 SNCP in that it would "block 

views of the Sacramento River". Given the location of the project, 

we can see no way in which this project blocks any views of the 

river. Indeed, it creates tremendous views of the river for the 

occupants and users of the structure. 

LAND USE  (Section D, Pages 13-20): 

Apparently the preparers have determined that if a project 

as proposed is inconsistent with an existing community plan or 

goals or policy, then the project ipso facto has a potential 

significant effect on the environment. We perceive such a com-

parison of existing plans and policies with newly proposed plans 

and policies as land use rather than environmental issues. 

We are aware that City Staff takes the position that Appendix 

G to the CEQA and EIR Guidelines suggests that projects proposed 

which are inconsistent with existing goals of the community should 

be declared significant environmental impacts. We disagree with 

that interpretation. It would be interesting whether the Staff 

would find that a significant environmental impact is disclosed if 

the project proponent was to offer the subject site as permanent 

open space as opposed to the project actually, proposed. In both 

instances the proposal would be inconsistent with existing plans 

and community goals. 

POPULATION (Section E, Pages 21, 22): 

No Comment. 

Stvo 
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EMPLOYMENT  (Section F, Pages 23-25), 

No comment. 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES  (Section H, Pages 31-42): 

1. Water. No comment. 

2. Sewer. No comment. 

3. Solid Waste Management. No comment. 

4. Fire. No comment, except to agree that any specialized 

equipment, if required at all, should be equitably assessed 

against all users whether such users be located in the 

South Natomas or elsewhere in the City. The DEIR fails 

to disclose whether existing equipment in the City can 

service the Riverview Oaks site. 

5. Police. No comment. 

6. Parks. The preparers take the position that the 

multi-story buildings proposed would aesthetically impact 

the recreation quality of the undeveloped parkside to the 

east and the Sacramento River and planned main canal 

parkway to the west. As will be discussed under the 

subject of aesthetics  later, we believe the EIR overstates 

dramatically the impact of the building on the recreational 

quality of the area. The project as proposed will be 

extensively landscaped throughout with considerable peri-

pheral landscaping. The suggestion that simply because 

the project may be ten stories high will impact recreation 

quality is without any evidence whatsoever in the EIR. 

The property to the north of the project is proposed as 

high density residential and as we discuss infra, the site  

is surrounded on the west and the south by commercial 

and semi-industrial uses. Further, as a matter of principle, 

we disagree that the loss of funds for park purposes by 

conversion of residentially planned property to a non-

residential use has an adverse impact on the physical 

environment. The EIR should fully discuss in what 

respect such a loss of financing because of a change in use 

constitutes an environmental impact on the physical environ-

ment. 

7. Schools. No comment. 

8. Libraries. No comment. 

TRANSPORTATION  (Section I, Pages 43-54): 

The DEIR, though very comprehensive, still does not treat 

the positive transportation impacts of the project as having a 

place in the analysis. Specifically, a jobs/housing balance 

increase caused by the project will reduce the demand for external 

travel from the South Natomas community and allow traffic reduc-

tions across key portals at the community boundary. 

Secondly, the intersection analysis suggests negative impacts 

due to the project which, on reflection, are not as severe as may 

first be thought. Your attention is drawn to the Exhibits 1-3, 

and 1-4 on pages 46 and 47 of the draft EIR, volume 2, Riverview 

Oaks section, and also the summary table shown on p. 7 of the same 

section. 

In the summary table, on p. 7, four intersections and one 

section of the freeway are listed as locations where "the project 

would increase traffic and contribute to unacceptable levels of 
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service (incapable of feasible miLigalion)..". 

Dealing with each location, as listed in turn: 

1. W. El Camino Avenue/Northbound I-5 Interchange. This 

intersection changes its degree of saturation by +3% and -2% in the 

morning, and evening peak. These changes are not significant. 

2. W. El Camino Avenue/Northgate Boulevard. 

Here the change in degree of saturation is even less, +1% 

and -1% in the morning and evening peaks, respectively. Exhibit 

1-4 notes that this project does not contribute significantly to 

the capacity deficiency of the intersection, though it also notes 

that the project does contribute to the cumulative traffic. 

3. Garden Highway/Northbound 1-5 ramps. 

The project here adds 9% to saturation levels in the morning 

peak. However, the levels of service expected at that time are A or 

B, both adequate levels. In the evening peak, the 7% increase 

in the saturation level due to the project still leaves the service 

level at D, the service level of the South Natomas Community Plan. 

Furthermore, we feel that there are additional mitigations that 

can be provided at that intersection, which will improve the 

service levels. 

4. Garden Highway/Northgate Boulevard. 

The project adds 6% and 7% in the morning and evening peaks, 

respectively. However, this intersection is significantly over-

loaded in the evening peak, with a degree of saturation about 200%, 

i.e., the demand is twice the supply. An addition of 7% on 200% 

seems very small, to the point of insignificance. If the overload 

is so major, with or without the Riverview Oaks Project, and addi-

tionally the Arden - Garden connector is to be built, it is clear 

that this interseciton requires substantial mitigations, such as 

C grade separation. 

5. 1-5 Mainline. 

This section of freeway, presumably at the location of the 

American River south of the - Garden Highway, is referred to in the 

text of the DEIR on p. 48 where if says: 

"...the condition is not attributable to the proposed 
Riverview Oaks project since essentially the same con-
dition exists under the 1978 Plan alternative." 

It seems to us that reading the summary table alone, a decision 

that most readers may take, given the size of the documents, 

could lead the reviewer to believe that the impacts of the project 

are much more significant than they may first appear. Our 

reading indicates that of the five locations listed in the summary 

table, p. 7, at intersections where the Riverview Oaks project 

would increase traffic and contribute to unacceptable levels of 

service, three locations are significantly changed when compared to 

the SNCP Alternative, one intersection requires substantial miti-

gation without the project, and the final intersection levels of 

service remain in "D" with or without the project, and could be 

further mitigated. 

AIR QUALITY (Section J, Pages 55-58): 

The DEIR states that the emission increases due to the project 

are minor but that current regional ozone problems are a result of 

incremental minor emission increases such as those which the DEIR 

attributes to the project. First of all, to the extent that the 

traffic analysis in the DEIR supports the finding with respect to 

air quality, we differ as noted above in our comments to Section I. 

In addition, it is interesting to note that the DEIR in the section 
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on employment states that, in evaluating whether or not there are 

beneficial impacts from this project, employment generated by this 

project would probably happen anyway in the Sacramento area and 

approval of the project merely relocates the employment created. 

If indeed that is true, then there is no increased emission pro-

blem caused by this project. 

NOISE (Section K, Pages 59-60): 

No comment. 

ENERGY (Section L, Pages 61-62): 

No comment. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS (Section M, Pages 63-64): 

The EIR discloses that there is no mitigation for loss of 

37 acres of prime agricultural land. We believe the EIR should 

further disclose that if the 1978 Plan or the proposed 1984 Plan 

is implemented, the loss of prime agricultural land will even-

tually take place. Further, it is highly doubtful that the 

property would be commercially farmed in view of the proposed 

surrounding urban uses. 

HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE, AND WATER QUALITY (Section N, Pages 65-68): 

No comment. 

BIOLOGY (Section 0, Pages 69-72): 

No comment. 

AESTHETICS (Section P, Pages 73-74): 

The proponents of the proposed Riverview Oaks project take 

strong exception to the position that the proposed project would 

adversely affect the aesthetics of the site and the surrounding 

area. Indeed, it is the proponents' belief that a well designed 

office building in this location, in proximity to the Sacramento 

River, would, in fact, enhance the aesthetics of the area and be 

wholly consistent with the historical and future nature of the 

development along the Sacramento River. 

The DEIR in the section dealing with land use, parks and 

especially aesthetics, refers to the height of the building as an 

adverse impact which could be reduced to a less than significant 

effect if the height of the building was reduced. The DEIR 

states, among other things, that the height of the structure 

could adversely affect the view from "Garden Highway and the 

Riverfront District". It is difficult for us to understand 

the manner in which this project would affect such views. While 

it is true that, under the present use of the land, the view from 

Garden Highway would be a mix of development underway, the freeway 

and some open space agricultural lands, under both the 1978 SNCP as 

amended and under the 1984 draft SNCP, the view from Garden High-

way would be the roof tops of single family residences on the 

site, the roof tops of multi family units on nearby parcels, and 

a mix of other urban uses, such as office buildings. 

With respect to the views from the Riverfront District, we 

do not concur that this project would adversely affect that view. 

Under the present land uses and the proposed SNCP, the view from 

the Riverfront District to the north would be the levee and the 

trees along the levee. While the project would be somewhat 

visible, there is no basis in fact for stating that a well designed 

office building would be a detriment to the urban landscape. 

While we believe the comments on visual impact are in general 

inappropriate, we wish to note that the DEIR fails to disclose 
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visual impacts in the immediate vicinity of the site including 

an existing boat facility on filled land (directly to the west 

of the site) which is at the same level as the top of the levee 

and the nearby McClellan Dock area. 

In evaluating the visual effects of this building in rela-

tionship to the Sacramento River, the DEIR should recongize not 

only the historical nature of that river but also current uses and 

planning efforts underway along that river with which this office 

building is wholly consistent. 

In the earliest days of this City's development, the Sacra-

mento River was a commercial hub. Unlike the American River, which 

has by policy been preserved in an open space character, the 

Sacramento River has always been an urban river which was used 

historically for commercial shipping purposes and today supports 

a great deal of activity. Indeed there are a variety of urban 

uses including highrise buildings (i.e., the 19 story Capitol 

Bank of Commerce building, crop storage silos), are visable to 

boaters plying the Sacramento River. 

In addition, it is important to note that, as the DEIR is 

considered, there are tremendous efforts being undertaken along 

the riverfront by the City of Sacramento itself to enhance the 

commercial nature of the river. The Sacramento Housing and Re-

development Agency is rebuilding the historical wharf and will 

be mooring to that wharf several large ships which will be used 

for commercial and entertainment purposes. The City is preparing 

to develop the Docks Area south of the Tower Bridge with a po-

tential mix of commercial and residential uses. 

Further, it is our understanding that the City is proposing 

a dramatic expansion of the marina in Freeport to accommodate the 

increased demand by boaters for access to the river. OP direct 

interest to this project is the fact that the City has approved 

the Riverfront Holding Company's development directly to the south 

of the project which includes an extensive marina, condominium 

development and restaurant complex. Beyond these existing or 

proposed uses on the Sacramento side of the river, it should be 

additionally noted that Yolo County has been actively considering 

a range of intensive uses of abutting the Sacramento River. 

When taken in the context of the variety of activities now 

being planned by public agencies themselves and by private inter-

ests (with public approvals), the Riverview Oaks project is wholly 

consistent with efforts to make the Sacramento River a focal point 

of urban development. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES (Section Q, Page 75): 

No comment. 

HOUSING (Section G, Pages 27-29): 

No comment. 
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

A public hearing to receive comments on the Draft Elk by the City of 
Sacramento Planning Commission and the public was conducted on Thursday 
evening, December 6. 1984. A summary of the comments received follows: 

Gene Robinson 
City Department of Parks and Community Services 

I 

Capital Business Park. A community park Is desirable at that location. 	1-1-1 
It would serve a radius reaching beyond the project site. A community clip 
park is compatible with office and commercial land uses. 

I 

Fong Ranch. Half of a neighborhood park site has already been acquired 	V%-1 
by the City on property to the west. The other half of the acreage will 	Fe.  
need to come from the Fong Ranch site. 

Mercy Natomas. An additional easement for a bikeway and parkway corridor 
will be needed along the western perimeter of the project site. 	 I wi 

Natomas Corporate Center. The City would acquire the Bannon Slough 	v1.1 
Parkway and oak preserve as a dedication not an easement. 

WU. 
Steve Cates 
ECOS 

Comments submitted in writing. 

South Natomas Community Association 

Comments submitted in writing. 

Ray Tretheway 

Volume 1. p. 0-11. Spoke in support of the dedication of the Bannon 
Slough to the City of Sacramento for the protection of the habitat. 
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Willow Creek Associates 

Ms. Diana Parker 
Sacramento City Planning Commission 
927 10th Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 

Dear Diana: 

Enclosed are the comments of Willow Creek Associates 

to the Draft Environmental Impact Report/South Natomas 

Community Plan Update and Related Projects. 

We appreciate your unfailing cooperation and willing-

ness to answer questions and provide advice. 

If you have any questions regarding any of the mat-

ters contained in the comments, please call me or Mr. Greg 

Rodgers of Willow Creek Associates. 

Very truly yours, 

DIEPENBROCK, WULFF, PLANT 
HANNEGAN 

By 
Karen 0. Ahern 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr. Greg Rodgers 



• 
sistent with the future planned residential uses of the adja-

cent area" and that these impacts "would represent a signi-

ficant adverse impact which could not be mitigatedito a less 

than significant level". This finding is, of course, contrary 

to that reached in the Creekside Oaks and Gateway Centre En-

vironmental Impact Report wherein the consultant concluded that 

with appropriate setbacks, MRD uses at Gateway Centre would in 

fact be compatible with the adjacent residential area (see p. 

D-10 of the Creekside Oaks and Gateway Centre Draft EIR). As 

with Gateway Centre, we submit that with appropriate setbacks 

MRD uses are, in fact, compatible with residential development. 

Secondly, we submit that locating residen-

ces next to a major freeway (as the 1978 SNCP proposes) should 

be identified in the SIR as having a significant adverse impact 

on the residents. The Willow Creek EIR discusses at length the 

detriment of having homes adjacent to MRD uses, without at any 

time commenting on the far more significant, and truly 

unmitigable, impacts of locating homes (and their outdoor 

recreation areas) next to 1-80. Section K of the Draft Plan 

EIR documents those impacts and Exhibit K-6 shows unacceptable 

noise contours over the entire Willow Creek site north of West 

El Camino Avenue. Why is this not discussed in the analysis of 

the Willow Creek application? 

2. 	Consistency with Other Relevant Plans and  

Policies. 	(P. 18, Willow Creek EIR). The EIR consultant 

states that the proposed project is potentially inconsistent • 

with General Plan and Central City Plan policies "to the extent 

that marketability of the C8D is impacted". However, the 

COMMENTS TO 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 

SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE AND 

RELATED PROJECTS 

INTRODUCTION  

Willow Creek Associates proposes a mixed-use develop-

ment on one hundred twelve (112) acres west of Interstate-5 

("1-5"), south of Interstate-80 ("I-80") and north and south of 

West El Camino Avenue. Fifty-six (56) acres are proposed for 

residential uses; forty-five (45) acres for manufacturing, 

research and development uses ("MAD"), and eleven (11) acres 

for commercial uses. Comments have been divided into two (2) 

separate sections: the first directed to the EIR for the 

Willow Creek project contained in Volume 2 of the EIR; the 

second directed to the E1R for the Draft South Natomas Community 

Plan. For ease of reference, we refer to those portions of the 

EIR which discuss Willow Creek specifically as the "Willow 

Creek EIR" and the portion of the EIR which analyzes the Draft 

South Natomas Community Plan as the "Draft Plan EIR". Our 

comments are as follows: 

II 

WILLOW CREEK EIR 

A. 	LAND USE 

1. 	Consistency of Proposed Uses with Adjacent 	[).1 

1978 SNCP Plan Uses. 	(P. 15, Willow Creek EIR). The Willow 

Creek EIR states at p. 15 that MRD development "would be incon- 

O. 
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Kaiser/Marsten Study (see Appendix VII-5), concludes that South 

Natomas office development would have a minor impact on office 

development in the CBD. It is important to note thtt this state-

ment is made based on approval of all 13 applications,  which 

would provide up to 8.1 million square feet of office space 

(see p. VII-3), and not with reference to Willow Creek alone. 

B. 	Employment (Section F). 

The Willow Creek EIR at p. 22 states that build-

out of the Willow Creek project would result in approximately 

7,603 permanent jobs, but states that if these are not provided 

here they would "likely occur elsewhere in the Sacramento 

economy." Given the fiscal benefits to the City of Sacramento 

of office and MRD development (see the Ralph Anderson 6 Associ-

ates report submitted herewith and labelled Exhibit "A"), we 

submit that it is highly undesirable from a City fiscal 

viewpoint if the bulk of new office and commercial development 

locates outside the City limits. We question the statement 

(contained in each of the EIR's for the 13 applications) that 

the jobs created by the individual applications will be 

provided "elsewhere". If job-producing activities are not 

permitted .  where there is a strong market demand for 

development, how can the EIR consultant be assured that these 

jobs will, in fact, be provided elsewhere within the City or 

within the region? We submit that the EIR consultant should 

consider (i) the cumulative impact of the denial  of the 13 

applications on the provision of new jobs within the City of 

Sacramento and (ii) the cumulative financial impact on the City 

if the commercial and office portions of each application are 

denied. 

- 3 -  

C. HOUSING 

1. Indirect Impacts.  What is the basis for CrA 

the assumption on p. 25 of the Willow Creek EIR th4t all pro-

fessional workers in South Natomas would be relocated to the 

Sacramento area by their firms? 

2. We wish to highlight a statement made by 

the Elk consultant on p. 26 that 'the proposed project would 

enhance the marketability of residentially designated land in 

South Natomas, north Sacramento, and other communities because 

of its proximity to a major employment center." We think this 

is a very important benefit of the Willow Creek application 

which should have been noted in the Summary Table under Section 

D (Beneficial Impacts). 

D. TRANSPORTATION  

1. 	Our response to Section I (Transportation) 

of the Willow Creek Elk is contained in the enclosed letter 

from Mr. Charles Abrams of jhk associates (the letter is 

labelled Exhibit "B"). We ask that the Elk consultant respond 

to and comment on both the questions posed to Mr. Abrams and on 

his responses thereto. We specifically direct attention to Mr. 

Abrams' comments regarding the impact on levels of service at 

key intersections of the amount of Willow Creek traffic allo-

cated to the uncongested I-80/West El Camino Avenue inter-

change, to the inconsistencies between various of the exhibits 

in the Willow Creek EIR and those in the Draft Plan EIR and to 

the assumed peak-hour trip distribution pattern described on 

Exhibit 1-7 of the Willow Creek Elk. As to inconsistencies 

between the tables in the Willow Creek Elk and those contained VJ 

- 4 - 

F-1 
WC.' 

(r-') 

w c 

1 

• 



in the Draft Plan EIR, we note the following: Exhibit 1-3 of 

the Willow Creek EIR states that approval of Willow Creek alone 

will result in an a.m. peak-hour D level of servic4at West El 

Camino Avenue/Truxel Road, while Exhibit S-33 in the Draft Plan 

EIR states that approval of all 13 applications will result in 

an a.m. peak-hour B level of service at this same intersection. 

Similarly, Exhibit 1-3 states that approval of Willow Creek 

alone will result in a p.m. peak-hour D level of service at 

Garden Highway/Truxel Road, while Exhibit 5-33 states that 

approval of all 13 aoplications will result in a p.m. peak-hour 

C level of service at this same intersection. These gross 

inconsistencies require explanation. 

III 

DRAFT PLAN EIR 

A. 	"STRIP" OFFICE DEVELOPMENT. We request that the 

EIR consultant comment on that portion of the Draft Plan which 

calls for a narrow band of office development on a portion of 

the Willow Creek site adjacent to 1-00. What the Draft Commu-

nity Plan proposes will result in a "strip' office development 

one office building wide. The author of the Draft Plan felt 

that this was desirable for two reasons: (1) because of the 

importance of not locating residential development adjacent to 

major freeways and (2) because the author believed that a 

"cluster" development would be more competitive with the COD. 

We concur with the view that residential development should not 

be located, but note the Kaiser/Marsten Study prepared as part 

of the EIR states specifically, without equivocation, that even 

if the 8.1 million square feet of office development proposed in 

the 13 South Natomas applications were approved, there would be 

very little impact on the COD. See Appendix VII, pp 3-6. 

B. PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT.  le think it 

extremely ill -advised to provide, as does the Draft Plan, for 

three (3) strips of different land uses (i.e., office, medium-

density residential and low-density residential) in narrow 

bands. These will be extremely difficult to develop as cohe-

sive communities. Please comment. 

C. EAST-WEST CONNECTOR ROAD. We are greatly con- 

cerned about the proposed east-west connector which will bisect 

Willow Creek and materially reduce its attractiveness and 

developability while providing little if any benefits to the 

development itself (See the letter from Mr. Charles Abrams of 

jhk associates 'attached as Exhibit "B"). 

D. NOISE. We ask the EIR consultant to analyze the 

additional noise impacts on residential development if the 

east-west connector is extended from Capitol Business Park 

through the Willow Creek site. 

E. PARK/SCHOOL SITE LOCATIONS. A portion of the 

Willow Creek site lies south of West El Camino Avenue. The 

author of the Draft Plan proposes that an approximate sixteen 

(16) acre park site and an approximate ten (10) acre school 

site be located on the southerly portion of the Willow Creek 

site: Our comments regarding this are as follows: 

1. 	The school site and the park site are 

bisected by a high-tension power line and by a high-pressure 	tr-) 
gas line which is located directly beneath the school and park 

sites. We ask the EIR consultant to consider the advisability 
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of locating a school and a park on sites traversed by high-

tension power lines and above high-pressure gas lines. 

2. We ask that the Elk consultant tonsider th 

advisability of moving the park site south so that it is acros 

from the water-front development along the Sacramento River. 

We think it makes sense to locate the park where the residents 

can also take advantage of the many amenities along the Sacra-

mento River. There is an additional benefit: park sites 

adjacent to the Garden Highway will help preserve this area 

adjacent to the Sacramento River in a natural setting and will 

enhance the recreational potential of the Sacramento River and 

its environs. 

3. As to the advisability of a school and park 

site near heavily-travelled West El Camino Avenue we ask that 

the EIR consultant consider the comments on this topic made by 

Mr. Gene Robinson, Director of Parks and Recreation, who testi-

fied at public hearings on the Draft Plan in opposition to 

locating parks near major arterials. His view is that the 

community residents are better served by parks which are pulled 

back from major streets so that the bulk of the park site can 

be utilized and and where children are not at risk because of 

heavily-traveled adjacent streets. We think this makes sense 

and ask the EIR consultant to consider relocating the park to a 

southerly location near the Garden Highway and the Sacramento 

River.  

difficult to develop. This "remnant" parcel is so small that 

it will be difficult to create a true "community" of homes and 

the size of the parcel does not provide the develocirr with any 

flexibility in the location of amenities or in the layout of 

the residences. Please comment. 

F. 	FISCAL ASSESSMENT. Please see the comments of 

Ralph Anderson and Associates attached as Exhibit "A". 

(A04) 

N - 3 

N 

4. 	By placing the school site just south of 

West El Camino Avenue, the Draft Plan leaves a three acre 

"remnant" of residential property which will be extremely 
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OOSERVAT I ONS REGARDING 

FISCAL ASSESSMENT, SECTION R OF THE 

NOVEM1ER, 1984, DRAFT EIR 	. 

R- 13 

1. Keyser Marston Associates' assumed amounts of developnent (square 

feet and dwelling units) for land uses in each alternative are 

different (generally lower) than the amounts slown elsewhere in 

the (IR. e.g.. P. 5-7, and B-8. To illustrate, the following 

differences are noted for the 13 applications alternative: 

	

Exhibit R-21 	Section S. Exhibit 5-7 

	

Keyser Marston 	Cumulative Impacts  

Non-Residential sq. ft. 

Commercial 
	

1,547,000 
	

1,785,030 

Office 
	

6,100,000 
	

6,248,391 

MRD 
	

4,058,000 
	

4,100,700 

Industrial 
	

726.500 

Medical 
	

616,186 

Marina 
	

30,800 

Total: Non-Res. 	 11,705.000 
	

13,507,607 

Residential Dwelling Units 
	

10,222 
	

18.744 

The difference of 1,802.607 sq. ft. in non-residential could make 

a difference of $324,469 in prop. tax revenues alone (1,802.607 x 

$60/s.f. x 1% x City's 301:). 

2. Also, the cost/revenue analysis uses a total residential popula-

tion of 25,044 for the 13 Applications Alternative, while the EIR 

assumes a resident population of 46.860 for the same alterna-

tive. The residential population factor used for the cost and 

revenue analysis by Keyser Marston is 2.45 persons per dwelling 

unit applied to 10.222 dwelling units for the 13 Applications 

Alternative. However, in the EIR, Section S (page 5-13) a factor 

of 2.5 per dwelling units Is applied to 18,744 dwelling units. Why 

is there a difference, particularly in total resident population? 
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3. Fire protection operating costs Include an estimated $634,000 for 

relocation and expansion of an engine company for reasonable 

response time for development in South Natomas. In addition. 

another $634,000 for the City to replace County personnel in 

County Company No. 17 when North Natomas Is annexed. What is the 

rationale for including North Natomas costs in the South Natcmas 

analysis? 	Excluding the North Natomas fire station cost of 

$634,000 would substantially affect the net fiscal impact, par-

ticularly under the 13 Applications Alternative. While there may 

be a rationale for including some of the North Platoon fire sta-

tion cost, there appears to be no rationale for including all of 

these costs. 

4. For property tax revenue estimates (p. R-13) Keyser Marston 

Associates indicates that the City receives 30-35 percent of the 

total tax receipts in newly developed property, and assumes 30 

percent for revenue projections. Why is the low end of the range 

used? 	If the mid-point in the range (32.5%) is used, the 

additional 2.5% share would mean $303,550 more 	property tax• 

revenues for the 13 Applications Alternative at buildout. 

5. What is the basis for the estimated development -  values per unit 

on page R-14 which are used to project assessed value for pro-

perty tax revenues? The assumption of $50.000/unit of residen-

tial appears low. For example the average building permit valua-

tion for all 10 counties in the Sacramento Valley was $57,671 in 

February, 1984, which is 15.3% higher than the amount assumed by 

Keyser Marston. This difference alone would add $78,412,962 in 

assessed value for the 13 Applications Alternative, which would 

mean an increase in City property tax revenues of $235,239 

(assuming the City's share is 30% of total revenue). 
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6. Sales tax revenues are projected only from retail commercial land 

uses. Why are no sales tax revenues projected from office Or 

Industrial uses? A number of studies have shown that taxable 

sales occur from these types of land'uses as well, since site of 

sale can often be in an office or at the manufacturing site. 

7. For the 13 Applications Alternative, the revenues shown in the 

Exhibit R-21 summary are different (higher) than the revenues 

shown in the detail in Appendix Table 8-8 (page VI-17. of Appendix 

VI). The narrative discussion is consistent with . Exhibit R-21. 

Why are the revenue totals in the detail different than the reve-

nue totals of the summary for the 13 Applications Alternative? 

8. In forecasting miscellaneous revenues, It should be noted that 

the amount for Intergovernmental Revenues is extremely under-

stated relative to the amount that would likely be received when 

development actually occurs. This is because the 1983-84 fiscal 

year is used for base data and in that year, state revenue sub-

ventions were significantly reduced, particularly Vehicle License 

Fee revenue. 	In 1984-85, the State Legislature restored full 

funding, and as a result the amount of intergovernmental revenue 

increased from $4.3 million in 1983-84 to $12.1 million in 

1984-85. This would essentially triple the per capita revenue 

factor used by Keyser Marston, increasing the factor from $14 per 

unit to approximately $40 per unit. This would mean approximately 

$651,144 more miscellaneous revenue for the 13 Applications 

Alternative than was forecast by Keyser Marston. The City would 

actually receive this additional amount from developnent, based 

on current intergovernmental funding level. 

9. If alternative methodologies or assumptions are utilized for pro-

jecting revenues as suggested by the preceding, it is estimated 

that the analysis would show that approximately $1,514,000 in 

additional revenue would be received .  by the City beyond what was 

projected by Keyser Marston for the 13 Applications Alternative. 

This additional revenue would be over and above the net revenue 

surplus of $233,000 forecast by Keyser Marston at build-out. 

This Implies that by using the alternative (and in our judgnent 

more realistic) revenue assumptions, the City could expect a 

continuing revenue surplus of approximately $1,747,000 annually 

at build-out of the 13 Applications Alternative. To the extent 

that the cost estimates used by Keyser Marston are high, this 

revenue Surplus would increase accordingly. 

R-kg 
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December 20, 1984 

Mr. Greg Rodgers 
December 20, 1984 
Page 2 

Mr. Greg Rodgers 
Senior Vice President 
Lee Sammis Company 
1451 River Park Drive, Suite 110 
Sacramento, CA 9581) 

Dear Mr. Rodgers: 

You have posed a number of questions to MK & Associates regarding the 
traffic impact and traffic circulation of the Willow Creek development in the South 
Natomas area. The purpose of this letter is to respond to your questions and to 
clarify some of the traffic issues. 

Question 	From a traffic standpoint, what Is the most suitable location within the 
South Natomas Community Plan Area to accommodate additional development 
density? 

Response: The most serious traffic problems in the South Natomas area are 
expected to occur on 1-5 where traffic volumes are nearing the capacity of the 
freeway and on the major intersections near the 1-5 freeway ramps. These 

Lri 

	

	 issues have been clearly documented in EIR traffic studies by CH2M HILL and 
in previous studies by 3HK & Associates. The most favorable locations for 
additional developments within the area are in the vicinity of the 1-80/West El 
Camino interchange. This location has excellent freeway access and the 
interchanges have a good deal of additional capacity. 

Question 2: To the west of 1-5 which properties can best accommodate non-
residential traffic use? 

Question 3: Do you concur with the assumed peak hour trip distribution pattern 
shown on Exhibit 1-7 of the 1984 Community Plan EIR? 

Response:  I have commented in the past of my concern regarding the 
directional distribution of traffic to and from South Natomas. Full buildout of 
this area is not expected to occur for over twenty years. At that time, there 
will also be increased development to areas north, east, and west of the South 
Natomas area. Traffic will be much more evenly distributed In all directions 
and will not exhibit the very high concentration to and from the south that 
exists today. 

A far more significant problem occurs, however, when these assumptions are 
applied unilaterally to the Willow Creek development. Approximately 35% of 
the traffic from Willow Creek has been distributed in the EIR as follows: 

Northgate (to the south) 
	

- 17% 
Arden/Garden (to the east) 

	
- 12% 

W. El Camino (to the east) 
	

- 5% 
San 3uan Rd. (to the east) 

	
- 3% 

While these assumptions may apply to the areas east of 1-5, they are clearly 
not appropriate or reasonable with respect to the Willow Creek development, 
and should be reduced significantly. The result has been to greatly overstate 
the extent of the Willow Creek contribution to traffic capacity problems at 
the critical intersections on Truxel Rd. and Northgate Blvd. 

Question 41 The WWow Creek ER shows some fairly significant increases in peak 
hour traffic congestion at W. El Camino/Truxel and W. El Camino/Northgate Blvd. 
Are these conclusions valid? 

Response: The area west of 1-5 is somewhat isolated by the 1-80 and 1-5 
freeways and the Sacramento River. All external traffic must use either W. 
El Camino or Garden Highway to gain access to the area. The EIR traffic 
studies have correctly identified the problems in the vicinity of the 1-5 ramps, 
but show that there is considerable excess capacity at the 1-801W. El Camino 
interchange. Clearly, the property in the immediate vicinity of this 
interchange is the most desirable from a traffic standpoint for additional 
office or business park development. The Willow Creek development is the 
preferred location from a traffic impact standpoint. 

Bay Bridge Office Plata • Box 3727 • San Francisco. Ca. 94119 • 415.4128.2550 

EXHiaiT 0  

Responses This question is related to the response to Question 3. 1 do not 
believe these conclusions are valid. For example, the EIR shows a change in 
the degree of saturation from 100 to 108 at W. El Camino/Northgate during 
the AM peak due to the Willow Creek project. This simply cannot be valid 
given the distance of this intersection from the Willow Creek project. 

Business Park/office developments located west of 1-5 will have very little, if 
any, impact on the areas east of the freeway. There will be very few through 
trips, since the vast majority of external traffic will gain access to the site via 
the freeway interchanges. This is particularly true at Willow Creek, since it is 
adjacent to the I-80/W. El Camino interchange. The only change in traffic 
patterns would result from employees in these Business Parks who live to the 
east of I-5 and use West El Camino or Garden Highway to travel to this area. 
The traffic modelling process used in the E1R traffic studies clearly overstates 
these impacts with respect to Willow Creek. 

, . 
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Question 5: Has the Willow Creek E1R assigned a significant amount of project 
Val fic to the 1-801W. El Camino Interchange? 

Responses The Willow Creek EIR does not state what percentage of traffic 
will access the project from 1-80. However, It appears from Exhibit I-7 that 
approximately 13 to 20% of the traffic has been assigned to 1-80. 

Due to its location adjacent to the I-801W. El Camino interchange, 7HK 
estimates that a far greater percentage of the traffic generated by Willow 
Creek should be assigned to this location. 

It is simply not valid to use the overall SNCP trip distribution percentages 
when analyzing the Willow Creek project. The fastest time path for a 
majority of the trips to and from Willow Creek will be via 1-80. Even for many 
trips within the study area, the travel path selected by motorists will be 1-80, 
using the Truxel Rd. and Nor thgate Blvd. exits from 1-80. 

jhk & associata 

Mr. Greg Rodgers 
December 20, 1984 
Page 0 

Question 8: Does the proposed east-west connector extending from the Capitol 
Business Park west over the Natomas Main Canal provide substantial circulation 

-benefits to Willow Creek? 

Responses This connector will primarily serve trips from Capitol Business 
Park to the 1-801W. El Camino Interchange. There will not be a great deal of 
Willow Creek traffic using this roadway, except where there are specific 
destinations in the Capitol Business Park. 

To the extent that this connection improves the capacity at the W. El 
Camino/W. Gateway Oaks in eeeee ction, it will be to the benefit of all property 
owners In the area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to these Issues. Should you have any 
further questions, please contact us. 

Sincerely yours, 

Question 6: What Is the impact of Willow Creek on the 140/W. El Camino Ave. 
intersections? 

Response: The Willow Creek EIR does not address this Issue directly. The 
Intersections of 1-80 northbound ramps/W. El Camino and 1-80 southbound 
ramps/W. El Camino have never been considered as critical intersections and 
have therefore not been evaluated in the EIR. In our previous studies of 
Gateway Centre, these intersections were shown to operate at Level of 
Service "A." With the addition of Willow Creek, our estimates are that they 
will be at Level of Service "B" and "A" respectively. All'of the traffic studies 
we have conducted show a significant amount of excess capacity at these 
locations. 

CMAlac 

3HK & ASSOCIATES 

*) 

-1C't  

Charles M. Abrams 
Vice President 

  

Question 7: Please compare Exhibit 1-3 in the Willow Creek EIR with Exhibit 5-33 
in the Community Plan EIR. 

Response: Exhibit 1-3 portrays Intersection Level of Service for the 1978 
SNCP with the Willow Creek project. Exhibit 5-33 shows the Level of Service 
for the 13 Applications Scenario. As you note, there are several locati...ns 
where Willow Creek has more severe traffic impacts than the 13 Applications 
Scenario, which cannot be a reasonable conclusion. It is quite likely, 
therefore, that the two exhibits are based on quite different roadway 
configurations., and 1 do not believe that they can be directly compared. You 
will need to ask the City staff and their consultant to clarify this issue. 
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AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 
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AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER 
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4. Accelerate implementation of public education programs to promote 
alternatives to the solo-auto commute trip. 

5. Form a public/private working group for the purpose of developing public 
support for a dedicated transit tax. 

Marty Van Duyn, Director 
City Planning Department 
927 10th Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Subject: DRAFT EIR SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE AND RELATED PROJECTS 

Dear Marty: 

Staff has reviewed the subject DEIR. As a result of this review, we are 
conpelled to state our serious reservations about the cumulative adverse air 
quality impacts that would occur at build out if the proposed projects are 
approved as presented in the DEIR. The preparers of the document have clearly 
stated that increased emissions would incrementally add to violations of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Ozone and that the one hour standard 
for carbon monoxide would be exceeded during peak commute hours at certain key 
intersections. 

The DEIR points out that these violations would occur after existing 
mitigation measures identified in the 1982 Air Quality Plan have been 
Implemented. However, what is not stated in the DEIR is that substantial 
numbers of people would be exposed to an increasing number of air quality 
episodes in terms of duration and intensity and that such exposure would 
Impair the health of those exposed persons. Secondly, the DEIR does not 
identify the indirect economic impacts that will result as air quality 
continues to deteriorate. 

Preparers of the DEIR conclude that available air quality mitigation measures 
are inadequate to reduce potential air quality impacts to less than a 
significant level. Staff disagrees with this conclusion. It is our view that 
currently available mitigation measures could be made more effective through 
appropriate public policy decisions. Examples of these policy actions are: 

1. Introduce legislation to change the current Motor Vehicle Inspection 
Program from a biennial to. an annual program. 

2. Introduce legislation to make the pass/fail emission levels in the motor 
vehicle inspection program more stringent. 

3. Amend the current city/county trip reduction ordinances to remove 
voluntary provisions and accelerate compliance schedules. 

6. Work with the Regional Transit District to develop and implement a 
regional land use ordinance to assure consideration and funding for 
future transit needs. 

7. Develop and Implement public policy that would require all employers to 
charge a mandatory employee parking fee. Such fee revenues would be 
dedicated to the regional transit district. This kind of a policy should 
be a clear disincentive to the solo-auto commute trip. 

We recognize that implementation of any of the above examples would not be 
politically easy. However, we must accept the fact that these kind of measures 
must be taken now if we are to allow for growth while at the same time not 
ritaurrig the LOI-Xngeles of Northern California. 

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please call me at (916) 366- 

2107. 

Sincerely, 

NORM COVELL - 	-- 
Air Pollution Control Officer 

N C 7/8 :Jb 

cc: Regional Transit District 
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City Planning Department 
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Re: South Natomas Community Plan Revision: 
Northwest Corner of Northgate Boulevard 
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2. Because of site constraints and existing FUD 
restrictions, reducing the commercial develorment of the 
Westersund parcel to a 6 acre site may result in "strip' 
commercial development, which has been identified ty the Playney 
Proposal itself as a serious problem on Northgate Foul.vard. 

3. Reduction of commercial develorment on the 
Westersund parcel would result in the project being ::tiitahle for 
only a single rather than two "anchor" tenants. Thele(cle, 3 
shopping center at that location would be less attractive to 
shopping center developers because it would be less derirahle and 
useful for nearby residents, including residents of the ncrth-
western portion of the North Sacramento community. At ;.ar;t some 
of these shoppers would therefore be expected to travel through 
the highly congested intersection of Northgate Boulevard and West 
El Camino Avenue to reach Northgate Shopping Center. 7hcrefore, 
the Blayney Proposal would cause this additional increare in 
transportation problems in South Natomas. 

Please contact me if you have any questions ronarding 
these comments. 

Dear Ms. Parker: Very truly yours, 

On November 12, 1984, we submitted comments on behalf 
of Mr. and Mrs. Frank Westersund regarding the Draft South 
Natomas Community Plan revision. Specifically, we commented on 
that aspect of the revision which would redesignate approximately 
3.6 acres of the 9.6 net acre commercial site at the northwest 
corner of Old San Juan Road and Northgate Boulevard from 
commercial to medium high density residential development. 

We have now completed a review of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the South Natomas 
Community Plan revision. I will not here repeat our comments in 
the November 12, 1984 correspondence. Instead, please consider 
that correspondence to be incorporated by this reference and 
provide it the DEIR consultant for inclusion in the final 
Environmental Impact Report. 

Briefly summarized, our comments on the DEIR are as 
follows: 

1. 	By applying the methodology and assumptions used 
in the DEIR's transportation analysis, it is clear that the 1984 
SNCP (or "Blayney Proposal") would increase peak hour traffic 
arising from the 9.6 acre Westersund parcel. 


