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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
INTRODUCTION
This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains the public and agency comments
received during the public review period for the Land Park Commercial Center Project Draft EIR,
and responses to each of those comments.
The EIR is an informational document intended to disclose to the City of Sacramento (City) and
the public the environmental consequences of approving and implementing the Land Park
Commercial Center Project (proposed project) or one of the alternatives to the project described
in the Draft EIR. All written comments received during the public review period (August 1, 2016,
through September 15, 2016) on the Draft EIR are addressed in this Final EIR.
The responses in the Final EIR clarify, correct, and/or amplify text in the Draft EIR, as
appropriate. Also included are text changes made at the initiative of the Lead Agency (City of
Sacramento). These changes (summarized in Chapter 2) do not alter the conclusions of the
Draft EIR. This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA; California Public Resources Code (PRC), Sections 21000–21177).

BACKGROUND
In accordance with CEQA, the City released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on November 12,
2015. The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification that an EIR for the project was being
prepared and to solicit guidance on the scope and content of the document. Prior to release of
the NOP, the project applicant attended meetings at the Land Park Community Association to
hear concerns raised by the neighbors. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review and
comment for a period of 45 days from August 1, 2016, through September 15, 2016.
The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in combination with the Draft EIR, as
amended by the text changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered for certification by the
decision makers of the City of Sacramento.

CEQA REQUIREMENTS
Under CEQA, the Lead Agency must prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIR) prior to approving a proposed project. The contents of a Final EIR are specified in
Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states that the Final EIR shall consist of:
a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft.
b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.
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c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.
d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.
e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
The Lead Agency must provide each agency that commented on the Draft EIR with a copy of
the Lead Agency’s response to such comments a minimum of 10-days before certifying the
Final EIR.

USE OF THE FINAL EIR
The Final EIR allows the public and the City an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft EIR
and the Responses to Comments. The Final EIR serves as the environmental document to
inform the City Council’s consideration of the proposed project, either in whole or in part, or one
of the alternatives to the project discussed in the Draft EIR.
As required by Section 15090 (a) (1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a Lead Agency, in certifying a
Final EIR, must make the following three determinations:
1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.
2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to
approving the project.
3. The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
As required by Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry
out a project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant
environmental effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written
findings (Findings of Fact) for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief
explanation of the rationale for each finding supported by substantial evidence in the record.
The possible findings are:
1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.
2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted
by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.
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3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.
Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency
approves a project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the
Final EIR, the agency must state in writing the reasons supporting the action. The Statement of
Overriding Considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the Lead Agency’s
administrative record. Here, however, because the proposed project would not result in
significant and unavoidable impacts (assuming the City Council finds all proposed mitigation
measures to be feasible), the City Council would not be required to adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations if it approves the proposed project (See also Public Resources Code
Section 21081).
The Findings of Fact are included in a separate document that will be considered for adoption
by the City’s decision makers at the time of project approval.

SUMMARY OF TEXT CHANGES
Chapter 2 in this Final EIR, Text Changes to the Draft EIR, identifies all changes made to the
document by section. These text changes provide additional clarity in response to comments
received on the Draft EIR as well as provide revisions to the project made by the project
applicant, but do not change the significance of the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
A list of public agencies and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR is provided in Chapter 3 in
this Final EIR. A total of 25 comment letters were received and each letter and response is
included in Chapter 3. Each response is numbered and presented with brackets indicating how
the letter has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a binomial with the
number of the comment letter appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example,
comments in Letter 1 are numbered 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, and so on. Immediately following the letters
are the responses, each with binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments. As the
subject matter of one topic may overlap between letters, the reader must occasionally refer to
one or more responses to review all the information on a given subject. To assist the reader,
cross-references to other comments are provided. In addition, master responses have been
prepared for the same issue or concern that was raised in multiple comments. The master
responses precede the comment letters and, where applicable, the reader is referred back to
the master response to address the issue raised in the comment.
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CHAPTER 2
TEXT CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR
INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents minor corrections, additions, and revisions made to the Draft EIR initiated
by the Lead Agency (City of Sacramento), reviewing agencies, the public, and/or consultants
based on their review. New text is indicated in underline and text to be deleted is reflected by
strikethrough, unless otherwise noted in the introduction preceding the text change. Text
changes are presented in the section and page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR.
The changes made to the Draft EIR represent minor clarifications/amplifications of the analysis
contained in the Draft EIR based on on-going review by City staff and/or consultant or applicant
review and do not constitute significant new information that, in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5, would trigger the need to recirculate portions or all of the Draft EIR.
Attached to this chapter are new or revised figures and additional material to supplement the
Draft EIR and appendices.

Staff or Applicant Initiated Text Changes
The following documents are attached to the end of this chapter to augment information
referenced in Chapter 3 of this FEIR.


Figure 2-4, Revised Scheme A



Figure 2-6, Revised Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan



Figure 2-7, Revised Landscaping Plan

The following documents are included as appendices and can be found at the end of this Final EIR.


Appendix B, Revised Climate Action Plan



Appendix D, Revised Cultural Report

Executive Summary
Impact 4.2-7 was omitted from Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Impact 4.2-7 is added to the Table ES-1 and is revised to read:

4.2-6: The proposed
project would not result
in a cumulatively
considerable net
increase of any criteria

Less than
Significant

2 – Text Changes to the Draft EIR
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4.2 Air Quality
pollutant for which the
project area is in nonattainment under an
applicable federal or
state ambient air quality
standard (including the
release of emissions
that exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone
precursors).
4.2-7: The proposed
project would not result
in a cumulatively
considerable net
increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the
project area is in nonattainment under an
applicable federal or
state ambient air quality
standard (including the
release of emissions
that exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone
precursors).

Less than
Significant

None required

Less than
Significant

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 on page ES-20 in Table ES-1 is incorrectly identified and needs to be
corrected. The correct reference reads as follows:
4.4-4 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.14-1(a) and (b).
Impact 4.8-8 in Table ES-1, page ES-26, is an error. This impact is deleted and Impact 4.8-9
renumbered to 4.8-8. The new revisions read as follows:
4.8-8: Existing
residential and
commercial areas could
be exposed to vibration
peak-particle velocities
greater than 0.5-inch
per second or vibration
levels greater than 80
VdB due to project
construction.

Less than
Significant
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4.8-89: The proposed
project, in addition to
cumulative development
in the in South Land
Park neighborhood,
could increase traffic
noise that exceeds the
City’s noise standards.

Less than
Significant
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None required

Less than
Significant

Chapter 2, Project Description
Since publication of the Draft EIR, City staff and the project applicant have made minor changes
to the project in response to City staff requests as well as input provided by the public. None of
the changes alter any of the significance findings in the Draft EIR. A summary of the changes
made to the project are listed below and also reflected in text revisions to Chapter 2, Project
Description of the Draft EIR.


Additional outdoor seating is included adjacent to the south side of Shops 4 and the
north side of Shops 3 (shown in revised Figure 2-4).



A more defined pedestrian/bike pathway is included adjacent to the west side of the
project driveway off of Wentworth Avenue (shown in revised Figure 2-4).



The revised site plan Figure 2-4, Revised Scheme A, revised Figure 2-6, Proposed
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, and revised landscape plan Figure 2-7, Revised
Landscaping Plan are attached to the end of this chapter.



A back-up generator is required for the Raley’s store. The generator would be located
adjacent to the loading dock at the rear of the store. The text of the Draft EIR has been
revised to address this change.



The bicycle access in the northeast corner of the project site for southbound bicyclists on
Freeport Boulevard shown in Figure 2-6 has been removed. The City has determined
this access is not feasible and would be unsafe (shown on revised Figure 2-6).



The historic Raley’s neon sign will be incorporated into the project design at the location
identified as “Pylon Sign” on the project site plan.

The first sentence under Project Location on page 2-1 is revised to read as follows:
The project site is located south of downtown Sacramento in the South Land Park
neighborhood (see Figure 2-1, Regional Location)
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Table 2-2 on page 2-13 includes an error in the total number of parking spaces. The correct
number of spaces is 534. The number “1” should have been shown in superscript because it
relates to the note included below the table. The text is revised to read as follows:
Proposed Parking

Spaces
53411

Vehicles
Bicycles
Short term
Long term (lockers)

57
15

The following information is added after the first paragraph on page 2-14. The text is revised to
read as follows:
To provide power in the event of a power outage, one generator would be located near
the Raley’s loading dock. The generator would be designed with a “LEVEL 2” aluminum
housing that provides protection from the elements and sound attenuation as well as a
catalytic converter to reduce air emissions. The generator is required to run for 30
minutes once a month to ensure it is operating properly. The monthly test would occur
between the hours of 10 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday.
The following information is added under Pedestrian and Bicycle Access on page 2-16. The
text is revised to read as follows:
Pedestrian access would be provided from a 6-foot-wide pedestrian and bike pathway
along the west side of the driveway that accesses the project site from Wentworth
Avenue. A sidewalk would connecting the project site to Wentworth Avenue and
Freeport Boulevard and would provide pedestrian access through the parking lot to the
Raley’s store and Shops located in the western half of the project site. Sidewalks and
pedestrian plazas would provide pedestrian access throughout the site. The project also
includes new sidewalks along the project frontage along Freeport Boulevard and
Wentworth Avenue consistent with City standards. Figure 2-6 illustrates the project’s
plan for pedestrian and bicycle access.
The first sentence and last sentence under Conditions of Project Approval on page 2-38 is
revised as follows:
The City’s Conditions of Project Approval require the project applicant to install a new traffic
light at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way and add a raised striped pedestrian crossing of
Wentworth Avenue near the project’s driveway off of Wentworth Avenue. This crossing
would provide access to the future uses at the existing Raley’s store site, as well as to the
2 – Text Changes to the Draft EIR
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sidewalk on the south side of Wentworth Avenue. A short median on Wentworth Avenue
would also be constructed near the driveway to Bank of America. Traffic signal phasing at
the intersection of Freeport Boulevard with Wentworth Avenue/Stacia Way would also be
modified to improve pedestrian crossing of Freeport Boulevard. These are not mitigation
measures and are not required to reduce any effects of traffic associated with the project.
The project does not result in any traffic impacts that require mitigation, as detailed in
Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation.
The City is also requesting as a Condition of Project Approval that signs prohibiting idling
more than 5 minutes be posted in the Raley’s loading dock area.
The project applicant has voluntarily agreed to these conditions of approval as requested by
the City.

Chapter 3, Land Use and Planning
The third sentence in the first full paragraph on page 3-4 is revised to read:
The Plan Area is characterized by traditional neighborhoods, tree lined streets, parks, and
local shops. Nine neighborhoods make up the Land Park Community Plan Area including:
Upper Land Park, Land Park, South Land Park, Curtis Park, Sacramento City College,
North City Farms, Carleton Tract, Little Pocket, Hollywood Park, and Mangan Park.
The second sentence in the second full paragraph on page 2-19 is revised to read:
The main anchor, Raley’s, has been a member of the South Land Park neighborhood
since the 1950s and has an established track record as a good neighbor. It is anticipated
this relationship with the neighborhood would not change with the project. The other
retail uses have not been identified yet, but the goal is to attract restaurant and retail
uses that contribute positively to the neighborhood. As noted in Chapter 2, the project
has been designed to ensure compatibility with the surrounding South Land Park, Land
Park, and Hollywood Park neighborhoods.
The second sentence in the third full paragraph on page 2-19 is revised to read:
As noted above, the project has been designed to ensure compatibility with the
surrounding South Land Park, Land Park, and Hollywood Park neighborhoods using
materials that include composite siding, stucco, stone veneer, and brick veneer with a
neutral tan, gold, brown, gray, red brick and natural stone color palette.
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The second sentence in the first full paragraph on page 2-21 is revised to read:
To address these policies, the project includes an activity node that provides a mix of
tenants and will be designed to ensure compatibility with the surrounding South Land
Park, Land Park and Hollywood Park neighborhoods.

Section 4.2, Air Quality
The following revisions have been made to update the County attainment status in Tables 4.2-1
and 4.2-2 on pages 4.2-6 and 4.2-7. The text is revised to read:
Table 4.2-1
NAAQS and Status
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Sacramento County)
Pollutant
Ozone (O3)
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Carbon monoxide (CO)1

Sulfur dioxide (SO2)
Respirable particulate
matter (PM10)
Fine particulate matter
(PM2.5)

Lead (Pb)

Averaging Time
8 hours
1 hour, annual arithmetic
mean
1 hour, 8 hours

24 hours, annual arithmetic
mean
24 hours
24 hours, annual arithmetic
mean
24 hours
Rolling 3-month average

Designation/Classification
Nonattainment/Severe-15
Unclassifiable/Attainment
Attainment/Maintenance (North)
Unclassifiable/Attainment
(South)
UnclassifiableAttainment
Attainment/Maintenance
Unclassifiable/Attainment (1997
NAAQS)
Nonattainment/Moderate (2006
NAAQS)
Unclassifiable/Attainment

Source: EPA 2015.
Note:
1
The northern (urbanized) portion of Sacramento County, which includes the project site, is designated as
Attainment/Maintenance, while the southern (rural) portion of the County is designated as Unclassifiable/Attainment.

Table 4.2-2
CAAQS and Status
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Sacramento County)
Pollutant
Ozone (O3)
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Carbon monoxide (CO)

Averaging Time
1 hour, 8 hours
1 hour, Annual
1 hour, 8 hours

2 – Text Changes to the Draft EIR
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Table 4.2-2
CAAQS and Status
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Sacramento County)
Pollutant
Sulfur dioxide (SO2)
Respirable particulate
matter (PM10)
Fine particulate matter
(PM2.5)
Lead (Pb)
Sulfates (SO4)
Hydrogen sulfide (H2S)
Visibility-reducing particles

Averaging Time
1 hour, 24 hours
24 hours, annual arithmetic
mean
Annual arithmetic mean

Designation/Classification
Attainment
Nonattainment

30-day average
24 hours
1 hour
8 hours (10:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.)

Attainment
Attainment
Unclassified
Unclassified

AttainmentNonattainment

Source: CARB 2015a.
Note:
1
CARB has not issued area classification based on the state 8-hour standard. The previous classification for the
1-hour O3 standard was Serious.

The following revisions have been made to include annual PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and
respective SMAQMD thresholds in Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2-6 on pages 4.2-23 through 4.2-25. The
text is revised as follows:
Table 4.2-5
Estimated Maximum Daily and Annual Construction Emissions
NOx
(lbs/day)
Year
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Summer
2017
79.53
2018
31.61
Winter
2017
80.43
2018
32.00
Maximum Daily
80.43
Pollutant Threshold
85
Threshold Exceeded?
No
Annual Emissions (tons/year)
2017
3.66
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PM10
(lbs/day)

PM2.5
(lbs/day)

11.02
3.38

7.04
2.15

11.02
3.38
11.02
80
No

7.04
2.15
7.04
82
No

0.38

0.24
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Table 4.2-5
Estimated Maximum Daily and Annual Construction Emissions

Year
2018
Maximum Annual
Pollutant Threshold
Threshold Exceeded?

NOx
(lbs/day)
1.99
3.66
NA
NA

PM10
(lbs/day)
0.20
0.38
14.6
No

PM2.5
(lbs/day)
0.13
0.24
15
No

Source: See Appendix B for detailed results.
Notes: These estimates reflect implementation of SMAQMD Basic Construction Emission Control Practices.
SMAQMD has adopted construction thresholds for NOx, PM10, and PM2.5.
lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter

Table 4.2-6
Estimated Unmitigated Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions
ROG
(lb/day)
NOx (lb/day)
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Summer
8.67
0.00
0.04
0.39
19.40
27.99
Total Summer
28.11
28.38
Winter
8.67
0.00
0.04
0.39
17.87
31.72
Total Winter
26.58
32.11
Maximum Daily
28.11
32.11
Pollutant Threshold
65
65
Threshold Exceeded?
No
No
Annual Emissions (tons/year)
1.58
0.00
0.01
0.07
3.09
5.47
Maximum Annual
4.68
5.54
Pollutant Threshold
NA
NA
Threshold Exceeded?
NA
NA
Source

Area
Energy
Mobile

Area
Energy
Mobile

Area
Energy
Mobile

PM10
(lb/day)

PM2.5
(lb/day)

0.00
0.03
23.25
23.28

0.00
0.03
6.48
6.51

0.00
0.03
23.25
23.28
23.28
80
No

0.00
0.03
6.48
6.51
6.51
82
No

0.00
0.01
4.09
4.10
14.6
No

0.00
0.01
1.14
1.15
15
No

Source: See Appendix B for detailed results.
Note: SMAQMD has adopted operational thresholds for ROG, NO x, PM10, and PM2.5.
lb/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter;
PM2.5 = fine particulate matter
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The following information is included after Table 4.2-6 on page 4.2-25. The text is revised to read:
An emergency generator is proposed for the project to continue perishable food
refrigeration during power outages. However, the generator would be required to go
through the SMAQMD permitting process, which includes ensuring potential health risk
to nearby sensitive receptors would be less than significant. The generator also includes
a catalytic converter designed to minimize CO and NOx emissions.
The following revisions have been made to the third paragraph on page 4.2-28 and a new table,
Table 4.2-7 included. The text is revised to read:
In regards to operations, the proposed project does not includes stationary sources that
would emit air pollutants or TACs, such as large boilers, one 67-horsepower emergency
generators, or manufacturing facilities that would run for 30-minutes once per month.
The generator would be either natural gas or liquid petroleum gas fueled and would
include a catalytic converter to reduce emissions. Emissions are reported in Table 4.2-7.
As depicted below, daily and annual emissions would be negligible and would result in a
less-than-significant impact. Thus, the project would not result in emissions of TAC from
such stationary sources.
Table 4.2-7
Estimated Maximum Daily and Annual Emergency Generator Testing Emissions1
Fuel Type Option

ROG
NOx
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Natural Gas
0.00
0.01
Liquefied Petroleum Gas
0.00
0.01
Maximum Daily
0.00
0.01
Pollutant Threshold
65
65
Threshold Exceeded?
No
No
Annual Emissions (tons/year)
Natural Gas
0.00
0.00
Liquefied Petroleum Gas
0.00
0.00
Maximum Annual
0.00
0.00
Pollutant Threshold
NA
NA
Threshold Exceeded?
NA
NA

PM10

PM2.5

0.00
0.00
0.00
80
No

0.00
0.00
0.00
82
No

0.00
0.00
0.00
14.6
No

0.00
0.00
0.00
15
No

Source: See Appendix B for detailed results.
Notes:
1
ROG, NOx, CO emission factors based on catalytic converter treated genset from emission compliance letters
provided by Nett Technologies (April 2015). Particulates were not provided in emission sheets and were thus
calculated using factors derived from CalEEMod User's Guide, Appendix D, for 2016 generators >50 and <120
HP. Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 were calculated by applying the CNG % reductions to the diesel emission
factors provided in the CalEEMod User's Guide, Appendix D.
lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter
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Section 4.4, Cultural Resources
The description on page 4.4-3 is revised to read as follows:
Land Park Neighborhood
The project site is located within the South Land Park neighborhood, which falls within
the larger Land Park Community Plan area. The South Land Park neighborhood
underwent residential development later than that of Land Park, mostly occurring
between the late 1940s and 1950s. However, Capital Nursery was constructed earlier
than much of the residential development in South Land Park, and largely serviced the
community of Land Park went it first developed.
The project site is located in the Land Park neighborhood, which is located south of
Broadway, east of Riverside Boulevard, west of Freeport Boulevard, and north of
Sutterville Road. The Land Park neighborhood in Sacramento was originally part of John
Sutter’s Mexican land grant known as Helvetia. Pioneer ranchers, hop growers,
dairymen, and homesteaders who enjoyed the proximity to the City and the river
populated the large tracts of land in the southern area currently known as Land Park.
Early settlers resided around Riverside Road, which was eventually annexed to the City.
The first sentence in the last paragraph on page 4.4-4 is revised to read:
By 1957, the South Land Park neighborhood had been fully developed. The area
immediately surrounding the project site was fully developed with single-family
residences, and the once vacant land on the east side of Freeport Boulevard was
developed with new commercial properties.
The first sentence under Building 1 – 1913 Wentworth Avenue on page 4.4-5 is revised to read:
The property at 1913 Wentworth Avenue (APN 017-0121-010) is a Minimal Traditional-style
single-family residence built in 1950 (Sacramento County Assessor). Archival research failed
to indicate any associations with important events that contributed to the broad patterns of
California, City of Sacramento, or the Land Park neighborhood community.
Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 on page 4.4-23 was mis-numbered. The information is corrected and
revised to read:
4.4-4

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.14-1(a) and (b).

2 – Text Changes to the Draft EIR
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Section 4.6, Hazards and Public Safety
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 on page 4.6-14 was numbered incorrectly. The information is
corrected to read:
4.6-12 In the event that grading or construction of the proposed project reveals evidence
of soil contamination (e.g., suspicious odors, non-soil material, or stained soils) a
Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan shall be prepared....

Section 4.8, Noise
The first sentence under the Mitigation Measures heading on page 4.8-19 incorrectly numbers the
mitigation. Therefore, the text is corrected to indicated the correct mitigation measure number:
Mitigation Measure 4.8-61 (a) through (c) would avoid or substantially reduce construction
noise impacts upon adjacent residences by requiring construction equipment be in good
working order to minimize noise, locating noisy pieces of construction equipment away
from residences, and constructing the wall adjacent to the northern and western project
boundaries early in the construction phase …
The following information is added to Impact 4.8-5 starting on page 4.8-26 after the first
paragraph. The new text included reads:
An emergency back-up generator is also proposed to be located immediately east of the
loading dock area, not closer than 100 feet from the western property line (email
communication including site plan mark-up, Michael Helzer, Raley’s, 9/13/16). The
emergency generator would be a Gillette Model SP-410, outfitted with a factory-supplied
Level 2 sound enclosure. With this enclosure, the generator has a reported operating
sound level of 64 dBA Leq at 23 feet. This level would be reduced to 52 dBA Leq at the
western property line (the western property line is 100 feet away, which represents two
doublings of the reference distance for the compactor noise; therefore, the average
sound level would be 12 dBA less, or 52 dBA Leq). Even if the emergency generator
were operated during truck delivery activities, the combined noise level at the property
line from generator and delivery activities would be 61 dBA Leq. In addition, if the trash
compactor were also to be operated along with the generator, during truck delivery
activities, the combined noise from all three activities would still total 61 dBA Leq at the
western property line. This combined average noise level from the trash compactor,
emergency generator, and truck delivery operation would be reduced by the proposed
masonry wall along the western boundary to 51 dBA at the closest neighbor. This
combined loading dock, trash compactor, and generator noise level is compliant with the
daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) restriction of 55 dBA contained in Section 8.68.060 of the
2 – Text Changes to the Draft EIR
October 2016
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City’s Municipal Code. Raley’s proposes to run the generator for testing and
maintenance once per month, for a duration of not more than 30 minutes, and between
the hours of 10 a.m. and 5 p.m. The operation of the emergency generator would
therefore not be anticipated to affect the CNEL value at the adjacent property line
associated with delivery activities and trash compactor operation carried out in the
loading dock area.

Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation
The first through third sentences in the last paragraph on page 4.10-6 are revised to read:
The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) operates 67 69 bus routes and 38.6 41.8
miles of light rail covering a 418 square-mile service area. Buses and light rail run 365 days
a year using 76 90 light rail vehicles, 182 209 buses (with an additional 30 buses in reserve)
powered by compressed natural gas (CNG) and 11 25 shuttle vans. Buses operate daily
from 5 4.40 a.m. to 11:40 p.m. every 12 to 75 minutes, depending on the route.
The second sentence in the first paragraph on page 4.10-11 is revised to read:
The closest bus stops to the project site are located south of Wentworth Avenue/Stacia Way
Meer Way (southbound) and north of Argail Meer Way (northbound and southbound).
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CHAPTER 3
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
This chapter contains the comment letters received in response to the Draft EIR during the
public review period (August 1, 2016 through September 15, 2016). Each comment letter is
numbered, each comment is bracketed, and responses are provided to each comment. The
responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Draft EIR and/or refer the reader to the
appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments
that are not directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project
unrelated to its environmental impacts) may either be discussed or noted for the record. Where
text changes in the Draft EIR are warranted based on comments received, updated project
information, or information provided by City of Sacramento staff, those changes are included in
the response to comment, and are also listed in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR.
The changes to the analysis contained in the Draft EIR represent only minor clarifications/
amplifications and do not constitute significant new information. In accordance with CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088.5, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.
A list of all commenters is provided below followed by the individual comment letters and responses.
Letter
Number

Date of Letter

1

8/1/16

2

8/3/16

3
4

9/15/16
9/15/16

5
6
7
8
9

9/12/16
9/14/16
9/15/16
9/15/16
9/15/16

10
11
12
13
14

2/6/16
8/1/16
8/4/16
8/8/16
8/11/16
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Sender
Organization
State and Local Agencies
Traci Canfield, Long Range Planner, Sacramento Regional
Transit District
Robb Armstrong, Regional San Development Services and
Plan Check, RegionalSan
SMUD, Rob Ferrera, Environmental Specialist
SMAQMD, Teri Duarte, Planner/Analyst
Organizations
Land Park Community Association, Steve Winlock, President
SacMod, Gretchen Steinberg, President
Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association
South Land Park Neighborhood Association
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates, Jordan Lang, Project
Analyst
Individuals
Kurt and Susan Pedersen
Jean Nelson
Mary DeLost
Sandra Takagi
Brian Menter
8814
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Letter
Number
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

OCTOBER 2016

Sender
Organization
Date of Letter
Undated
Brandon Sherrets
9/9/16
Anne E. Collentine and Jon Kevin Williams
9/12/16
Glenda Marsh
9/15/16
James Blanke
9/15/16
Ann M. Collentine and Jon K. Williams
9/15/16
Sharon Kowall, Janis Heple, Melinda Rivasplata
9/15/16
Catherine Bunch and Petition Forms
9/15/16
Janet Marzolf
9/15/16
Marcia Yamamoto
Comments Received After the Close of the Comment Period
9/19/16
Paul Kunz
9/19/16
Neil Schild
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Letter 1
Traci Canfield, Long Range Planner
Sacramento Regional Transit District
1-1

The comment notes information regarding Regional Transit was incorrectly identified
in the Draft EIR in Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation. The text of the Draft
EIR is revised to reflect the updated information provided by Regional Transit.
The first through third sentences in the last paragraph on page 4.10-6 are revised to read:
The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) operates 67 69 bus routes
and 38.6 41.8 miles of light rail covering a 418 square-mile service area.
Buses and light rail run 365 days a year using 76 90 light rail vehicles, 182
209 buses (with an additional 30 buses in reserve) powered by compressed
natural gas (CNG) and 11 25 shuttle vans. Buses operate daily from 5 4.40
a.m. to 11:40 p.m. every 12 to 75 minutes, depending on the route.
The second sentence in the first paragraph on page 4.10-11 is revised to read:
The closest bus stops to the project site are located south of Wentworth
Avenue/Stacia Way Meer Way (southbound) and north of Argail Meer Way
(northbound and southbound).
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Letter 2
Robb Armstrong
Regional San Development Services and Plan Check
Regional San
2-1

The comment states sewer studies are needed to assess the increase in sewer flows
and any on-site and off-site impacts associated with constructing sewer facilities
should be addressed in the EIR.
Section 4.9, Public Services and Utilities addresses the project’s increase in
wastewater (sewer) and discusses the on-site and off-site sewer connections. As
indicated on page 4.9-26 of the Draft EIR, the increase in wastewater is based on the
amount of water used by the existing Raley’s store not including the amount of water
used for irrigation, plus the six additional retail shops based on ESD equivalent
factors. The total wastewater demand for the proposed project would be
approximately 10.74 AFY (9,588 gpd). For a conservative estimate this includes
Raley’s existing wastewater generation in addition to the new wastewater demand
from the six new shops. However, it is likely that Raley’s wastewater usage would be
lower because not all water used at the project site would flow to and be treated by
the wastewater treatment plant. The Draft EIR notes that the project’s total wastewater
demand represents approximately 0.024% of the excess capacity and 0.005% of the
permitted daily capacity of the SRWWTP. Adequate capacity exists to accommodate the
incremental increase in wastewater flows generated by the proposed project. The
project would connect to existing City sewer main lines ranging in size from 9-inches
to 12-inches in diameter adjacent to the project site in Wentworth Avenue, Sherwood
Avenue and Freeport Boulevard. It is anticipated the proposed on-site
improvements would be served by 8-inch sewer lines, with a single 8-inch connection
to the city’s existing sewer mainline in Wentworth Avenue (see Draft EIR Chapter 2,
Project Description, p. 2-6).

2-2

The comment provides general background information on Regional Sanitation
facilities. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no
response is required.
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Letter 3
SMUD
Rob Ferrera, Environmental Specialist
3-1

The comment is noting that as a responsible agency, SMUD is committed to
ensuring the project limits the potential to adversely impact SMUD facilities,
employees and customers. The comment does not raise issues regarding the
physical effects on the environment therefore no further response is required. The
comment is forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

3-2

This comment requests that project impacts to overhead or underground
transmission and distribution line easements, utility line routing, electrical load needs
and energy efficiency are addressed in the EIR.
Section 4.9 Public Services and Utilities, addresses the project’s demand for
electricity and natural gas and project related impacts to associated infrastructure. As
discussed under Impact 4.9-6, both PG&E and SMUD have adequate capacity to
serve the project site using existing infrastructure. The project would not require
relocation, expansion of existing or construction of new infrastructure. Additionally,
the project includes energy efficient features and would comply with the CALGreen
Tier 1 water efficiency and conservation standards (see Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project
Description, p. 2-36).

3-3

The comment notes that SMUD is interested in being a partner in the efficient and
sustainable delivery of the project and would like information included in response to
its letter to be conveyed to project planners and the project applicant. The comment
does not raise issues regarding the physical effects on the environment therefore no
further response is required. The comment is forwarded to city staff, the applicant
team and the decision makers for their consideration.
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Letter 4
SMAQMD
Teri Duarte, Planner/Analyst
4-1

The comment notes that Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, Project Description, appears to
indicate a different number of parking spaces.
The total number of parking spaces to be provided by the project under Scheme A is
457 spaces, as shown in Table 2-1 in Chapter 2. In Table 2-2, the number of parking
spaces under Scheme B is 534 spaces, which includes 77 spaces in the Bank of
America parking lot. This difference in the number of spaces is identified in the note
referenced in the table. However, the “1” (incorrectly shown as 5341 parking spaces)
should have been shown in superscript because it relates to the note included below
the table. The text is revised, as shown in Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR.

4-2

The comment is requesting that the description of striped pedestrian crossing of
Wentworth Avenue be revised in the Project Description so it is clear this would be a
raised crosswalk. The comment also asks if this crosswalk will be a condition of
project approval.
To address the desire to see this crosswalk more clearly described in the project
description the following change is made to Chapter 2, Project Description.
The first sentence under Conditions of Project Approval on page 2-38 in Chapter
2, Project Description is revised as follows:
The City’s Conditions of Project Approval require the project applicant to
install a new traffic light at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way and add a
raised striped pedestrian crossing of Wentworth Avenue near the project’s
driveway off of Wentworth Avenue.
The requirement to install this raised pedestrian crossing would be required by the
City as a Condition of Project Approval.

4-3

The comment indicates information provided in the Draft EIR regarding the
attainment status is outdated and needs to be updated.
The commenter is correct, some of the information included in the Draft EIR was out
of date and is corrected as noted below:
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The following revisions have been made to update the County’s attainment status in Tables 4.21 and 4.2-2 on pages 4.2-6 and 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR:
Table 4.2-1
NAAQS and Status
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Sacramento County)
Pollutant
Ozone (O3)
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Carbon monoxide (CO)1

Sulfur dioxide (SO2)
Respirable particulate
matter (PM10)
Fine particulate matter
(PM2.5)

Lead (Pb)

Averaging Time
8 hours
1 hour, annual arithmetic
mean
1 hour, 8 hours

24 hours, annual arithmetic
mean
24 hours
24 hours, annual arithmetic
mean
24 hours
Rolling 3-month average

Designation/Classification
Nonattainment/Severe-15
Unclassifiable/Attainment
Attainment/Maintenance (North)
Unclassifiable/Attainment
(South)
UnclassifiableAttainment
Attainment/Maintenance
Unclassifiable/Attainment (1997
NAAQS)
Nonattainment/Moderate (2006
NAAQS)
Unclassifiable/Attainment

Source: EPA 2015.
Note:
1
The northern (urbanized) portion of Sacramento County, which includes the project site, is designated as
Attainment/Maintenance, while the southern (rural) portion of the County is designated as Unclassifiable/Attainment.

Table 4.2-2
CAAQS and Status
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Sacramento County)
Pollutant
Ozone (O3)
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Carbon monoxide (CO)
Sulfur dioxide (SO2)
Respirable particulate
matter (PM10)
Fine particulate matter
(PM2.5)
Lead (Pb)
Sulfates (SO4)
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Averaging Time
1 hour, 8 hours
1 hour, Annual
1 hour, 8 hours
1 hour, 24 hours
24 hours, annual arithmetic
mean
Annual arithmetic mean

Designation/Classification
Nonattainment1
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Nonattainment

30-day average
24 hours

Attainment
Attainment

AttainmentNonattainment
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Table 4.2-2
CAAQS and Status
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Sacramento County)
Pollutant
Hydrogen sulfide (H2S)
Visibility-reducing particles

Averaging Time
1 hour
8 hours (10:00 a.m.–6:00 p.m.)

Designation/Classification
Unclassified
Unclassified

Source: CARB 2015a.
Note:
1
CARB has not issued area classification based on the state 8-hour standard. The previous classification for the
1-hour O3 standard was Serious.

4-4

The comment notes that Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2-6 in the Draft EIR include the annual
particulate matter emissions and thresholds.
The following revisions have been made to include annual PM10 and PM2.5 emissions
and respective SMAQMD thresholds in Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2-6 on pages 4.2-23
through 4.2-25 of the Draft EIR. As shown in these tables, the project would not
exceed the SMAQMD annual thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5.
Table 4.2-5
Estimated Maximum Daily and Annual Construction Emissions
NOx
(lbs/day)
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Summer
2017
79.53
2018
31.61
Winter
2017
80.43
2018
32.00
Maximum Daily
80.43
Pollutant Threshold
85
Threshold Exceeded?
No
Annual Emissions (tons/year)
2017
3.66
2018
1.99
Maximum Annual
3.66
Pollutant Threshold
NA
Threshold Exceeded?
NA
Year

PM10
(lbs/day)

PM2.5
(lbs/day)

11.02
3.38

7.04
2.15

11.02
3.38
11.02
80
No

7.04
2.15
7.04
82
No

0.38
0.20
0.38
14.6
No

0.24
0.13
0.24
15
No

Source: See Appendix B for detailed results.

3 –Comments and Responses
October 2016

8814
3-23

LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT

OCTOBER 2016

Notes: These estimates reflect implementation of SMAQMD Basic Construction Emission Control Practices.
SMAQMD has adopted construction thresholds for NOx, PM10, and PM2.5.
lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter

Table 4.2-6
Estimated Unmitigated Maximum Daily and Annual Operational Emissions
ROG
(lb/day)
NOx (lb/day)
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Summer
8.67
0.00
0.04
0.39
19.40
27.99
Total Summer
28.11
28.38
Winter
8.67
0.00
0.04
0.39
17.87
31.72
Total Winter
26.58
32.11
Maximum Daily
28.11
32.11
Pollutant Threshold
65
65
Threshold Exceeded?
No
No
Annual Emissions (tons/year)
1.58
0.00
0.01
0.07
3.09
5.47
Maximum Annual
4.68
5.54
Pollutant Threshold
NA
NA
Threshold Exceeded?
NA
NA
Source

Area
Energy
Mobile

Area
Energy
Mobile

Area
Energy
Mobile

PM10
(lb/day)

PM2.5
(lb/day)

0.00
0.03
23.25
23.28

0.00
0.03
6.48
6.51

0.00
0.03
23.25
23.28
23.28
80
No

0.00
0.03
6.48
6.51
6.51
82
No

0.00
0.01
4.09
4.10
14.6
No

0.00
0.01
1.14
1.15
15
No

Source: See Appendix B for detailed results.
Note: SMAQMD has adopted operational thresholds for ROG, NO x, PM10, and PM2.5.
lb/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter;
PM2.5 = fine particulate matter

4-5

The comment is referring to the emergency generator to be included in the event
there is a power outage and is requesting an analysis of the operation of the
generator be included in the Final EIR.
The following revisions have been made to the text of the air quality analysis in the
Draft EIR to include operation of the proposed emergency generator. The following
revisions have been made to the text on page 4.2-28 of the Draft EIR:
In regards to operations, the proposed project does not includes
stationary sources that would emit air pollutants or TACs, such as large
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boilers,one 67-horsepower emergency generators, or manufacturing
facilities that would run for 30-minutes once per month. Based on
information provided by Raley’s, the generator would be either natural
gas or liquid petroleum gas fueled and would include a catalytic converter
to reduce emissions. Emissions are reported in Table 4.2-7. As depicted
below, daily and annual emissions would be negligible and would result in
a less-than-significant impact. Thus, the project would not result in
emissions of TAC from such stationary sources.
Table 4.2-7
Estimated Maximum Daily and Annual Emergency Generator Testing Emissions1
Fuel Type Option

ROG
NOx
Daily Emissions (lbs/day)
Natural Gas
0.00
0.01
Liquefied Petroleum Gas
0.00
0.01
Maximum Daily
0.00
0.01
Pollutant Threshold
65
65
Threshold Exceeded?
No
No
Annual Emissions (tons/year)
Natural Gas
0.00
0.00
Liquefied Petroleum Gas
0.00
0.00
Maximum Annual
0.00
0.00
Pollutant Threshold
NA
NA
Threshold Exceeded?
NA
NA

PM10

PM2.5

0.00
0.00
0.00
80
No

0.00
0.00
0.00
82
No

0.00
0.00
0.00
14.6
No

0.00
0.00
0.00
15
No

Source: See Appendix B for detailed results.
Notes:
1
ROG, NOx, CO emission factors based on catalytic converter treated genset from emission compliance letters
provided by Nett Technologies (April 2015). Particulates were not provided in emission sheets and were thus
calculated using factors derived from CalEEMod User's Guide, Appendix D, for 2016 generators >50 and <120
HP. Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 were calculated by applying the CNG % reductions to the diesel emission
factors provided in the CalEEMod User's Guide, Appendix D.
lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter

4-6

The comment is expressing support for installing electrical hookups for delivery
trucks accessing the Raley’s loading dock and recommends including signs
prohibiting idling more than 5 minutes be posted in the loading dock area. The City
has included a Condition of Project Approval for the applicant to install signs
prohibiting idling more than 5 minutes in the Raley’s loading dock area as shown in
Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR.
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The comment is recommending that the City reduce the speed limit on Freeport
Boulevard between Wentworth Boulevard to Sutterville Road to less than 35 mph.
The methodology of establishing the speed limit along Freeport Boulevard is
governed by the California Vehicle Code and it was justified by an Engineering and
Traffic Survey (ETS) performed along several segments of Freeport Boulevard.
The City is required to reevaluate the speed limits on segments of roadways that
have undergone a significant change in roadway characteristics or surrounding land
uses. The development of the project site would require reevaluation of the speed
limit adjacent of the project site. If justified by a new ETS and a traffic evaluation,
speed limits may be reduced.

4-8

The comment is recommending that the bicycle parking be designed to
accommodate bike trailers, cargo bikes, and bike buggies that may be used to
transport larger items.
As described on page 2-17 in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project includes
bicycle parking consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Long-term Class I and
short-term Class III parking would be provided throughout the site. Class I parking
would be provided by 11 secure bike lockers with an additional 57 bike spaces
provided in bike racks throughout the project site. The recommendation that the
bicycle parking be designed to permit bikes with trailers is noted.

4-9

The comment is expressing support for Scheme B because it provides a better
network for pedestrians and would result in the contribution of fewer greenhouse gas
emissions. The comment does not raise issues regarding the physical effects on the
environment therefore no further response is required. However, the commenter’s
opinion is noted and forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

4-10

The comment recommends the coordination of bus stops and pedestrian crosswalks
with Regional Transit (RT). The project does not propose relocating or adding a new
bus stop along Freeport Boulevard. In reviewing the project plans City staff has
coordinated with RT, when required. The City has included a Condition of Project
Approval for the applicant to make provisions for bus stops and shelters, etc. to the
satisfaction of Regional Transit. These provisions would include improving the
existing bus stop, located on the northeast corner of the property, to Regional
Transit’s specifications and to meet current ADA requirements.
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4-11

The comment is requesting that the project’s Climate Action Plan (included in
Appendix B in the Draft EIR) be updated to reflect specific traffic-related project
components and the City’s Conditions of Project Approval. The project’s Climate
Action Plan has been updated and is included in Chapter 2, Changes the Draft EIR.

4-12

The comment reiterates that the project would be required to comply with SMAQMD
construction rules. All of the required SMAQMD construction rules are listed in
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR starting on page 4.2-18 and would be complied with
during project construction.
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Letter 5
Steve Winlock, President
Land Park Community Association
5-1

The comment notes the Land Park Community Association supports the project. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is
required. However, the commenter’s opinion is noted and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.

5-2

The comment is expressing support for the project and notes that the project is in
scale with the surrounding area and supports the inclusion of attractive design
elements and trees. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR;
therefore, no response is required. However, the commenter’s opinion is noted and
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

5-3

The comment notes that the project’s design team did their due diligence and
responded to comments received from the pedestrian and bicycle advocates and
neighbors and revised plans accordingly. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However, the commenter’s
opinion is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Letter 6
SacMod
Gretchen Steinberg, President
6-1

The comment is asking what changes have been made to the version of the site plan
included in the Draft EIR. Since the Draft EIR was released for public review the
project applicant has been working with WALK Sacramento and the Sacramento
Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA) to address pedestrian and bicycle concerns
regarding safe access to and through the project site. A summary of the changes
made to the project since the Draft EIR was released is included in Chapter 2,
Changes to the Draft EIR.

6-2

The comment is requesting that the design of the project incorporate some of the
former Capital Nursery’s historic building materials (i.e., Arizona sandstone), colors,
design and feel to capture the former sense of place created by Capital Nursery. As
shown in the renderings provided in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, the project design
includes stone veneer that is similar in look and color as Arizona sandstone. The
commenter’s desire to capture the former sense of place created by Capital Nursery
is noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no
response is required. However, the commenter’s request is noted and forwarded to
the decision-makers for their consideration.

6-3

The comment is suggesting the EIR include another project alternative for
consideration that includes a plant nursery/gardening section along the western
boundary of the project site, behind the proposed Raley’s store.
CEQA requires that a reasonable range of project alternatives be considered that
reduce, lessen or avoid any significant impacts created by the project. CEQA does
not require that all possible alternatives be evaluated, only that “a range of feasible
alternatives” be discussed so as to encourage both meaningful public participation
and informed decision making. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (a).) “The
discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the requirement as to the
discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of reasonableness. The
requirement has been fulfilled here; the Draft EIR examined a range of project
alternatives in detail, exploring their comparative advantages and disadvantages with
respect to the project. The commenter’s suggestion that another alternative be
evaluated that does not appear to reduce, lessen or avoid any significant impacts
created by the project is not required under CEQA. “Alternatives and mitigation
measures have the same function – diminishing or avoiding adverse environmental
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effects.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 403.) Here, the adoption of mitigation measures set
forth in the Project EIR are sufficient to reduce all significant impacts to less than
significant levels. Under CEQA then, the City has no obligation to consider the
feasibility of the alternatives. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council of
City of Los Angeles (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521 (“Laurel Hills”); Sierra Club v.
County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1507-1508 (Sierra Club).)
In addition, it is not clear from the comment if this nursery/gardening section
would be a retail nursery or just a space created for a large garden. If the latter
this raises a maintenance concern among other concerns associated with redesigning the project site.
Because the comment does not raise issues regarding the physical effects on the
environment no further response is required. The comment is forwarded to the
decision makers for their consideration.
6-4

The comment is expressing a desire that the existing Raley’s sign should be
protected and preserved and asking if it can be re-located to the new store location.
If the sign cannot be re-located the comment is requesting that a retro neon or neonlike sign be included for the new store.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is
required. However, Raley’s is still exploring the potential to re-locate the sign. If the
sign is not relocated the concerns raised regarding preserving and protecting the
sign as well as the design for the new sign are noted.

6-5

The comment reiterates comments raised at the Planning Commission/Design
Review (PC/DR) hearing held earlier this summer. Specifically the comment notes
the following concerns: need for a better buffer between the store and residences;
re-orientation of the buildings to the street; ingress and egress concerns;
accessibility and safety of pedestrians and bicyclists; scale and massing of the
buildings; light; noise; and proximity of the loading docks to residences.
All of these concerns are either addressed in the Draft EIR or are design preferences
that were raised at the PC/DR hearing and do not have any bearing on the adequacy
of the analysis in the Draft EIR. The project applicant worked with City staff as well
as WALK Sacramento and the Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA) to
address accessibility and safety issues for pedestrians and bicyclists. Through these
discussions the site plan was revised to include a pathway for pedestrians and
bicyclists adjacent to the west side of the driveway that accesses the project site
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from Wentworth Avenue. This will enable bicyclists a safe way to access the retail
uses without having to ride directly through the parking lot. The City has also
eliminated on-street parking along the project frontage on Freeport Boulevard. This
will help make it safer for bicyclists traveling south on Freeport Boulevard.
Information that addresses the scale and massing of the proposed buildings as well
as project lighting is included in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. A detailed
analysis of noise associated with both project construction and operation is included
in Section 4.8. The air quality analysis (Section 4.2) and noise analysis both address
concerns associated with proximity of residences to the proposed Raley’s loading
dock. Lastly, Section 4.10, Transportation addresses ingress and egress issues as
well as on-site circulation.
6-6

The comment is requesting that the City regularly update its website to include
current site plans. The most current site plans submitted by the applicant on
September 8, 2016 are posted on the City’s website and the City will keep the
website updated as plans are further refined.

6-7

The comment is asking for a comprehensive plan that addresses the vacancy of the
existing Raley’s store. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR;
therefore, no response is required. However, at this time the property owner is still
looking for potential tenants to occupy the space if the project is approved and
Raley’s relocates. It is anticipated the building would be extensively remodeled for a
future tenant.

6-8

The comment notes that they appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the
project and for the applicant’s willingness to listen to the interests of the community.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is
required. However, the comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.

6-9

The comment expresses an opinion that the site plan could be modified to meet the
project objectives and needs of the surrounding community. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However, the
project applicant team did meet with numerous neighborhood associations and
organizations as well as members of the public during the design of the project and
made several revisions to the site plan in response to public input.
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Letter 7
Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association
7-1

The comment provides background on the Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association
(HPNA) and its location relative to the project site. The comment indicates support for
projects that encourage alternative modes of transportation and the resulting reduction in
vehicle trips as a means to discourage crime and contribute to the history and character
of a neighborhood. The comment does not raise issues regarding the physical effects on
the environment therefore no further response is required. The comment is noted and
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

7-2

The comment is indicating the HPNA disagrees with the finding that the project
generally meets the intent of the goals and policies included in the 2035 General
Plan. The comment does not raise issues regarding the physical effects on the
environment therefore no further response is required. The comment is noted and
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

7-3

The comment alleges that the project layout and location of proposed buildings is not
consistent with the Urban Corridor Low designation because the (largest store)
Raley’s store is located at the western side of the project site and not adjacent to
Freeport Boulevard.
The project’s general consistency with the City’s Urban Corridor Low designation is
addressed in the Draft EIR on page 3-17 in Chapter 3, Land Use and Planning. As
discussed in Chapter 3, the key urban design characteristics of the Urban Corridor
Low designation include:


Building heights generally ranging from two to six stories;



Lot coverage generally not exceeding 70%;



Building façades and entrances directly addressing the street;



Buildings with pedestrian oriented uses such as outdoor cafes located at the
street level;



Attractive pedestrian streetscape, with sidewalks designed to accommodate
pedestrian traffic, that includes appropriate landscaping, lighting, and pedestrian
amenities/facilities;



Public and semi-public outdoor spaces such as plazas, courtyards, and
sidewalk cafes.
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The proposed project incorporates the majority of the design features outlined above
including building entrances oriented towards either Freeport Boulevard or
Wentworth Avenue; an outdoor plaza and a courtyard area designed to provide
places for people to gather; sidewalks, landscaping and lighting throughout the site
to provide a safe and attractive environment for patrons; all of the project buildings
would be less than six stories (Draft EIR pp. 3-17, 3-18).
In addition, as explained in Chapter 3, the consistency analysis provides the reader
with a general overview of whether the project is in harmony with the overall intent of
the City’s 2035 General Plan goals and policies. It is within the City’s decision makers’
purview to decide if the proposed project is consistent or inconsistent with any
applicable City goals or policies. The 2035 General Plan clarifies the role of the City in
determining consistency as: “[t]he City, in its sole discretion, shall determine a
proposed project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan. Consistency is achieved if
a project will further the overall objectives and policies of the General Plan and not
obstruct their attainment, recognizing that a proposed project may be consistent with
the overall objectives of the General Plan, but not with each and every policy thereof”
(City of Sacramento 2015, p. 1-2). The discussions in this Draft EIR represent the best
attempt of City staff to advise the City Council of its opinions as to whether the
proposed project is consistent with identified goals and policies of the City’s General
Plan. The project is consistent with the general intent of the Urban Corridor Low
designation. The commenter’s opinion that the project is not consistent with the Urban
Low Corridor designation is noted.
7-4

The comment states that the project’s floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.3 is the minimum
allowable under the Urban Corridor Low designation and requests that the City
should ensure any land redesignated as Urban Corridor Low be consistent with the
“letter and spirit” of the land use designation and the city’s general plan.
The City’s General Plan allows outdoor operations such as dedicated plazas and outdoor
seating areas to be factored into the project’s overall FAR, so the project meets the
required FAR for the Urban Corridor Low designation. The commenter’s opinion is noted
and forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

7-5

The comment is recommending including street-fronting buildings to promote safety
and discourage crime, consistent with general plan policy LU 2.7.4. The commenter
feels the current site plan blocks views of Freeport Boulevard from the Raley’s store
and Shops 3 and 4 block views of the parking lot which will do little to promote public
safety and discourage crime. The commenter recommends a new site configuration
locating the Raley’s store adjacent to and perpendicular to Freeport Boulevard.
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The current site plan was designed with the intent to enhance public safety and
minimize crime by eliminating areas that were protected and not visible. This was
achieved by locating the Raley’s along the west side of the project site to provide a
buffer between the residences on Marion Court and to minimize parking areas and
public areas that are immediately adjacent to residences. The project was designed
to eliminate areas where people can meet in privacy. In addition, the interior of the
site will be highly visible and well-lit at night. Public safety was further enhanced by
installing a new traffic signal at Meer way. This will enhance public safety by creating
a signalized intersection with a signalized cross walk. Lastly, the City’s police
department has reviewed the project design and has provided input to enhance
public safety, per Policy LU 2.7.4. In furtherance of the police department’s
suggestions, the project includes a variety of lighting to enhance safety and to
discourage crime. In addition, the area behind the Raley’s store (west) would be
gated to prohibit access. The project has been designed consistent with the intent of
Policy 2.7.4; however, it is within the City’s decision makers’ purview to decide if the
proposed project is consistent or inconsistent with any applicable City goals or policies.
As noted in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, consistency with the general plan policies is
achieved if a project will further the overall objectives and policies of the General Plan
and not obstruct their attainment, recognizing that a proposed project may be
consistent with the overall objectives of the General Plan, but not with each and every
policy thereof. ”(City of Sacramento 2015, p. 1-2).
Please see Response to Comment 7-14 for more information on the commenter’s
proposed site plan.
7-6

The commenter does not feel the project meets the intent of Policy LU 2.7.7, which
recommends buildings engage the street because the Raley’s store would be located
over 400 feet from Freeport Boulevard.
Policy LU 2.7.7 states “the City shall require buildings to be oriented to and actively
engage and complete the public realm through such features as building orientation,
build-to and setback lines, façade articulation, ground-floor transparency, and
location of parking.” Consistent with this policy, three of the project’s seven buildings
are located adjacent to Wentworth Avenue and Freeport Boulevard to engage the
street. The project also includes trees throughout the parking lot, as shown in Figure
2-6 (see Draft EIR Chapter 2), which would help screen views and reduce the visual
prominence of the parking lot. In response to concerns raised at the Planning
Commission/Design Review hearing, the smaller Shops located adjacent to Freeport
Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue will allow dual entries from the street as well as
from internal to the site. Please see also Response to Comment 7-5.
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The comment recommends exploring other site configurations that would be more in
the “spirit of the General Plan to engage and activate Freeport Boulevard.” The
comment suggests this could be achieved by re-orienting the buildings closer to
Freeport Boulevard, as shown in the figure attached to the comment letter.
Please see Responses to Comments 7-6 and 7-14 that address these concerns.

7-8

The comment is expressing concern that the project as currently designed will create
a commercial center that does not interact with or activate the street, and create
unsafe areas where crime could occur.
As indicated in Response to Comment 7-5, the City’s police department has reviewed
the project design and has provided input to enhance public safety and the project
includes a variety of lighting to enhance safety and to discourage crime. In addition, the
area behind the Raley’s store (west) would be gated to prohibit access. Please see
Response to Comment 7-6 that addresses engaging the adjacent streets.

7-9

The comment is concerned about the safety of pedestrian and bicycle access through
the project site from Freeport Boulevard and the distance to the closest bus stop.
The project applicant has worked with WALK Sacramento and the Sacramento Area
Bicycle Advocates (SABA) on access for pedestrians and bicyclists. As shown on
Figure 2-6 in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, the project includes a separated sidewalk
from Freeport Boulevard to the Raley’s store as well as another pedestrian/bike
pathway adjacent to the west side of the driveway from Wentworth Avenue. Both of
these sidewalks/pathways as well as crosswalks (on Wentworth Avenue and internal
to the site) provide safe access for pedestrians into and throughout the project site.
The closest bus stops to the project site are located south of Meer Way (southbound)
and north of Meer Way (northbound). Regional Transit has not indicated more bus stops
are planned in the vicinity of the project site.

7-10

The comment is requesting additional information be provided on the proposed
sidewalks along Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue to be replaced as part of
the project and is requesting the sidewalks meet or exceed ADA requirements. The
comment also requests more detail on the City’s Conditions of Approval regarding
the new traffic light at Meer Way and stop signs at Sheilah/Stacia Way and
Wentworth Avenue on both sides of Freeport Boulevard.
Details of the proposed sidewalks along Freeport Boulevard and along Wentworth
Avenue are included in the revised plan for the project, as resubmitted on September
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8, 2016 (available on the City’s website http://www.cityofsacramento.org/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/Major-Projects). The sidewalks would meet or exceed ADA
requirements, as required by City regulations. These improvements are consistent
with the intent of the City’s Pedestrian Master Plan.
Regarding the traffic signal modifications at the Freeport Boulevard intersection with
Wentworth Avenue / Stacia Way, please refer to Response to Comment 9-6. No
change to the stop sign configuration of Shielah Way is proposed.
7-11

The comment is requesting the City require an evaluation of how the project can
reduce vehicle trips by using a transportation survey that identifies how current
Raley’s shoppers access the store in order to increase alternative modes of travel.
The comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR or physical
effects on the environment therefore no further response is required. The comment is
noted and forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

7-12

The comment requests that information be provided pertaining to whether the
existing Raley’s sign would be preserved. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However, Raley’s neon sign
will be incorporated into the project design at the location identified on the site plan
as “Pylon Sign.”

7-13

The comment notes that the Draft EIR only considers one alternative site plan
(alternative 3) and disagrees with the statement in the Draft EIR that the retail
environment along Freeport Boulevard favors a more suburban design. The
commenter also believes alternative 3 meets most of the project objectives and
notes that other site plans were not considered.
The alternatives analysis included in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR and as noted on page
5-4, different site configurations were evaluated including locating the Raley’s store
adjacent to Freeport Boulevard and the northern boundary of the project site
(perpendicular to Freeport Boulevard) and locating the Raley’s store parallel to
Freeport Boulevard with shops located in the western portion of the site. The
alternative site plan to locate the Raley’s store adjacent to the northern boundary of
the site was determined not suitable because it would create a longer route for delivery
trucks which would create more noise for adjacent residences to the west; would not
allow for more smaller freestanding shops to be included; and would eliminate the
ability to create a left turn from Freeport Boulevard. This design was determined to not
be economically feasible and was dismissed from further evaluation.
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Regarding the comment that the retail environment along Freeport Boulevard favors
a more suburban design, this statement is correct. The stretch of Freeport Boulevard
from Sutterville Road to Fruitridge Road to the south includes four retail plazas on
the east side of Freeport Boulevard along with a small retail uses located to the north
of the project site, the existing Raley’s store, adjacent Rite Air retail plaza and a
smaller retail plaza located along the west side of Freeport Boulevard that all
represent more traditional suburban design with parking in the front. The commenter
is correct there are some individual retailers, noted in the comment, that do not
provide parking in the front of the store, however, it is correct to say that the existing
retail environment favors a more suburban design.
In regards to the desire to see other site plans evaluated, CEQA requires that a
reasonable range of project alternatives be considered that reduce, lessen or avoid
any significant impacts created by the project. CEQA does not require that all
possible alternatives be evaluated, only that “a range of feasible alternatives” be
discussed so as to encourage both meaningful public participation and informed
decision making. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (a).) The discussion of
alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the requirement as to the discussion of
alternatives is subject to a construction of reasonableness. Moreover, “alternatives
and mitigation measures have the same function – diminishing or avoiding adverse
environmental effects.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 403.) Here, the adoption of mitigation
measures set forth in the Project EIR are sufficient to reduce all significant impacts to
less than significant levels. Under CEQA then, the City has no obligation to consider
the feasibility of the alternatives. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City
Council of City of Los Angeles (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521 (“Laurel Hills”); Sierra
Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1507-1508 (Sierra Club).)
CEQA’s requirements have been fulfilled here; the Draft EIR examined a range of
project alternatives in detail, exploring their comparative advantages and
disadvantages with respect to the project. The City Council has the final discretion to
select a project alternative in lieu of the project.
7-14

The comment indicates support for a site plan that locates the Raley’s store along
the northern boundary of the site and is requesting a more detailed consideration of
this alternative site plan. (A copy of this alternative site plan is attached to the
comment letter.) The commenter goes on to state that this site plan would be more
consistent with the City’s General Plan, would likely promote better public safety,
discourage crime and facilitate better pedestrian and bicycle access.
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The project applicant evaluated numerous different site configurations during design
of the project. This included a site plan that located the Raley’s store perpendicular
to Freeport Boulevard adjacent to the northern boundary of the site. As noted in
Response to Comment 7-13, this site plan was dismissed from further consideration
because it would create more challenges for delivery trucks resulting in more
potential disturbance to adjacent residences to the west and would create difficulty in
creating a left turn from Freeport Boulevard. The site configuration provided by the
commenter appears to locate the main entrance to the Raley’s store from the south,
leaving the store façade facing Freeport with architectural limitations that would do
little to engage Freeport Boulevard, similar to the challenges faced by Oto’s Market
further to the south. This site plan would also result in extending the driveway for
delivery trucks to access the loading docks behind the Raley’s store resulting in the
potential for more noise and disturbance to residences located to the west and the
creation of a “dead zone” where truck access needs to be maintained. It also
appears from the site configuration provided by the commenter that the Raley’s store
has been reduced in size and the distance to the driveway from the edge of the
project site is not adequate. In order to allow a left turn from Freeport Boulevard the
driveway needs to be located approximately 70 feet from the edge of the project site,
heading south on Freeport Boulevard. The applicant determined that this site
configuration was not feasible and would result in design challenges that were solved
with the current proposed plan.
To the extent commenter is suggesting the City consider a new project alternative,
CEQA does not require that all possible alternatives be evaluated, only that “a range
of feasible alternatives” be discussed so as to encourage both meaningful public
participation and informed decision making. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6,
subd. (a).) “The discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the
requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of
reasonableness. The statute does not demand what is not realistically possible given
the limitation of time, energy, and funds. ‘Crystal ball’ inquiry is not required.”
(Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d
274, 286; see also CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (f)(3).)
Indeed, as stated by the court in Village of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of
Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022, 1028, although there may be “literally
thousands of “reasonable alternatives’ to the proposed project . . . ‘the statutory
requirements for consideration of alternatives must be judged against a rule of
reason.’” (Ibid., quoting Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City
and County of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893, 910.) “‘Absolute perfection
is not required; what is required is the production of information sufficient to permit a
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reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned.’”
(Id., at p. 1029.) The requirement has been fulfilled here; the EIR examined a range
of project alternatives in detail, exploring their comparative advantages and
disadvantages with respect to the project.
7-15

The comment notes that the HPNA generally supports the project and looks forward
to continuing to work with the applicant on the project, but are “less than
enthusiastic” about the current project as proposed. The comment does not raise
issues regarding the physical effects on the environment therefore no further
response is required. The comment is noted and forwarded to the decision makers
for their consideration.
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Letter 8
South Land Park Neighborhood Association
8-1

The comment indicates that the South Land Park Neighborhood Association
(SLPNA) surveyed its membership in August 2016 to get input from their members
on the project and the response was generally supportive of the project. The
comment does not raise issues regarding the physical effects on the environment
therefore no further response is required. The comment is noted and forwarded to
the decision makers for their consideration.

8-2

The comment encourages the applicant and the City to ensure that the proposed
project is consistent with the recommendations included in the Freeport Boulevard
Master Plan.
The Freeport Boulevard Master Plan was adopted by the City in 2004 and includes
recommendations for streetscape improvements, signage, and pedestrian and
bicycle access. This plan only makes recommendations and does not specify the
minimum width requirement for these improvements. The Freeport Boulevard Master
plan has been superseded by the City’s pedestrian friendly street standards.
The City’s 2035 General Plan designates Freeport Boulevard as a 4-lane arterial
roadway. The City’s pedestrian friendly street standards includes bike lanes,
sidewalks and planters consistent with the recommendations set forth in the Freeport
Boulevard Masterplan.
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Letter 9
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
Jordan Lang, Project Analyst
9-1

The comment is noting that the project is located in an area of the City that is
conducive to walking and biking. The comment does not address the adequacy of
the EIR; therefore, no response is required.

9-2

The comment notes that the project is proposing to provide an adequate number of
short and long-term bicycle parking spaces and they agree with the recommendation
that the bicycle parking should be located throughout the site. As noted on page 2-17
in Chapter 2, Class I parking would be provided by 11 secure bike lockers with an
additional 57 bike spaces provided in bike racks throughout the project site.

9-3

The comment is recommending that the project include bike path/lanes from
Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue to the proposed Raley’s store and is
requesting that this be designated as a bike lane or bike path and not a sidewalk
shared with pedestrians.
Since the Draft EIR was released the project applicant has worked with SABA to
identify safe access to the project site from both Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth
Avenue. To this end as shown in the revised site plan included in Chapter 2, Changes
to the Draft EIR, a separated pathway has been provided adjacent to the project
driveway off of Wentworth Avenue. This will provide direct access for bicyclists to the
Raley’s store and adjacent shops. However, this pathway will also be shared with
pedestrians. The applicant also proposed dedicated bicycle access to the project site
from Freeport Boulevard; however, due to safety concerns the City has removed the
right-turn only lane into the project site from Freeport Boulevard. The City will eliminate
on-street parking on Freeport Boulevard along the project frontage which will make it
safer for bicyclists heading south. Bicycles traveling along Freeport Boulevard heading
south will have access to a bike lane along Freeport Boulevard, but will need to enter
the project site using the main project entrance. Once in the project site bicycles do not
have a dedicated lane to access the Raley’s store or shops. For bicyclists heading
north on Freeport Boulevard the safest access to the project site would be via the light
at Wentworth Boulevard in order to avoid using the proposed unsignalized left turn into
the project site from Freeport Boulevard.

9-4

The comment is referring to Figure 2-6 in the Draft EIR that shows an additional point
of access for bicycles would be provided in the northeast corner of the site for
southbound bicycle access. The commenter supports the inclusion of this additional
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bicycle access and notes that not including this access would increase the risk of
potential bicycle and vehicle conflicts at the Freeport Boulevard driveway.
The access point at the northeast corner of the site would be limited to only a
connection to the sidewalk. No direct connection to the proposed bike lane would be
provided as previously noted on Figure 2-6 in the Draft EIR. The main driveway into
the site has been planned to accommodate both motor vehicles and bicyclists safely.
The design includes a width of 30 feet, and a tight radius at Freeport Boulevard to
keep motor vehicle and bicycle speeds low (and similar). Bicycles entering the site
will not conflict with southbound vehicles (through and turning) on Freeport
Boulevard. Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR includes the revised Figure 2-6.
9-5

The comment is asking if the new traffic signal at Meer Way would allow all turning
movements and requests that enhanced crosswalks be included and advanced
signaling be provided as well.
With the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Freeport Boulevard and Meer
Way, all traffic turning movements would be permitted. Specific details concerning the
crosswalks and signal timing / design have not been established at this time. However,
the design and implementation would consider the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists,
and would be subject to approval by the City’s Traffic Engineer.

9-6

The comment is requesting more information be provided regarding the proposed
modification to the traffic signal phasing at the Freeport Boulevard/Wentworth
Avenue/Stacia Way intersection and is asking if enhanced sidewalks and advanced
signaling be provided.
At the current time (existing conditions), both the eastbound Wentworth Avenue and
westbound Stacia Way approaches proceed at the same time in a single traffic signal
phase. Eastbound and westbound left turns are “permissive”, which means that left
turns are made in conflict with opposing traffic. As left-turn drivers concentrate on
safely turning left versus opposing traffic, they may not pay adequate attention to
pedestrians crossing Freeport Boulevard during the same traffic signal phase. This
issue was raised in comments to the Notice of Preparation and during public
meetings concerning the project.
The revised signalization at this traffic light would use “split phasing” for the
eastbound and westbound approaches. Each approach would proceed
independently, without opposing traffic movements. When the eastbound movement
proceeds only the crosswalk across the south leg of the intersection would be active.
When the westbound movement proceeds only the crosswalk across the north leg of
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the intersection would be active. In this manner left turning vehicles would not cross
active crosswalks. Specific details concerning the crosswalks and signal timing /
design have not been established at this time. However, the design and
implementation would consider the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists, and would be
subject to approval by the City’s Traffic Engineer.
9-7

The comment is encouraging the City and the project applicant to continue to work
together to enhance bicycle friendly access to help the City continue to meet its
Climate Action Plan goals.
As noted by the commenter, there is opportunity to increase the non-automotive
mode share of the project, through enhanced pedestrian and bicycle accessibility.
The conditions of approval listed in the Draft EIR and other mitigation measures will
contribute to this change, resulting in a further reduction in vehicle miles traveled.
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Letter 10
Kurt and Susan Pedersen
10-1

The comment is requesting to be notified of any future meetings. The City will include
the Pedersens on the City’s mailing list and will notify them of any upcoming
meetings or hearings on this project.

10-2

The comment is noting that the former Capital Nursery was open until 6 p.m. with no
evening hours and that limited parking was provided and no lights were on at night. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required.

10-3

The comment is alleging that they will not be able to use and enjoy their backyard
due to the noise and lights from the proposed Raley’s store. The comment goes on
to state that a solid 12 to 14-foot-tall wall would be needed to block lights, noise and
the smell of food.
As described starting on page 2-13 in Chapter 2, Project Description, there would be
an 82-foot setback and a 10 to 12-foot-high masonry wall along the northern
boundary of the project site with trees planted adjacent to the wall. The commenter’s
residence located at 2020 Meer Way would back up to the proposed parking lot. As
discussed starting on page 2-17 in Chapter 2, project lighting would include building
lights and parking lot lights. All lighting would conform to the City’s General Plan
policy 6.1.12, which requires lighting be “shielded and directed downward to
minimize impacts on adjacent residential uses.” Parking lot and driveway lighting
would use pole-mounted, multi-head fully shielded fixtures approximately 25-feet tall
(similar in height to the existing Raley’s parking lot light fixtures). The pole placement
would provide security lighting throughout the site and fixture heads would be
shielded to avoid light spillage into adjacent properties. The 10-12-foot tall walls
along the north side of the project site would not be high enough to physically block
the parking lot lights, but the lights would be shielded and focused downward so as
not to cast light beyond the project boundary.
Noise associated with project construction and operation was evaluated in Section
4.8, Noise. Particular attention was paid to noise associated with parking lot activities
and the potential to disturb neighbors located adjacent to the northern boundary of
the project site. As discussed under Impact 4.8-3 on page 4.8-20, the proposed 10 to
12- foot high masonry wall along the northern property boundary would reduce this
noise level to 48 dBA at the adjacent residential properties. Noise from parking lot
activity would fall below the most restrictive level of the City’s exterior noise
standards (Section 8.68.060 of the Municipal Code), which limits exterior noise levels
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at residential properties to 50 dBA (from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). The store hours of
operation would be from 6 a.m. to 11 p.m., seven days per week.
The wall would not block odors from restaurants that may lease space in the center.
As shown on the site plan (see Figure 2-3 on p. 2-7), the closest retail space to 2020
Meer Way would be Shops 4, located adjacent to Freeport Boulevard in the
northeast corner of the site. Odors from restaurants are not typically considered by
the City to be incompatible with residential uses and are allowed within the existing
and proposed land use designations and zoning. Odor impacts were evaluated in
Section 4.2, Air Quality, under Impact 4.2-5. As noted on page 4.2-26, the project
does not contain any uses that have been identified by SMAQMD as potential
sources of objectionable odors and the project would have a less than significant
impact associated with objectionable odors.
10-4

The comment is asking where the Raley’s employees and the other proposed
tenants will park. Currently, Raley’s employees park in the Raley’s parking lot and it
is anticipated this would not change with the new store. Raley’s employees as well
as the other tenants would be asked to park in the northwest corner of the site in
order to leave the majority of the parking available for customers.

10-5

The comment is asking that a dumpster proposed behind their residence be
relocated to avoid odors and noise associated with trash removal. The proposed site
plan is shown on Figure 2-3 on page 2-7 in Chapter 2. As shown on the figure the
closest trash and recycling container is located on the north side of the Shops 4
building. The trash and recycling containers would be contained within a 10-foot by
18-foot space enclosed within a 6-foot-high concrete block wall (Chapter 2, p. 2-14).
The closest trash and recycling container is located approximately 60 feet from the
proposed wall behind the residence located at 2020 Meer Way. The commenter’s
desire to relocate this trash and recycling container is noted.

10-6

The comment is expressing concern that pollution from the parking lot would affect
the use and enjoyment of their back yard. The increase in air pollutants associated
with project construction and operation was evaluated in Section 4.2, Air Quality.
As discussed under Impact 4.2-3 on page 4.2-24, emissions associated with
vehicle traffic, use of landscaping equipment, and use of gas appliances was
modeled to determine if operation of the project would exceed the air district’s
thresholds for specific air pollutants. As shown in Table 4.2-6 on page 4.2-15, the
project would not exceed the air district’s acceptable thresholds and the air quality
impact is less than significant.
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The comment states that access to the proposed project site heading north on
Freeport Boulevard would be to make a U-turn at Freeport Boulevard/Meer Way
unless the median along Freeport Boulevard is removed. The comment also notes
this will be problematic for residents on Meer Way and vehicles traveling south on
Freeport Boulevard.
As shown on the site plan (Figure 2-3 on page 2-7 in Chapter 2), the project is
proposing to create a dedicated left turn and U-turn lane for vehicles traveling north
on Freeport Boulevard. This would be accomplished by providing a turn lane through
the median. In addition, as a condition of project approval the project would install a
traffic light at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way to create a safe crossing for
pedestrians. These modifications should address the commenters concerns. In
addition, the traffic signal phasing at the intersection of Freeport Boulevard with
Wentworth Avenue/Stacia Way would be modified to improve pedestrian crossing of
Freeport Boulevard.

10-8

The comment asks what time deliveries to the Raley’s store would occur and adds
that “loading takes place all hours of night and day” on the existing Raley’s site. As
described on page 2-14 of Chapter 2, the loading area for the Raley’s grocery store
would include a depressed loading dock that includes two truck bays for larger trucks
and a compactor. The loading dock would be recessed 4-feet on the southern side of
the building. To minimize noise, the loading dock would be screened with a 12-foothigh masonry wall separating the residences to the west. Currently Raley’s receives
30-40 deliveries per week with a majority of the deliveries occurring between 6 a.m.
and noon. It is anticipated a similar number of deliveries would occur for the new
store. However, on some occasions deliveries would occur after 11 p.m.

10-9

The comment notes a concern that homeless people will use the tables and
benches to camp at night. Homelessness is an existing citywide concern. The
commercial center would be managed by the project applicant (or their designee)
to ensure the public amenities are kept clean and in good repair and to respond to
any security issues.

10-10

The comment is raising a noise concern noise associated with sweepers clearing the
parking lot. Noise associated with equipment to sweep and wash the parking lot, if
used, would not be loud enough to exceed the City’s noise thresholds. The City uses
street cleaners to wash the edges of residential streets throughout the City. These
types of uses are typical within an urban environment and are not considered an
incompatible use or activity.
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The comment is expressing support for a residential project to be developed on the
project site. Alternatives to the proposed project were evaluated in Chapter 5 and
included the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative. As discussed on Draft EIR page
5-6, the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would develop the site under existing
zoning for residential and commercial uses. Under this alternative, the site could be
developed with 40 multi-family units and 250,000 square feet of commercial space,
which would increase the amount of retail space by approximately 16,800 square
feet. The 250,000 square feet of commercial space would be composed of 125,000
square feet for retail uses, including the 55,000 square foot Raley’s store and 70,000
square feet of other retail uses, and 125,000 square feet in office uses. As discussed
in Section 5.2, the Draft EIR concluded that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would
be the environmentally superior alternative. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However, the commenter’s
opinion is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Letter 11
Jean Nelson
11-1

The comment is concerned with existing cut through traffic for people connecting to
Sutterville Road using Claremont Street, including safety. This is an existing
condition and not related to the proposed project. The traffic analysis conducted for
the project does not evaluate local traffic on Claremont Street and, as shown in
Section 4.10, Transportation and Circulation, the project would not result in any
traffic impacts at the intersections evaluated. To address the commenter’s concern
regarding traffic on her street, the City has a Neighborhood Traffic Management
Program (NTMP) where neighborhoods can petition the City to install traffic calming
devices to address residents’ concerns about traffic. The commenter can contact the
City for more information on this program.

11-2

The comment indicates that she is not aware of any plans to address neighbor safety
impacts. The traffic analysis conducted for the project provided in Section 4.10,
Transportation and Circulation, notes that the project would not result in any traffic
impacts at the intersections evaluated. The Draft EIR does not include any plans to
address safety impacts because the project would not result in any safety impacts.
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Letter 12
Mary DeLost
12-1

The comment expresses an opinion that the project is not a good fit for the
neighborhood and goes on to allege the project will result in non-stop delivery noise,
overpowering parking lot lights, air pollution, and increased traffic and traffic
congestion on Freeport Boulevard and surrounding streets. The commenter also
indicates they do not support rezoning the project site to eliminate the residential
zoning located along the western boundary.
The Draft EIR evaluated noise in Section 4.8, lighting in Section 4.1, air quality in
Section 4.2, and traffic in Section 4.10. It is important to note that the existing Raley’s
grocery store is located approximately 400 feet south of the project site and currently
creates noise due to deliveries, creates light from overhead parking lot lights, and
generates air pollutants associated with shoppers coming and going from the store
as well as an increase in traffic. A summary of the project’s impacts is included in the
Executive Summary in Table ES-1. As shown in this table and explained in detail in
the relevant technical section of the Draft EIR, the project would not result in any
impacts associated with lighting, air quality, or traffic. Noise associated with project
construction, although exempt under the City’s Noise Ordinance, would result in an
annoyance to nearby residents; therefore, a mitigation measure was included that
requires all equipment be in proper working order and include intake silencers,
stationary construction equipment shall be located as far away from adjacent
residential property boundaries as is practicable, and the wall proposed adjacent to
the western and northern boundaries of the site shall be installed as early in the
construction process as is practicable.
The project is proposing to re-zone the portion of the site designated for Suburban
Neighborhood Low Density (4.6 acres) and Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density
(0.6 acre) to Urban Corridor Low and rezone the portions designated and zoned
residential to commercial (C-2), consistent with the proposed land use changes.
Allowable land uses within the Suburban Neighborhood Low and Medium density
include single family and multifamily housing, accessory units, and limited
neighborhood-serving commercial uses on lots two-acres or less. The No
Project/Existing Zoning Alternative (Draft EIR, p. 5-6) evaluates development of the
project site under the existing land use and zoning and notes that impacts associated
with project construction and operation would be similar to the proposed project, but
would be somewhat more intense given that under the existing zoning a much more
dense project could be developed. The commenter’s opinion is noted and forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Letter 13
Sandra Takagi
13-1

The comment letter is the same as Letter 12. Therefore, the reader is referred to
Response to Comment 12-1.
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Letter 14
Brian Menter
14-1

The comment expresses support for the project, but also notes he is a potential
homebuyer and is concerned about the masonry wall proposed along the western
boundary of the project site.
The City has responded to this individual and provided more information about the
proposed wall. The wall would be located on the property boundary immediately
adjacent to the existing garage.

14-2

The comment provides more details regarding concerns due to the location of the
wall. As noted in the prior response, the City has contacted this individual and
provided him with more specific information on the location of the wall.

14-3

The comment asks if Raley’s plans on including a maintenance easement for the
walls surrounding the site. The masonry walls to be constructed adjacent to the
western and northern project boundaries would be maintained by the project
applicant. However, this does not include maintaining the walls that front private
property, including graffiti removal, landscaping, etc. The project applicant is only
responsible, per the Conditions of Approval, for maintaining the “public” portion of the
walls and any structural issues.
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Letter 15
Brandon Sherrets
15-1

The comment raises a concern regarding air quality and the location of the loading
docks relative to their home on Marion Court. The commenter states that his
daughter was recently diagnosed with asthma and is concerned the project will
create an unhealthy environment.
The Draft EIR addresses air quality in Section 4.2, Air Quality. As described on
pages 4.2-24 and 4.2-25, air emissions associated with project operation were
modeled and were shown to not exceed the air district’s thresholds for various
pollutants. In addition, Impact 4.2-6 starting on page 4.2-27 evaluated exposure of
sensitive receptors (i.e., children, the elderly) to substantial pollutant concentrations
(i.e., diesel exhaust or particulate matter). The analysis found that diesel trucks are
subject to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Airborne Toxic Control
Measures that are designed to reduce diesel emissions. In addition, trucks in the
loading area would be instructed by Raley’s not to leave their engines idling and to
turn off their vehicles, which would minimize emissions. Furthermore, the
Sacramento Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) generally does not require
or recommend a health risk assessment be prepared for grocery stores or shopping
centers as part of the CEQA process, although SMAQMD does explicitly indicate that
one of the best ways to substantially reduce diesel emissions from delivery trucks is
by providing electrical hookups in loading docks for trucks with refrigeration to plug
into while making deliveries (Huss 2016b). The provision of electrical outlets at
loading docks would give truck operators the ability to shut off their main engines
while maintaining power to the refrigeration systems and keep perishable foods at an
appropriate temperature. Electrical hookups for delivery trucks are included as part
of the project design, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description. Based on the
amount of truck traffic, implementation of the states’ applicable Airborne Toxic
Control Measures, and the electrical hookups in loading docks, the analysis
concluded that project operation would not be expected to result in pollutant
concentrations that could create significant health risks.

15-2

The comment is describing the location of their home relative to the project site
and is expressing concern that the project will negatively affect the existing view
of their backyard and goes on to state that lights from the project will shine
directly into their home.
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The Draft EIR evaluated the change in aesthetics and views associated with
redeveloping the project site in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. As noted on page 4.1-28,
views of a project by a limited number of individuals do not constitute public views
and are typically not evaluated under CEQA. (See Mira Mar Mobile Community v.
City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, holding that if agency policy does not
protect private views, then impacts to such private views are not significant impacts
under CEQA.) The City of Sacramento does not include any policies that protect
private views; therefore, the analysis evaluates public views.
The project includes a 40-foot-wide setback for the proposed Raley’s store along the
western boundary of the site. Within this area a paved driveway would be provided
behind the Raley’s store for emergency vehicle access along with a 12-foot-high
masonry block wall adjacent to the western boundary. All lighting would conform to
the City’s General Plan policy 6.1.12, which requires lighting be “shielded and
directed downward to minimize impacts on adjacent residential uses.” Security
lighting along the rear of the Raley’s store and the loading dock area, along the
northern boundary of the site would consist of wall-mounted fixtures mounted at
between eight to ten feet above grade with cut-off shields and motion sensors to
avoid light spillage into adjacent properties. The lights would be mounted lower than
the 12-foot high wall and would be shielded and focused downward blocking the
potential for any light to shine directly into any residence located along the northern
or western boundaries of the project site.
15-3

The comment is expressing a concern that due to the location of the loading docks
relative to their home on Marion Court, noise from loading dock activities and other
noise from commercial uses would not allow them to open their windows in the
evenings (presumably during the hotter summer months).
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, a majority of deliveries to the Raley’s
store would occur between 6 a.m. and noon. It is not anticipated that deliveries to the
new Raley’s store or any of the other retail uses would occur during the evening
hours. The City’s exterior noise standards (Section 8.68.060 of the Municipal Code),
limits exterior noise levels at residential properties to 50 dBA (from 10 p.m. to 7
a.m.). In addition, the proposed grocery store and 12-foot high masonry wall would
block parking lot noise and noise from operational activities throughout the rest of the
site from residents located to the west. During the evenings it is not anticipated that
noise would exceed the City’s exterior noise standards and the project would not
preclude residents from opening windows to let in the cool air.
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Letter 16
Ann Collentine and Jon Kevin Williams
16-1

The comment states that prior concerns regarding the project have been expressed
to Elise Gum, the City’s planner on the project but the commenter still has more
concerns related to the project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
EIR; therefore, no response is required.

16-2

The comment notes that the commenter lives at 4621 Marion Court and the Draft
EIR does not include an elevation that shows the view from their house looking at
their backyard. The comment goes on to question what their view will be of the
proposed new Raley’s store, will (the wall) reflect heat onto their backyard, will
shrubs along the easement be removed without their permission, will a HVAC unit be
on top of the new Raley’s store, will it be noisy, where will garbage be collected and
what is the noise and smell associated with the garbage containers, and will it be
visible from their property?
All of the concerns raised in the comment have been addressed in the Draft EIR.
Regarding private views of their backyard from their home at 4621 Marion Court, the
Draft EIR only evaluates public views because the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and the City do not require an EIR evaluate private views. See also
response to comment 15-2.
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, a 12-foot-tall masonry wall would be
constructed along the western boundary of the project site. The color of the wall has
not been finalized yet, but most likely would be a light color that would not be
conducive to reflecting heat. The wall would be constructed on the property boundary
and would not remove any vegetation that is located on private property. It is unclear
from the comment where an easement is located. However, if the bushes/shrubs are
located within the project boundary they would be removed to accommodate the
project otherwise they would remain.
As described on page 2-35 in Chapter 2, Project Description, the primary HVAC unit
for the Raley’s building would be located generally in the center of the roof. There
would be an additional 3 or 4 smaller units required, but their location would depend
on the final store layout. However, it is anticipated these units would be located
closer to the northwest corner of the roof. Section 4.8, Noise, discusses noise from
the HVAC units starting on page 4.8-21. As described in the analysis under Impact
4.8-4, the grocery store roof would be flat, with a perimeter or parapet wall extending
a minimum of 3.5 feet above the surface elevation of the roof. The HVAC units
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average a height of 3 feet, therefore the parapet wall would provide adequate visual
screening of the equipment. The parapet wall would also function as a partial noise
barrier to reduce noise levels from the HVAC unit. Noise from the HVAC units was
modeled and the average noise levels were between 26 to 28 dBA, which is well
below the City’s exterior noise thresholds of 50 dBA from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. The
results of the mechanical equipment operations noise analysis indicates that the
proposed project would comply with the City’s Noise Element and Municipal Code
Noise Ordinance restrictions and mechanical equipment operations would result in
noise at residential property boundaries that are well below current thresholds.
As described on page 2-14 in Chapter 2, trash and recycling containers would be
contained within a 10-foot by 18-foot space enclosed within a 6-foot-high concrete
block wall. A total of four trash and recycling enclosures would be located throughout
the project site. The trash enclosures would be located on the north side of Shops 4
and 5, the west side of Shops 3, the south side of Shops 2, and near the loading
dock on the south side of the Raley’s grocery store. Views of the trash enclosures
would be blocked by the masonry wall and not visible to the surrounding area. Trash
is typically collected on a weekly basis and would generate noise associated with
dumping the containers, but it would not exceed existing noise standards and is
considered a common source of noise in an urban environment. Because trash
would be located within an enclosed area it is not anticipated odors would be
noticeable to adjacent neighbors.
16-3

The comment is inquiring about the fire lane located behind the proposed Raley’s
grocery store and if it will reflect heat onto their property. The proposed emergency
vehicle access would be a paved driveway located within the 40-foot wide setback
behind the Raley’s store, as described on page 2-13 in Chapter 2. The 12-foot high
masonry wall proposed along the western boundary of the project site would block
any heat reflecting opportunities. In addition, trees are proposed adjacent to the wall
along the western boundary of the site.

16-4

The comment is requesting information on noise and wants to know what the change
in the noise environment would be relative to their property. Noise associated with
both short-term project construction and long-term project operation is included in
Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR. As described in detail in Section 4.8, noise associated
with project construction and operation would not exceed the City’s acceptable noise
thresholds. Although the project would comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance during
project construction and the impact is less than significant, mitigation is included to
help lessen the construction-related noise disturbance to adjacent residents.
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16-5

The comment is asking how lighting will affect their property and if any fire lane
lighting is included. As discussed on page 2-17 in Chapter 2, all lighting would
conform to the City’s General Plan policy 6.1.12, which requires lighting be “shielded
and directed downward to minimize impacts on adjacent residential uses.” In
addition, security lighting along the rear of the Raley’s store and the loading dock
area would consist of wall-mounted fixtures mounted at between eight to ten feet
above grade with cut-off shields and motion sensors to avoid light spillage into
adjacent properties. The 12-foot tall wall would block security lights located along the
rear of the Raley’s store. No lighting is provided for the emergency vehicle access.

16-6

The comment is asking what the impact would be from cars parking in close
proximity to their property. The commenter’s residence located at 4621 Marion
Court would be located immediately behind the proposed Raley’s grocery store and
would not be in close proximity to the parking lot. The Draft EIR evaluated the
traffic, air quality, and noise impacts associated with cars accessing the project
site, vehicle emissions, and noise from parking lot activities. As shown in the
analysis, all of the impacts would not exceed the City’s thresholds and were
determined to be less than significant.

16-7

The comment is asking what the impacts would be of other commercial tenants,
including noise and odors (from restaurants) and is questioning the legitimacy of the
EIR if these additional uses are not evaluated. The Draft EIR evaluated the potential
operational impacts associated with the additional 53,165 square feet in commercial
uses and no significant impacts were identified. It is important to note that under the
project site’s existing zoning, uses allowed by right include single family and
multifamily housing, accessory units, and limited neighborhood-serving commercial
uses on lots two-acres or less (Suburban Neighborhood Low and Medium density)
and retail, service, office, and residential uses; gathering places such as plazas,
courtyards, or parks; compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses; and largescale development with a mix of nonresidential and residential uses (Urban Corridor
Low density). Uses such as restaurants are allowable within the existing and
proposed land use designations and zoning.

16-8

The comment is expressing support for not changing the residential zoning along the
western boundary of the project site and supports development of single-family
housing in this portion of the site. The comment does not address the adequacy of
the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However, the commenter’s opinion is
noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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The comment is expressing an opinion that the project will change the quality of the
neighborhood and is a suburban style project that does not fit the project site. The
comment also states the size of the project is not consistent with current best
practices for developing an urban site. The comment does not address the adequacy
of the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However, the commenter’s opinion is
noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Letter 17
Glenda Marsh
17-1

The comment is suggesting that vehicle emissions, including greenhouse gases
could be further reduced if the project would encourage alternative modes of
transportation including removing obstacles to bicyclists, pedestrians, and bus
transit. The comment also notes improvements to the site plan can affect bike
access in a positive or negative fashion.
Walk Sacramento and the Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA) worked with
the project applicant to ensure safe access for pedestrians and bicyclists was
provided. The site plan was subsequently revised to address their concerns and the
new plans are included in Chapter 2, Text Changes to the Draft EIR. Additionally, as
noted in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions (p. 4.5-14 through 4.5-17), the
Draft EIR determined that greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant.
The concerns raised by the commenter do not provide any specifics on ways to
further improve the site plan. Therefore, the commenter’s opinion and suggestions
are noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

17-2

The comment indicates that the commenter lives nearby and currently rides or walks
to the current Raley’s store and notes that access across Freeport Boulevard is
difficult and would like to see more information on the city’s Conditions of Approval
for the intersection on Freeport Boulevard with Stacia Way and Wentworth Avenue.
Regarding the traffic signal modifications at the Freeport Boulevard intersection with
Wentworth Avenue / Stacia Way, please see Response to Comment 9-6.

17-3

The comment notes that bike access to the project site under the current site plan
does not appear to be safe because it requires cyclists to travel through the parking
aisles to get to the Raley’s store. This exposes cyclists to the hazards of cars
backing out of parking spaces and creates an unsafe environment.
As noted by the Commenter, the applicant’s plan does not provide exclusive bike
lanes on the site. The entrance to the proposed Raley’s store from Freeport
Boulevard requires travel through parking aisles, where bicyclists may encounter
cars backing out of parking stalls. Access from Wentworth Avenue would be via a
pathway located along the west side of the project driveway (see revised Figure 2-4
in Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR). Project impacts to bicycle facilities were
evaluated in Section 4.10, Transportation and Traffic, under Impact 4.10-4. The Draft
EIR concluded, on page 4.10-57, that project impacts on bicycle facilities would be
less than significant.
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The comment indicates that Figure 2-6 (see Chapter 2 in the Draft EIR) does not
show how bicyclists would access the project site from the north (from Freeport
Boulevard). The comments alleges that a bicyclist would need to travel with the
vehicles turning left from Freeport Boulevard and travel through the parking aisle to
access the store located at the rear of the site. The commenter states this does not
encourage bicyclists to travel to the project site and recommends making a protected
pathway through the center of the parking lot, or providing a route for bicyclists from
Wentworth Avenue to the Raley’s store.
Please see Response to Comment 9-4.

17-5

The comment states that with these changes it would create an easier and safer
route for bicyclists to access the project site coming from the north or south.
Please see Response to Comment 9- 4.
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Letter 18
James Blanke
18-1

The proposed project is not constructing or extending streets. The proposed project
consists of private driveways, access roadways, and parking areas serving only the
proposed development. While the project could potentially provide pedestrian and
bicycle access to the dead-end streets (Sherwood Avenue and Babich Street), some
residents of these areas oppose such connections which would create new
pedestrian and bicycle traffic in their neighborhoods.

18-2

Please refer to the Response to Comment 18-1.

18-3

Please refer to the Response to Comment 18-1.
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Letter 19
Anne M. Collentine and Jon K. Williams
19-1

The comment is noting support for a comment letter (see Comment Letter 21)
submitted by a neighbor that lives at 4650 Marion Court. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However, the
comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Letter 20
Sharon Kowall, Janis Heple, Melinda Rivasplata
20-1

The comment notes that in general the commenter’s support the project but are
requesting more clarification on the analysis included in the Draft EIR. The comment
does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However,
the comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

20-2

The comment is noting an error in Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, Project Description,
regarding the number of parking spaces and is requesting “motorized” vehicles be
added to Table 2-1. This error has been noted in prior comment letters and has been
corrected in Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment
4-1 for more specific details. Regarding the suggestion to add motorized to Table 2-1
(and Table 2-2) in Chapter 2, Project Description, the authors of the EIR believe the
information in the tables does not need to be changed.

20-3

The comment is expressing appreciation that the project includes features to reduce
noise and air emissions at the Raley’s loading dock and applauds Raley’s for being a
good neighbor. Please see also Response to Comment 4-6 for an additional
Condition of Project Approval added to the project.

20-4

The comment disagrees with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR that the project
is consistent with General Plan policy LU 2.4.1, Unique Sense of Place. The
commenter finds the project design to be similar to a suburban shopping center and
recommends locating Shops 4 and 5 adjacent to each other in the northeast corner
of the site to improve pedestrian safety and avoid potential pedestrian/vehicle
conflicts at the project’s entrance off of Freeport Boulevard. The comment also states
this change would provide additional public space.
The City’s General Plan policy LU 2.4.1 states the “City shall promote quality site,
architectural and landscape design that incorporates those qualities and
characteristics that make Sacramento desirable and memorable including: walkable
blocks, distinctive parks and open spaces, tree-lined streets, and varied architectural
styles.” The project has been designed using quality building materials along with a
landscaping plan that will provide a significant number of trees both along the project
frontage with Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue as well as internal to the
site. The project meets the intent of this policy, but as noted in Chapter 3, “[i]t is
within the City’s decision makers’ purview to decide if the proposed project is
consistent or inconsistent with any applicable City goals or policies. The 2035 General
Plan clarifies the role of the City in determining consistency as: “[t]he City, in its sole
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discretion, shall determine a proposed project’s consistency with the City’s General
Plan. Consistency is achieved if a project will further the overall objectives and policies
of the General Plan and not obstruct their attainment, recognizing that a proposed
project may be consistent with the overall objectives of the General Plan, but not with
each and every policy thereof.”(City of Sacramento 2015, p. 1-2). The discussions in
this Draft EIR on the subject of General Plan consistency represent the best attempt of
City staff to advise the City Council of its opinions as to whether the proposed project
is consistent with identified goals and policies of the City’s General Plan.”
The commenter’s suggestion to relocate Shops 4 and 5 to the northeast side of the
project site is noted. CEQA requires that a reasonable range of project alternatives
be considered that reduce, lessen or avoid any significant impacts created by the
project. CEQA does not require that all possible alternatives be evaluated, only that
“a range of feasible alternatives” be discussed so as to encourage both meaningful
public participation and informed decision making. (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15126.6, subd. (a).) “The discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the
requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of
reasonableness. The requirement has been fulfilled here; the Draft EIR examined a
range of project alternatives in detail, exploring their comparative advantages and
disadvantages with respect to the project. The commenter’s suggestion that another
alternative be evaluated that does not appear to reduce, lessen or avoid any
significant impacts created by the project is not required under CEQA.
20-5

The comment is raising a concern that the landscaping plan is not clear and does not
identify what where specific types of trees would be planted. The commenter’s
concern is that the trees may not provide enough shade, may not have adequate
room to grow, and will need to be maintained.
Since publication of the Draft EIR the landscaping plan has been slightly modified
and the updated plan is included in Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR. The
landscaping plan and plant and tree palette was prepared by a landscape architect.
In addition, the City’s arborist will review the landscaping plan to ensure the types of
trees to be planted are appropriate for the location and the trees are planted properly
to ensure the health of the tree would not be compromised. The landscaping plan
was prepared in accordance with the City Municipal Code Section 17.612.040
requirement that within 15 years after establishment, at least 50% of the parking
facility will be shaded. Maintenance of the center would be overseen by a property
manager and would include weekly landscaping and scheduled maintenance and
repair of the parking lot and sidewalks. This would include tree maintenance to
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ensure the trees are healthy and receiving proper water. Janitorial would be on site
multiple times a week making sure the center is clean and inviting.
20-6

The comment is stating that the project site is located in the South Land Park
neighborhood and not the Land Park neighborhood, as indicated in on page 4.4-3 of
the Cultural Resource section of the Draft EIR.
The commenter is correct, the project site is technically located in the South Land
Park neighborhood because it is south of Sutterville Road, which is the dividing line
between the Land Park neighborhood and the South Land Park neighborhood. The
description in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources has been revised to correctly identify
the location of the project site in the South Land Park neighborhood and is included
in Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR.

20-7

The comment reiterates that the project site is located in the South Land Park
neighborhood and not the Land Park neighborhood and goes on to state the analysis
in the Cultural Resources section does not provide context for development of the
South Land Park neighborhood and is requesting this be added to the Draft EIR.
The commenter is correct, the project site is located in the South Land Park
neighborhood and revisions have been made to the cultural resources report and the
cultural resources section of the Draft EIR to clarify that the project site is in fact
located in the South Land Park neighborhood. A copy of the revised Cultural
Resources report is included in Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR as well as
updates to the text of Section 4.4, Cultural Resources. The addition of new context
specific to the South Land Park neighborhood is not required, as there is no new or
additional specific South Land Park context that would alter the findings of the
cultural resources study. In general, the history of neighborhoods is not always
neatly confined to established boundaries, and the history of communities is often
more significant than the history of specific neighborhoods. This is especially true in
this case, where the history of the area began with the establishment of
Sutter/Sutterville in the 1840s. Part 3 of the City’s General Plan includes community
plan areas. The Land Park Community Plan area (as well as the Land Park
Community Plan) combines numerous neighborhoods (including South Land Park),
largely due to the fact that they are historically related. This document also primarily
references the history of Land Park. In addition, there is little information available
about the specific histories of South Land Park or Hollywood Park, largely because
they are directly tied to the better known history of the development of
Sutter/Sutterville and Land Park, and because their development was directly
influenced by that of Land Park. Information has been added to the Cultural
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Resources report to clarify that the residential development of South Land Park
occurred later than that of Land Park, with most properties built between the late
1940s and 1950s. However, Capital Nursery was constructed in 1936 (over a decade
before much of South Land Park was developed), therefore its early history is directly
tied to that of the Land Park community.
20-8

The comment is referring to a drainage ditch located in the northwest corner of the
project site that was used for drainage from the project site exiting between property
on Marion Court and Babich Street. The commenter is concerned this area may
contain contaminants and is requesting the analysis address if the project would
contribute to potential contamination and is requesting mitigation be included that
require additional soil and groundwater testing be done, if warranted.
There is no evidence of the drainage ditch referred to by the commenter in the Phase
I Environmental Site Assessment, which includes review of historical aerial
photographs (Draft EIR Appendix E). The commenter provides no evidence or
source to substantiate the presence of a former drainage ditch. Even if one were
present at one time, drainage is now conveyed through the City’s municipal storm
drain system which underlies City streets and drainage easements. As indicated in
Draft EIR Appendix F (Preliminary Grading and Drainage Exhibit), a 12-inch
underground storm drain line runs behind the residences on Marion Court and wraps
around the northwestern corner of the project boundary for conveyance to the north
along Babich Avenue. The Phase II Environmental Site Assessment included
sufficient boring locations and soil testing to develop an understanding of site
conditions and to substantiate impact conclusions in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis and conclusions under Draft EIR Impact 4.6-1 adequately addresses
the commenter’s concern. The last paragraph on page 4.6-13 acknowledges that
unanticipated areas of impacted soils could be encountered. Mitigation Measure
4.6-1 (Draft EIR p. 4.6-14) requires preparation and implementation of a Hazardous
Materials Contingency Plan should grading or construction activity reveal evidence
of soil contamination (e.g., suspicious odors, non-soil material, or stained soils).
This mitigation measure would adequately protect public health and the
environment should evidence of soil contamination be found along the western
portion of the project site. As part of the project, soils would be excavated and
replaced by engineered fill around structure foundations, engineered base material
under parking areas and driveways, and prepared soils for landscaped areas.
Given the post-project conditions and water quality BMPs discussed in Section 4.7,
Hydrology, Water Quality and Drainage, there would be no opportunity for soils to
be mobilized off site.
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The comment alleges the project site includes a population of rats that would be displaced
by project construction that could pose health hazards to residents and is requesting
environmentally sound mitigation measures be included to exterminate the rats.
Rats and other rodents are common in urban and suburban areas throughout the
City. If the project is approved and the site is cleared for development it is likely any
rodents including mice, rats, squirrels, raccoons and possums that may be living on
the site would be forced to relocate elsewhere. Rodents living in urban environments
find food in a number of places, including areas where dumpsters and trash is
stored, dog and cat food left outside, compost bins, birdfeeders, and fruit from trees.
Given the project site does not contain a secure source of food it is likely rodents in
the area are accessing food from the surrounding area and using the project site for
burrows or just passing through the site to access food. No rats were observed on
the project site during the biological field visit.
CEQA does not identify vectors, such as rats, as a health and safety issue and does
not require an EIR to evaluate the potential displacement of rats. In addition, neither
the City of Sacramento nor the County have any procedures in place or a
requirement to exterminate or remove rats to address public health concerns.

20-10

The comment is noting that because there will be storm drain overflows and flooding
would occur during 10 year and 100 year storm events, options for providing more
permeable surfaces could be helpful in reducing flooding.
The change in impervious surface was considered in Chapter 4.7, Hydrology, Water
Quality and Drainage and in the drainage report included in Appendix F. The
commenter is referred to Impact 4.7-3 for an analysis of the project’s impacts on
flood flows, and an explanation of why it does not violate the City’s “Do No Harm”
policy (Draft EIR p. 4.7-25). Water quality BMPs would be required to address typical
rain events and are anticipated to consist of underground storage cells (“Contech” or
equivalent) and/or stormwater treatment filters (i.e., rechargeable, self-cleaning,
media-filled cartridges to absorb and retain pollutants from stormwater runoff) (Draft
EIR p. 4.7-24). It should be noted that permeable pavement and similar designs are
only effective for rain events of low intensity. Permeable pavement would not be
helpful in reducing flooding (i.e., rain events of 10 year and higher recurrence
intervals), since the infiltration capacity of permeable pavement would be
immediately overwhelmed in such events.
Nevertheless, the City will consider the commenters suggestion of permeable
pavement as a water quality BMP for more common/typical rain events.
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The comment is concerned that there is a safety issue for bicycles accessing the
project site from the north along from Freeport Boulevard and requests a setback be
included from the project entrance along Freeport Boulevard.
The revised plan for the project, as resubmitted to the City on September 8, 2016
(available on the City’s website http://www.cityofsacramento.org/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/Major-Projects), incorporates a bike lane along the west side
of Freeport Boulevard along the project frontage. No on-street parking would be
provided along the west side of Freeport Boulevard along the project frontage,
thereby eliminating the issue of limited sight distance for exiting motorists.

20-12

The commenter is requesting more information on the types of bike racks that would be
provided in order to ensure the racks are designed properly and are solidly constructed.
As shown in revised Figure 2-6 in Chapter 2, Chan ges to the Draft EIR, bike racks
would be located throughout the project site in areas that are visible and accessible.
The types of bike racks to be installed and placement of the racks would be
consistent with the City’s Bike Rack Design and Placement Guidelines.

20-13

The comment notes that the project’s Climate Action Checklist included in Appendix B,
states that the project will meet the City’s renewable energy requirement by exceeding
the State’s Title 24 energy efficiency standards by 5% and suggests that the City is
missing an opportunity to further their goals of reducing greenhouse gases.
The City’s Climate Action Checklist requires commercial projects greater than 25,000
square feet to generate a minimum of 15% of the project’s energy demand on-site. In
lieu of installing PV systems that would generate 15% of the projects total energy, the
City states a project may exceed energy efficiency standards of Title 24, by a minimum
of 5% for commercial projects. The project is consistent with the City’s requirements.

20-14

The comment states that the No Project/No Development alternative is not valid
under CEQA because it does not evaluate an alternative assuming the continuation
of the existing plan, policy or operation.
The No Project/No Development alternative evaluates considers the effects of
forgoing the project entirely, and leaving the project site in its current (existing)
condition, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1)(2). The Draft EIR also
evaluated a No Project/Existing Zoning alternative that evaluated development of the
project site consistent with the current land use designation and zoning, consistent
with Section 15126.6 (e)(3)(A). The alternatives evaluated for the project meet the
CEQA Guidelines and are all valid alternatives.
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The comment is questioning if test borings and additional soil testing would be
required if the project were developed under the existing residential zoning, located
in the western portion of the site.
Results from the Phase II ESA soil investigation indicate that impacts related to past
use and storage of pesticides and petroleum on site are minimal and do not
necessitate any corrective action and the potential impact to people from pesticides,
metals and petroleum hydrocarbons present on the project site is considered less
than significant. If the project included residential uses the need for additional soil
samples or borings would probably not be required unless the city determined
additional testing was warranted.

20-16

The comment is referring to the analysis of alternative 2, No Project/Existing Zoning,
and is asking if the city would allow only one access to the project site if vehicle
access via the adjacent commercial parking lot is not allowed.
Typically, the City requires two points of access for residential projects, but given the
location of the proposed residences under this alternative the City may allow an
Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) only access through the adjacent parking lot. An
EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(d). The Draft EIR provides basic information that allows a
meaningful evaluation, but does not provide a detailed site plan or project description
because this level of detail is not required under CEQA.

20-17

The comment states that the No Project/Existing Zoning alternative does not meet
the requirement of an alternatives analysis because it results in new impacts and
would be infeasible.
CEQA requires an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or
to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not
consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision
making and public participation (Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). In addition, as
discussed above, CEQ requires a “no project” be evaluated to allow decision makers
to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project. The no project evaluation can include evaluation of
the continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future. The lead
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agency should analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what
would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were
not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and
community services (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(c). Which, for the
purposes of this project included evaluation of developing the project site consistent
with the City’s existing land use designations and zoning. There is no requirement
under CEQA that the no project alternative attain most of the basic project objectives
and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.
Moreover, under CEQA, project alternatives are developed in order to give agency
decisionmakers options for reducing or eliminating the significant environmental
effects of proposed projects, while still meeting most if not all of the basic project
objectives. “Alternatives and mitigation measures have the same function –
diminishing or avoiding adverse environmental effects.” (Laurel Heights Improvement
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 403.)
Here, the adoption of mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR are sufficient to
reduce all significant impacts to less than significant levels. Under CEQA then, the
City has no obligation even to consider the feasibility of the alternatives set forth in
the EIR. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council of City of Los Angeles
(1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521 (“Laurel Hills”).)
20-18

The comment states that an alternative that evaluates opening Sherwood Avenue or
Babich Avenue to traffic would result in additional impacts and would have no
environmental advantage compared to the project. It is not clear what alternative the
commenter is referencing because none of the alternatives evaluated include
opening either Sherwood Avenue or Babich Avenue to through traffic (or even
pedestrian/bicycle access). Alternative 3, noted in the comment as the alternative
that includes opening either Sherwood Avenue or Babich Avenue to through traffic,
includes relocating the Raley’s store closer to Freeport Boulevard, as shown in
Figure 5-1 in the Draft EIR. This alternative does not contemplate opening either
Sherwood Avenue or Babich Avenue to through traffic.
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Letter 21
Catherine Bunch
The comment letter provided by Catherine Bunch also included signed petitions opposing the
project. The petitions are attached at the end of Ms. Bunch’s letter.
21-1

The commenter recites general requirements for EIRs prepared pursuant to CEQA
and identifies the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code as regulatory guidelines
for the City. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no
response is required.

21-2

The commenter summarizes the comments that are articulated in more detail in the
body of the comment letter. Please see Responses to Comments 21-3 to 21-14
below, responding to each of commenter’s specific comments.

21-3

The comment summarizes general principles of California Planning and Zoning Law
pertaining to the City’s General Plan and states that the proposed General Plan
amendment and rezoning “frustrates numerous goals and policies of the general plan.”
While the commenter lists 23 general plan policies allegedly “implicated by the
project,” the commenter does not provide any information to explain how the project
is allegedly inconsistent with the listed General Plan policies. As such, no response
is required.
The above notwithstanding, the City provides the following response.
The Draft EIR concludes “that the proposed project would be consistent with the
intent of the City’s 2035 General Plan and Land Park Community Plan and would be
compatible with the existing adjacent uses” (see, e.g., Draft EIR, p. ES-2). The Draft
EIR’s consideration of potential land use planning inconsistencies complies with the
requirements of CEQA and represents a good faith effort by City staff to advise the
City Council of their opinion that the proposed project is consistent with all applicable
land use plans.
The final determination regarding potential land use planning inconsistencies will be
made by the City Council as the CEQA lead agency, as stated on page 3-13 in
Chapter 3, Land Use and Planning. (North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Marin Mun.
Water Dist. Bd. of Dirs. (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 614, 632-633 (NCRA, quoting
Sequoyah Hills, supra, 23 Cal.App.4th at p. 719 [“Determining whether a project is
consistent with general plan policies is left to the lead agency; ‘[i]t is emphatically, not
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the role of the courts to micromanage…’ such decisions.”] (emphasis in Sequoyah
Hills); Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001)
87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142 [“the body which adopted the general plan policies in its
legislative capacity has unique competence to interpret those policies when applying
them in its adjudicatory capacity”]; Coastal Hills Rural Preservation v. County of
Sonoma (Aug. 31, 2016, A145573) __ Cal.App.4th__ [2016 Cal. App. LEXIS 736]
[the courts “naturally accord great deference to the … agency’s determination. The
agency has broad discretion, especially regarding general plan policies, which reflect
competing interests.”].)
The role of the local agency’s decision-making bodies with regard to interpretation of
the general plan has been the subject of litigation, and the decisions of the courts
provide guidance in this regard.


“A general plan must try to accommodate a wide range of competing interests -including those of developers, neighboring homeowners, prospective
homebuyers, environmentalists, current and prospective business owners,
jobseekers, taxpayers, and providers and recipients of all types of city-provided
services -- and to present a clear and comprehensive set of principles to guide
development decisions. Once a general plan is in place, it is the province of
elected city officials to examine the specifics of a proposed project to determine
whether it would be ‘in harmony’ with the policies stated in the plan.” (Sequoyah
Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 719-720
(Sequoyah Hills).)



“A project is consistent with the general plan ‘if, considering all its aspects, it will
further the objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their
attainment.’ [Citation.] A given project need not be in perfect conformity with each
and every general plan policy. [Citation.]” (Clover Valley Foundation v. City of
Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 200, 238 (Clover Valley) [a lead agency must
consider whether a project is “‘compatible with’ the objectives, policies, general
land uses and programs specified in the general plan”].)



For the purposes of CEQA, land use inconsistencies generally result from
irreconcilable conflicts with unambiguous environmental mandates set forth in
applicable land use plans. (See Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado
County v. Bd. of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341-1342; see also
Clover Valley, supra, 197 Cal.App.4th at pp. 239 [holding strict enforcement of a
policy is not required where a deviation would better fulfill a general plan’s
objectives and requirements].) However, “an inconsistency between a project
and other land use controls does not in itself mandate a finding of significance”
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under CEQA; rather, a planning inconsistency is “merely a factor to be
considered in determining” the significance of changes in the physical
environment caused by the project. (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of
Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1207.)
Here, the Draft EIR identifies applicable land use plans and addresses potential
inconsistencies with those plans. The issue raised by commenter relates to policy
issues that may be brought to, and considered by, the City’s Planning and Design
Commission and the City Council. While these may be legitimate areas of inquiry for
policy, CEQA focuses on potential impacts on the physical environment, and the
Draft EIR has accomplished that objective.
21-4

The comment alleges the “as is” project alternative is “ad hoc and conclusory and
offers little evidence and no real data to show how the general plan’s policies are
being satisfied.” Presumably the commenter is referring to the No Project/Existing
Zoning alternative, as there is no “as-is” alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR.
CEQA does not include a requirement that EIRs examine whether the project would
be consistent with zoning, general plans and other applicable land use controls. In
North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Marin Mun. Water Dist. Bd. of Dirs. (2013) 216
Cal.App.4th 614, (“North Coast Rivers”) the court determined that while CEQA
requires an EIR to discuss inconsistencies between a project and applicable plans, it
does not require an EIR to provide a detailed discussion of a project’s consistency
with such plans. (Id. at p. 633, citing CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (d).) Indeed,
“[d]etermining whether a project is consistent with general plan policies is left to the
lead agency; ‘[i]t is emphatically, not the role of the courts to micromanage…’ such
decisions.” (North Coast Rivers, supra, 216 Cal.App.4th at pp. 632-633, quoting
Sequoyah Hills, supra, 23 Cal.App.4th at p. 719 (emphasis in Sequoyah Hills).)
Thus, the final determination regarding the project’s (or the alternatives’) actual
consistency with such plans will be made by the City Council as the CEQA lead
agency. Notably, inconsistency with a land-use policy does not require a finding that
an impact is significant under CEQA; rather, a policy inconsistency is “merely a factor
to be considered in determining whether a particular project may cause a significant
environmental effect.” (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005)
131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 1207.)

21-5

The comment summarizes the Draft EIR’s description of the No Project/Existing
Zoning alternative (referred to by the commenter as the “as-is” alternative). The
commenter states that the environmental impacts of the No Project/Existing Zoning
alternative would be less significant than the impacts of the proposed project. The
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commenter is incorrect. The Draft EIR expressly states that “no impacts [of the No
Project/Existing Zoning alternative] were identified as being less severe than the
proposed project” (Draft EIR, p. 5-7).
Moreover, the Draft EIR concludes that the No Project/Existing Zoning alternative
and the proposed project would have similar impacts to biological and cultural
resources, water quality and parking lot noise, and the alternative would create more
severe impacts than the proposed project for air quality, aesthetics, operational and
construction noise, traffic noise, public services and utilities, water, wastewater and
solid waste, police and fire protection, and traffic (Draft EIR, pp. 5-6 to 5-9). CEQA
does not require that a lead agency consider adopting an alternative that increases
impacts as compared to a proposed project. (City of Maywood v. Los Angeles
Unified School Dist. (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 362, 415-422.)
21-6

The commenter observes that under the No Project/Existing Zoning alternative the
surrounding residential properties would be buffered by transitional residential uses. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required.

21-7

The commenter asserts its opinion that the No Project/Existing Zoning alternative
cannot be “more impactful” than the project because the general plan contemplates
transitional residential uses.
As discussed in Response to Comment 21-5, the Draft EIR determined the No
Project/Existing Zoning alternative and the proposed project would have similar
impacts to biological and cultural resources, water quality and parking lot noise; and
the alternative would create more severe impacts than the proposed project for air
quality, aesthetics, operational and construction noise, traffic noise, public services
and utilities, water, wastewater and solid waste, police and fire protection, and traffic
(Draft EIR, pp. 5-6 to 5-9). The commenter’s contrary opinion is not supported by any
evidence and does not raise issues regarding the physical effects on the
environment, therefore no further response is required. The comment is forwarded to
the decision makers for their consideration.

21-8

The comment suggests that the No Project/Existing Zoning alternative meets all of
the project objectives and therefore should not be rejected by the City as infeasible.
An EIR’s alternatives analysis provides information to be used by the lead agency in
making its ultimate determination of feasibility of the alternatives in its CEQA
Findings of Fact. An EIR is an informational document prepared by lead agency staff
and consultants and provided to lead agency decision-makers as part of the overall
administrative record on which they can base their actions and determinations.
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Nowhere does CEQA mandate that the EIR itself contain an analysis of the feasibility
of the various project alternatives or mitigation measures which it identifies. (San
Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco
(2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 689, 690; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd.
(f)(1).) Such determinations, including determinations of consistency with project
objectives, will be properly contained in the City’s CEQA Findings of Fact.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is
required. However, the commenter’s suggestion is noted and forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration.
21-9

The comment asserts that the Alternate Site Plan and Reduced Intensity alternatives
meet the project objectives and do not create additional significant impacts as
compared to the project. Therefore, the commenter does not believe there is
adequate evidence to allow the City to reject these alternatives as infeasible.
Under CEQA, project alternatives are developed in order to give agency decisionmakers options for reducing or eliminating the significant environmental effects of
proposed projects, while still meeting most if not all of the basic project objectives.
“Alternatives and mitigation measures have the same function – diminishing or
avoiding adverse environmental effects.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Association
v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 403.) Here, the
adoption of mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR are sufficient to reduce
all significant impacts to less- than-significant levels. Under CEQA, then, the City
Council has no obligation even to consider the feasibility of the alternatives set
forth in the EIR. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council of City of Los
Angeles (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521 (“Laurel Hills”).) In other words, because
all significant effects associated with the project can be rendered less than
significant with the adoption of feasible mitigation measures, the City can satisfy its
statutory mandate to avoid or substantially lessen all significant effects without
resorting to consideration of any project alternatives. (Sierra Club v. County of
Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1507-1508 (Sierra Club) [distinguishing
between an EIR’s alternatives analysis and agency’s ultimate findings on feasibility
of alternatives].) As a result, nothing in CEQA requires the City to assess the
feasibility of those alternatives. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002; Laurel Hills,
supra, 83 Cal.App.3d at p. 521; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731.)
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The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is
required. However, the commenter’s opinion is noted and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.
21-10

The comment asserts the alternatives analysis fails to describe a reasonable range
of alternatives to the project as required by CEQA.
The Draft EIR evaluates four alternatives not including the proposed project: (1) No
Project / No Development, (2) No Project / Existing Zoning, (3) Alternative Site Plan,
and (4) Reduced Intensity. The CEQA Guidelines state “there is no ironclad rule
governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule
of reason.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (a).) CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(f) describes the rule of reason as requiring “the EIR to set forth only
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” Therefore, to comply with
CEQA it is not necessary for the lead agency to evaluate every possible project
configuration. For the purposes of CEQA, the alternatives discussion is intended to
focus on alternatives to the project or its location that are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives as listed in the
Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (b)). The Draft EIR satisfies
CEQA’s requirements.
The commenter seemingly suggests the Draft EIR does not properly evaluate the
comparative merits of the project alternatives. The commenter is incorrect. For each
alternative, the Draft EIR includes comparative analysis of environmental effects as
compared to the proposed project. (Draft EIR, pp. 5-5 to 5-27) Moreover, the Draft
EIR includes Table 5, which provides a comparative evaluation of alternatives by
impact area (Draft EIR, pp. 5-27 to 5-36). The Draft EIR complies with CEQA’s
requirements for evaluating alternatives. (CEQA Guidelines, 15126.6(d), suggesting
a “matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of
each alternative.”)

21-11

The comment identifies the Reduced Intensity and the No Project/Existing Zoning
alternatives as “environmentally superior” to the proposed project.
CEQA requires that an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative from
among the range of reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. The Draft EIR
identifies the No Project/No Development alternative as environmentally superior to
the project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)(2) states that if the environmentally
superior alternative is the no project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
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environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternative. Consistent
with CEQA, the Draft EIR identifies the Reduced Intensity Alternative as the
environmentally superior alternative (Draft EIR, pp. 5-26 to 5-27).
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is
required. However, the commenter’s opinion is noted and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.
21-12

The comment asserts the following mitigation measures should include specific
implementation requirements and should identify remedies for the City to employ in
the event the measures are not properly implemented: MM 4.6-3, MM 4.8-1, MM
4.10-5. The comment goes on to list 14 General Plan policies that allegedly require
ongoing monitoring.
There is no Mitigation Measure 4.6-3; impact 4.6-3 is less than significant and no
mitigation is required (Draft EIR, p. ES-22).
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 requires the applicant to equip all construction equipment
with exhaust and intake silencers that are in good working order, to locate stationary
construction equipment as far away from adjacent residential property as is
practicable and to construct a 12-foot-tall masonry wall along the western property
boundary and a 10 to 12 foot tall masonry wall along the northern property boundary
(Draft EIR, p. ES-24, ES-25). Mitigation Measure 4.10-5 requires the applicant to
prepare a construction traffic and parking management plan prior to beginning
construction. The plan must be approved by the City’s Traffic Engineer and will be
subject to review by all affected agencies (Draft EIR, pp. ES-30 to ES-31).
If the City approves the project, it will also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program that will outline all mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR
and will identify the party responsible for implementing the mitigation measure as
well as the timing for implementation (CEQA Guidelines 15097). Mitigation Measures
4.8-1 and 4.10-5 would be included in the MMRP, which would be a fully enforceable
document that the City will use to monitor the project’s compliance with identified
mitigation measures.
In addition, third party enforcement of mitigation measures is possible under CEQA.
For example, in Lincoln Place III, the action was brought be a third party petitioner
who alleged several causes of action including failure of the City to enforce mitigation
included in the EIR. The court in that case required the agency to enforce the
measure, and also upheld an injunction preventing the landowner from moving
forward with its project unless it complied with the measure. (Lincoln Place Tenants
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Assn. v. City of Los Angeles (2007) 155 Cal. App. 4th 425, 454 (Lincoln Place III)
155 Cal.App.4th at p. 454.) In Katzeff v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection
(2010) 181 Cal.App.4th 601, the lawsuit was brought by a third party petitioner
challenging the Department’s approval of a smaller harvesting project without
requiring implementation of prior mitigation measures. More recently, in Sierra Club
v. County of San Diego (2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 1152, Sierra Club filed a lawsuit
alleging in part that the County of San Diego failed to comply with the terms a climate
change mitigation measure adopted under a prior EIR. (Id. at p. 1176.)
The commenter lists numerous general plan policies and appears to indicate that
they require ongoing monitoring. The goals and policies contained in the City’s
General Plan area designed to establish the values of the City and to provide a
mechanism by which the City’s goals can be achieved, as set forth in the policies.
There is no requirement that any on-going monitoring be required in any of the City’s
policies so it is not clear what the commenter is specifically requesting. The comment
indicates that “a general plan conflict requires on-going monitoring be implemented
as a mitigation measure.” Where a potentially significant impact is identified in the
Draft EIR mitigation is required and provided. Compliance with a general plan policy
that may require, encourage, or promote future development to meet a specific
standard or provide infrastructure, for example, does not constitute an impact that
requires mitigation be provided. For example, Policy ER 3.1.6 promotes tree planting
in parking lots to reduce heart island effect. The project will be planting trees to meet
the intent of this policy and the applicant is responsible for maintaining the trees on
their property. No mitigation is required to ensure compliance with this policy. This is
true for all of the policies listed in the comment.
21-13

Commenter states the Draft EIR fails to address the cumulative impact on
surrounding neighbors caused by eliminating transitionary residential uses from the
project site. Here, commenter states the project will be developed on “formerly
residential properties” and the impact of displacing those former residences with the
project’s proposed commercial development must be analyzed.
The project site is located in an existing developed area of the City on the site of a
former nursery, Capital Nursery. The project site contains vacant buildings, sheds
and greenhouses that were part of the former nursery which occupied the site from
1936 to 2012. Prior to 1936, the project site included stables and the land was used
to grow crops. Two vacant single family homes are also within the project site (Draft
EIR, pp. 2-1 to 2-2). The project site does not include, and has never included,
medium/high density “transitionary residential uses” as suggested by commenter.
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The commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the cumulative impacts
of the project by displacing a hypothetical use (transitionary residential units) that has
never been developed on the project site is not required by CEQA. In general terms,
CEQA requires that, an EIR analyze whether the project, taken together with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, will create a significant
cumulative impact and whether the project’s incremental contribution to the
potentially significant impact is cumulatively considerable. The Draft EIR includes this
analysis and is therefore adequate under CEQA.
21-14

The comment asks the City to respond to the comments submitted in her letter and to
include as a public comment the petition attached to the comment letter. Responses to
the comments raised in the letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 21-1
through 21-13. The response to the petition is included below in Response to Comment
21-15. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response
is required.

21-15

The petition signed by residents has been included in the record as a public
comment. The comment provides an opinion that the project is not a good fit for the
neighborhood and indicates support in keeping the residential zoning. The comment
does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required.
However, the commenters’ opinion is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.
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Letter 22
Janet Marzolf
22-1

The comment alleges that the Draft EIR did not adequately address impacts
associated with traffic cutting through Babich Avenue, Argail Way and Meer Way and
residents along these streets should be consulted to discuss ways to mitigate the
increase in traffic.
Based upon a review of traffic operations and the anticipated origins / destinations of
project traffic, the amount of project traffic that would be likely to use Babich Avenue,
Argail Way, and Meer Way west of Freeport Boulevard is expected to be minimal
(less than one percent of project traffic). As access to the site, these streets would
primarily be used by residents in the immediate neighborhood. No vehicular (or
pedestrian or bicycle) access would be provided to the site from Babich Avenue.
There is no time advantage to travel through the neighborhood rather than use
Sutterville Road and Freeport Boulevard. Delay at the signalized intersection of
Freeport Boulevard and Sutterville Road (south) is reasonable (LOS C operations),
and should not cause many motorists to divert to the neighborhood streets. Traffic
calming speed lumps are currently installed on Babich Avenue and Meer Way.

22-2

The comment indicates a desire that the top of the (neon) Raley’s sign should not be
any higher than the walls proposed along the west and north sides of the project site
to limit any light concerns.
Raley’s is still exploring the option of relocating the existing Raley’s sign to the new
Raley’s store. However, it is not known if the sign will be relocated nor where it would
be installed. The proposed walls adjacent to the west and north sides of the project
site would range in height from 10 to 12-feet tall. The existing sign is quite tall and is
possibly taller than 6-feet in height. It is unlikely it could be located below the height
of the walls. However, the project’s proposed signage would comply with the City’s
sign permit requirements.

22-3

The comment is requesting that the hours of operation of the retail tenants be limited
to between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m.
As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR on page 2-14, the Raley’s store hours would
remain 6 a.m. to 11 p.m. seven days a week. The hours of operation for the retail
tenants is not known at this time, but it is anticipated hours of operation would be
within the hours of 9 a.m. to 8 p.m. It is anticipated the hours of operation for
restaurant or café tenants would be within 6 a.m. to 11 p.m. Noise impacts were
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evaluated in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Noise. Operational noise impacts were evaluated
under Impact 4.8-4 and as noted on page 4.8-23, calculations for operational noise
assumed that the retail center would operate from 6:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. daily.
Average noise levels at adjacent residential property boundaries are detailed in
Table 4.8-9 and the Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.
Additionally, Impact 4.8-5 evaluated the operational noise from loading docks
activities and the Draft EIR also concluded that this would result in a less than
significant impact to nearby residences.
22-4

The comment is requesting that the City require future tenants to use equipment
that minimizes noise and air emissions (i.e., compressors, generators,
refrigeration equipment).
As described on page 2-14 in Chapter 2, trucks in the loading area for Raley’s would
be instructed by Raley’s not to leave their engines idling and to turn off their vehicles.
Electrical hookups would be provided in the loading docks for use by trucks needing
electricity. This would help reduce noise associated with engines running to provide
power for truck refrigeration. Also, the Sacramento Air Quality Management District
requires a permit for any stationary equipment, such as a generator and as part of
their permit process will require equipment that minimizes air pollutants. The Draft
EIR also includes mitigation to further reduce noise and disturbance from
construction activities and equipment (see Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 p. 4.819). This includes requiring all construction equipment that uses an internal
combustion engine be equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers which are in
good working order and locating stationary construction equipment such as
generators or compressors as far away from adjacent residential property
boundaries as is practicable. Please see also the discussion in Response to
Comment 4-5 that addresses the addition of a generator for the Raley’s store.
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Letter 23
Marcia Yamamoto
23-1

The comment is requesting that the landscaping along Wentworth Avenue be
substantial to help block views of the project and also hopes the landscaping can
provide some noise attenuation. Since the Draft EIR was published the plans have
been updated and a copy of the revised plans are included on the City’s website. In
addition, the project’s revised landscape plan is included in Chapter 2. As shown on
the plan, trees are proposed along the frontage on Wentworth Avenue. It is
anticipated that once the trees mature they will help screen views of the buildings.
Regarding noise attenuation, trees will do little to block noise from the project.
However, Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR concluded that all potential noise impacts on
nearby residences would be less than significant.

23-2

The comment is expressing a concern regarding lights and the potential for light
spillover and suggests using motion lights.
A description of the project’s lighting plan is included in the Draft EIR in Chapter 2,
Project Description. As described on page 2-17, project lighting would include building
lights and parking lot lights. All lighting would conform to the City’s General Plan policy
6.1.12, which requires lighting be “shielded and directed downward to minimize impacts
on adjacent residential uses.” Parking lot and driveway lighting would use pole-mounted,
multi-head fully shielded fixtures approximately 25-feet tall (similar in height to the
existing Raley’s parking lot light fixtures). The pole placement would provide security
lighting throughout the site and fixture heads would be shielded to avoid light spillage
into adjacent properties. No lighting is proposed along Wentworth Boulevard so it is not
likely there would be any issue with light spillover.

23-3

The comment is requesting that future tenants in the center keep the area clean to
keep trash from blowing into the neighbors’ yards. Trash receptacles will be provided
and it is anticipated the tenants will be conscientious and keep the center clean.
However, if blowing trash becomes an issue the commenter is encouraged to contact
the City or Raley’s to have the issue addressed. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no response is required. However, the commenter’s
concern is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

23-4

The comment does not support any 24-hour businesses or any restaurant or
establishment open past 10 p.m. Please see Response to Comment 22-3 which
addresses the hours of operation.
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23-5

The comment is asking if security will be provided especially in the evenings after
the businesses are closed. The project is not proposing 24-hour security but
security will monitor the site throughout the day and evening. If problems arise
24-hour on-site security will be provided. Security plans are reviewed by the
Sacramento Police Department.

23-6

The comment states that noise is a concern and reiterates the need for businesses
to close by 10 p.m. The Draft EIR evaluated noise associated with project operation
in Section 4.8, Noise. Based on the analysis noise attributed to project operation
would not exceed the City’s noise thresholds and impacts were less than significant.
Please see Response to Comment 22-3 which addresses the hours of operation.

23-7

The comment is concerned about the potential for delivery trucks to result in road
damage to Wentworth Avenue. Delivery trucks for Raley’s will be instructed to enter
the project site via the Wentworth Avenue driveway because it is the shortest path to
the loading docks. Deliveries to the other smaller shops can use either Freeport
Boulevard or Wentworth the access the site. Any road damage to Wentworth would
be repaired on an as-needed basis by the City.

23-8

The comment is concerned about parking, especially the potential for more people to
park in front of her home on Wentworth Avenue and potentially block her driveway.
Currently unrestricted on-street parking is permitted on Wentworth Avenue and
would continue unless parking becomes an issue for residents living in this area.
Employees working at Raley’s and the other Shops will be asked to park in the
northwest corner of the site in order to leave the majority of the parking available for
customers. If parking becomes a problem the City can convert this road to restricted
parking with a permit for residents.

23-9

The comment is concerned about traffic and safety on Wentworth Avenue for herself
and her pets and does not support installing a traffic signal on Wentworth to access
the project site.
As shown in the traffic section in the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, the existing daily traffic
volumes on Wentworth Avenue are over 1,600 vehicles. During the peak morning
and evening hours the project would contribute up to approximately 200 a.m. trips
and 600 p.m. trips. Using the City’s level of thresholds for two lane local streets (see
Table 4.10-2 on page 4.10-25) the addition of 600 trips would result in an estimate of
up to approximately 2,200 daily trips. Based on the estimated trip distribution
approximately 10% of the trips during the p.m. peak hour would travel west on
Wentworth Avenue, or 60 vehicles. The increase in traffic along Wentworth Avenue
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would increase with the project, but would still remain level of service A and would
not result in any significant traffic impacts.
It is not clear from the comment if the commenter is referring to the new traffic signal
proposed at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way because there is no traffic signal
proposed along Wentworth Avenue. The only changes to Wentworth Avenue would
be adding a raised, striped pedestrian crossing near the project’s driveway off of
Wentworth Avenue. This crossing would provide access to the future uses at the
existing Raley’s store site, as well as to the sidewalk on the south side of Wentworth
Avenue. The addition of this crosswalk was clarified in the project description by
making the following change to Chapter 2, Project Description.
The first sentence under Conditions of Project Approval on page 2-38 in Chapter
2, Project Description is revised as follows:
The City’s Conditions of Project Approval require the project applicant to
install a new traffic light at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way and add a
raised striped pedestrian crossing of Wentworth Avenue near the project’s
driveway off of Wentworth Avenue.
The requirement to install this raised pedestrian crossing would be required by the
City as a Condition of Project Approval.
23-10

The comment is raising a concern associated with an increase in noise and trash
associated with project construction. Noise associated with project construction,
although exempt under the City’s Noise Ordinance, could result in an annoyance to
nearby residents; therefore, a mitigation measure was included in Section 4.8, Noise,
that requires all equipment be in proper working order and include intake silencers,
stationary construction equipment shall be located as far away from adjacent
residential property boundaries as is practicable, and the wall proposed adjacent to
the western and northern boundaries of the site shall be installed as early in the
construction process as is practicable. In addition, there would be information provided
to residents in the event concerns are raised during project construction.

23-11

The comment is requesting that the project be balanced with the concerns of the
neighbors living in close proximity to the project site that will experience the greatest
impact. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no
response is required. However, the commenter’s concern is noted and forwarded to
the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Letter 24
Paul Kuntz
24-1

The comment is indicating that Land Park is a nesting area for Swainson’s Hawk and
goes on to note that the (raptors) may not return next spring if the project is under
construction. The commenter also provided photographs of hawks taken in what
looks to be a backyard.
The photographs provided by the commenter show a pair of Cooper’s hawks (not
Swainson’s hawks) taken in what looks to be a backyard. While the Cooper’s hawk is
considered a “species of special concern” by the State, it is not listed as threatened
or endangered under either the state or federal endangered species act. In the
Sacramento region, Cooper’s hawks typically nest and forage in landscapes where
wooded areas occur in patches and groves and typically near open water and
associated riparian vegetation. The species can often be found nesting and foraging
in treed habitats within or adjacent to urban and residential areas, particularly if open
space areas occur nearby. It would not be uncommon for Cooper’s hawks to reside
in and around the Land Park area.
In the Sacramento Valley region, Swainson’s hawks also typically nest in woodland
habitats, tree clusters, or isolated trees, usually near riparian systems and generally
adjacent to or in close proximity to suitable foraging habitat which includes
rangelands, grasslands, and various agricultural fields. The California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), and BIOS
databases were researched during preparation of Section 4.3, Biological Resources,
and there are no current or historical records indicating nesting Swainson’s Hawks in
Land Park. However, there are known Swainson’s hawk nest sites along the
Sacramento and American rivers. Swainson’s hawks typically migrate from the
region by mid-September and return in late March or early April.
Based on previously conducted surveys, the project site does not contain any trees
that would be considered suitable nesting habitat for raptors, including Cooper’s
hawk or Swainson’s hawk. Furthermore, due to the location and highly disturbed
nature of the project site, it does not provide any suitable foraging habitat for these
raptors. Mature trees within Land Park could serve as potential nesting habitat for
these and more common raptor species. While not typical due to ongoing human
activities and other disturbances, mature trees within the neighborhoods adjacent to
Land Park and along the Sacramento River, due to the proximity to open foraging
areas just west of the river, could serve as nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk and
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Cooper’s hawk. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 requires preconstruction surveys be
completed by a qualified biologist during the avian breeding season (March 1
through September 15) for any active native bird (including raptors) nest within or
immediately adjacent to the project site no more than 30 days before any
construction activity commences. The pre-construction surveys would determine if
active nests are present in the disturbance zone or within 350 feet of the disturbance
zone boundary; nest searches would be extended to ¼ mile from the project site for
Swainson’s hawk. If active nests are found, ground-disturbing activities would be
postponed or halted, and a suitable buffer from the nest identified and flagged by a
qualified biologist based on the species, planned construction activity, and the
location of the nest.
The commenter does not indicate where any Swainson’s hawk nests are located
either near the project site or in Land Park, and it would be difficult to identify any
active Swainson’s hawk nests beyond mid-September as most of the hawks will be
migrating south. If Swainson’s hawks are nesting within Land Park or even in nearby
neighborhoods, it is unlikely, given the high level of human activity and associated
noise levels currently occurring in these areas, that Swainson’s hawks would vacate
existing nest sites as it is assumed that these individual hawks have become
acclimated to the existing levels of noise and human activity near these nests. Which
is common for this species. Nevertheless, and as noted in Mitigation Measure 4.3-1,
if surveys result in the location of active Swainson’s hawk nests with ¼ mile of the
project site, ground-disturbing activities would be halted and/or postponed, and a
suitable non-disturbance buffer from the nest will be identified and flagged by a
qualified biologist if it is determined by the biologist that project construction could
potentially adversely affect the active Swainson’s hawk nest. Activities would resume
once it has been determined by the biologist that adverse impacts on active nests
would not occur.
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Letter 25
Neil Schild
25-1

The comment indicates support for installing a pedestrian walkway across
Wentworth Avenue to enable safe access across this road.
As part of the project’s Conditions of Approval, the project applicant will be installing
a raised, striped pedestrian crossing of Wentworth Avenue near the project’s
driveway off of Wentworth Avenue (Draft EIR p. 2-38). Please see also the revised
site plan (Scheme A) provided at the end of Chapter 2, Changes to the Draft EIR
which shows the location of this new pedestrian crossing.

25-2

The comment is asking why delivery trucks would be using the driveway off of
Wentworth Avenue to access the site versus from Freeport Boulevard.
Trucks making deliveries to the Raley’s store would use the Wentworth Avenue
driveway because it is the shortest way to access the loading docks and provides
adequate turning radii for long delivery trucks. Using the Wentworth Avenue
driveway would also eliminate potential conflicts with shoppers and vehicles parking
to access the shops.

25-3

The commenter notes that he will continue to raise these concerns as the project
moves forward. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR; therefore,
no response is required. However, the commenter’s concern is noted and forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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APPENDIX B
Revised Climate Action Plan

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

CONSISTENCY REVIEW CHECKLIST

The purpose of the Climate Action Plan Consistency Review Checklist (CAP Consistency Review Checklist) is
to provide a streamlined review process for proposed new development projects which are subject to
discretionary review and trigger environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA)..
CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and potential climate change
impacts from new development. The Sacramento Climate Action Plan qualifies under section 15183.5 of the
CEQA Guidelines as a plan for the reduction of GHG emissions for use in cumulative impact analysis
pertaining to development projects. This allows projects that demonstrate consistency with the CAP to be
eligible for this streamlining procedure. Projects that demonstrate consistency with the CAP and the
0.1.
ist. Projects that do not demonstrate consistency m *
*
prepare a more comprehensive project-specific analysis of GHG emissions consistent with CEQA
requirements. (See FAQ about the CAP Consistency Review Checklist for more details.)
The diagram below shows the context for the CAP Consistency Review Checklist within the planning review
process framework.

Streamlined Review of GHG Emissions in Development Projects

CEQA
Determination

CEQA
Not exempt

CEQA analysis of
GHG emissions

Remaining
development
review process

CDD-0176

06-19-2015

CEQA
Exempt

Alternative streamlined
review of GHGs
CAP Consistency
Checklist

Complete

Remaining
development
review process

Complete

CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

CONSISTENCY REVIEW CHECKLIST

Application Submittal Requirements
1. The CAP Consistency Review Checklist is required only for proposed new development projects which
are subject to CEQA review (non-exempt projects)
2. If required, the CAP Consistency Review Checklist must be submitted in addition to the basic set of
requirements set forth in the Universal Application and the Planning Application Submittal Matrix.
3. The applicant shall work with staff to meet the requirements of this checklist. These requirements will
be reflected in the conditions of approval and/or mitigation measures.
4. All conditions of approval and mitigation measures from this checklist shall be shown on full-size sheets
for building plan check submittals.

Application Information
Project Number:

P14-048

Address of Property:

4700, 4740, 4790 Freeport Boulevard and 1913, 1919, 1927 and 2009 Wentworth Avenue

Was a special consultant retained to complete this checklist?
Consultant Name*:
Company:
Phone:

CDD-0176

&4 Yes

& No. If yes, complete following

David Blair

MCG Architects
415-974-6002

06-19-2015

E-Mail:

DBlair@mcgarchitecture.com

CAP Consistency Checklist Form for Projects that are Not Exempt from CEQA
Checklist Item (Check the appropriate box, and provide explanation for your answer).
1.

Yes

No*

Is the proposed project substantially consistent with the
-all goals for land use and urban
4
form, allowable floor area ratio (FAR) and/or density sta
0.13 General Plan, as it
currently exists?
Please explain how proposed project compares to 2035 General Plan with respect to density standards, FAR, land use
and urban form. (See directions for filling out CAP Checklist)

The project site is within an area designated Urban Corridor High along the Freeport Boulevard
corridor. The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for this designation ranges from 0.30 to 6.0. The proposed
project has an FAR of 0.24. While the proposal is below the minimum within this designation, the
project site abuts single family homes on two sides (west and north) and has been designed to be
respectful of their views and access to sunlight. To help compensate, the project includes
elements from the Citywide Design Guidelines (Neighborhood Commercial Corridor Design
Principles) including limited setbacks; buildings with a high degree of pedestrian-oriented uses
such as outdoor cafes and restaurant seating areas; parking located behind or integrated into the
site; and gathering places such as plazas.

2.

Would the project incorporate traffic calming measures? (Examples of traffic calming measures
include, but are not limited to: curb extensions, speed tables, raised crosswalks, raised intersections,
median islands, tight corner radii, roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, planter strips with
street trees, chicanes/chokers.)

Yes

NA

4

Please explain how the proposed project meets this requirement (list traffic calming measures).
(NA), explain why traffic calming measures were not required.

A left-turn lane is proposed from Freeport Boulevard to allow access for vehicles traveling north; a
new traffic light will be installed at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way; a striped, raised pedestrian
crossing mid-block on Wentworth Avenue will be constructed; and a short median on Wentworth
Avenue will be added west of Freeport Boulevard.

*

* equivalent or better GHG reduction must be demonstrated as part of the project and incorporated into the conditions of
approval.
Note: Requirements from this checklist should be incorporated into the conditions of approval, and shown on the full-size plans
submitted for building plan check.
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Checklist Item (Check the appropriate box, and provide explanation for your answer).
3.

Would the project incorporate pedestrian facilities and connections to public transportation

,

Yes

NA

4

(NA), explain why this was not

required.

The proposed project includes pedestrian connections to Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth
Avenue. The site is located along the #24 Freeport bus line. The existing asphalt paved sidewalk
along Freeport Boulevard fronting the project site will be upgraded to a fully compliant concrete
sidewalk per city standards. Sidewalk improvements will also be made to the sidewalk fronting
Wentworth Avenue.

4.

Would the project incorporate bicycle facilities consistent
*
meet or exceed minimum standards for bicycle facilities in the Zoning Code and CALGreen?

Yes

NA

4
,

(NA), explain why this was not

required.

Bicycle parking will be provided per the city code requirements including both short and long term
parking areas for Class II and III parking facilities. Access to the bicycle parking areas will
conform to the guidelines of the City/County Bikeway Master Plan.

*

* equivalent or better GHG reduction must be demonstrated as part of the project and incorporated into the
conditions of approval.
Note: Requirements from this checklist should be incorporated into the conditions of approval, and shown on the fullsize plans submitted for building plan check.
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Checklist Item (Check the appropriate box, and provide explanation for your answer).
5.

For residential projects of 10 or more units, commercial projects greater than 25,000 square
feet, or industrial projects greater than 100,000 square feet, would the project include on-site
renewable energy systems (e.g., photovoltaic systems) that would generate at least a minimum
of 15% of the project's total energy demand on-site? (CAP Actions: 3.4.1 and 3.4.2)

Yes

No*

NA

4

,
(NA), explain why this was not
required. If project does not meet requirements, see DIRECTIONS FOR FILLING OUT CAP CONSISTENCY
REVIEW CHECKLIST re: alternatives to meeting checklist requirements.

The project most likely will substitute energy efficiency in lieu of providing on-site renewable
energy by exceeding the state’s Title 24 energy efficiency a minimum of 5%.

Attach a copy of the CalEEMod input and output. Record the model and version here _____________________.
to this requirement.
6.

Would the project (if constructed on or after January 1, 2014) comply with minimum CALGreen Tier
I water efficiency standards?

Yes

NA

4
,

(NA), explain why this was not

required.

The project will comply with the CALGreen Tier 1 water efficiency and conservation standards.

*
* equivalent or better GHG reduction must be demonstrated as part and incorporated into the conditions of approval.
Note: Requirements from this checklist should be incorporated into the conditions of approval, and shown on the full-size
plans submitted for building plan check.
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Certification
I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the data and
information required for this initial evaluation to the best of my ability and that the facts, statements and
information presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
Signature:

CDD-0176

Date:

06-19-2015

%*1&$3*/.2 '/1 '*,,*.( /43 $#0 $/.2*23&.$7 1&5*&6 $)&$+,*23
General Plan Consistency & Sustainable Land Use
1. Is the proposed project substantially consistent with the land use and urban form designation, allowable floor
area ratio (FAR) and/or density standards
8
2035 General Plan?
Consistency with the General Plan land use and urban form designation, FAR and/or density standards is a key
determining factor in whether or not the CAP Consistency Review procedure can be used. This is because future
growth and development consistent with the General Plan was used to estimate business as usual emission
forecasts, as well as emission reductions from actions that would be applicable to new development.
Refer to the 2035 General Plan, Land Use and Urban Form Designations and Development Standards starting on
page 2-29. If a project is not fully consistent with the General Plan, the project still may qualify for consistency with the
CAP, but this determination will need to be closely coordinated with the City. The City will determine whether the
proposed land uses under consideration could be found consistent with the growth projections and assumptions used
to develop the GHG emissions inventory and projections in the CAP.
Mobility
2. Would the project incorporate traffic calming measures? (Applicable CAP Action: 2.1.1)
List the traffic calming measures that have been incorporated into the project. These may include, but are not
limited to: curb extensions, speed tables, raised crosswalks, raised intersections, median islands, tight corner
radii, roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, planter strips with street trees, chicanes/chokers.
The project proponent and City staff should consult with staff in the Department of Public Works-Transportation
Division to verify that traffic calm
Standards.
If the proposed project does not include any roadway or facility improvements, traffic calming measures may not
apply. For example, certain infill projects may not result in on-street or transportation facility improvements because
sufficient infrastructure already exists.
3. Would the project incorporate pedestrian facilities and connections to public transportation consistent with
8
5 (Applicable CAP Action: 2.2.1)
List the pedestrian facilities and connections to public transportation that have been included in the proposed project
on the Checklist. These may include, but are not limited to: sidewalks on both sides of streets, marked crosswalks,
count-down signal timers, curb extensions, median islands, transit shelters, street lighting.
The project proponent and City staff should consult with Department of Public Works-Transportation Division staff to
verify that pedestrian facilities are consistent with the Pedestrian Master Plan.
*
*
, For example, certain infill projects may not require
on-street or transportation facility improvements because sufficient infrastructure already exists.
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'Appendix A to the Master Plan) will be used to determine consistency, as

follows:
'

For typical infill development projects where existing streets will serve the site (no new streets are proposed): the
level of pedestrian improvements necessary to determine Pedestrian Master Plan consistency will be measured
*
*
which are based on project location, surrounding land uses, proximity to transit, etc. If the proposed project does
*
be required as a condition of approval to include appropriate features, per the approval of the Department of
Public Works-Transportation Division.

'

For new
and/or larger infill development projects where new streets are proposed as part of
the project, the following will apply:
%
*
location and context, where applicable, consistent with the criteria defined in the Master Plan. If the
proposed project does not include the minimum level of improvements per the assigned category, the

%

project will be required as a condition of approval to include appropriate features, per the approval of the
Department of Public Works-Transportation Division.
'
( l be required to be
completed for the project, and a minimum score of 3 or better will need to be achieved. If the proposed
project cannot achieve the minimum score, changes to the proposed project may be required, and/or the
project may be required as a condition of approval to include certain improvements such that the average
score will meet 3 or better. (Note: an Excel version of the Pedestrian Smart Growth Scorecard is
available, to assist in automating the rating & scoring process)

4. Would the project incorporate bicycle facilities consistent with
8
7
, and meet or
exceed minimum standards for bicycle facilities in the Zoning Code and CALGreen? (Applicable CAP Action:
2.3.1)
List the bicycle facilities that are incorporated into the proposed project on the Checklist. These include, but are not
limited to: Class I bike trails and Class II bike lanes connecting the project site to an existing bike network and transit
stations, bike parking [bike racks, indoor secure bike parking, bike lockers], end-of-trip facilities at non-residential land
uses [showers, lockers]).
The project proponent and City staff should consult with staff in the Transportation Division of the Department of
Public Works to verify that such facilities are consistent with the Bikeway Master Plan and meet or exceed Zoning
Code and CALGreen standards. Generally, the following guidelines will be used:
'

'

CDD-0176

If existing on-street and off-street bikeways are already present and determined to be consistent with the
Bikeway Master Plan, no additional on-street bikeways will be required,
appropriate. However, on-site facilities shall still be required to meet or exceed minimum Zoning and
CALGreen requirements.
If not applicable, fully document the reasons why using the Checklist.
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'

'

If on-street bicycle facilities are not present or are only partially consistent with the Master Plan, the project
will be required as a condition of approval to construct or pay for its fair-share of on-street and/or off-street
bikeways described in the Master Plan, in addition to meeting or exceeding minimum on-site facilities.
In some cases, a combination of new or upgraded on-street and off-street bikeways may be used to
determine consistency with the Master Plan, at the discretion of the Department of Public WorksTransportation Division staff.

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
5. For residential projects of 10 or more units, commercial projects greater than 25,000 square feet, or industrial
projects greater than 100,000 square feet, would the project include on-site renewable energy systems (e.g.,
solar photovoltaic, solar water heating etc. ) that would generate at least .2$
total energy
demand? (CAP Actions: 3.4.1 and 3.4.2)
For projects of the minimum size specified in this measure, a commitment in the project description or in a mitigation
measure that the project shall generate a mi
/3$
-site is sufficient to
demonstrate consistency with this measure. However, the project conditions of approval or mitigation measures
should specify the intended renewable energy technology to be used (e.g. solar photovoltaic, solar water heating,
wind, etc.) and estimated size of the systems to meet project demand based on the project description.
'
(
'
ding
HVAC systems, water heating systems, and lighting systems) as well as uses that are independent of the construction
of buildings, such as office equipment and other plug-ins.
Applicants may estimate the total energy demand of their projects using California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod 2013.2), the same software used to estimate greenhouse gas emissions. For CalEEMod estimates of
energy demand to meet this specific requirement, the user should NOT 2720 52
2 56 6
0.7 / %
otherwise th2
6
77/2 1 /72-0 9 6
9 4 28 6 69 21 0 69 5. 5. 2 .7 2.1 /229 0 9 21. CalEEMod
outputs for electricity demand are provided in annual kWh, and natural gas demand is provided in annual kBTU.
The energy demand estimate by CalEEMod is based on two datasets:
' The California Commercial End Use Survey (CEUS);
' The Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS
CalEEMod takes energy use intensity data (above) and forecasts energy demand based on climate zone, land use
'
*
*
*
(*
*
,
This is an appropriate level of analysis for use at the planning submittal stage, but it may not provide an accurate
picture of actual project energy demand because it does not factor project specifics such as building design.
Therefore, the applicant is advised (but not required) to run a more comprehensive energy simulation once projectspecific details are known: basic building design, square-footage, building envelope, lighting design (at least
rudimentary), and the mechanical system (at least minimally zoned). Some of the energy simulation programs that
are appropriate for this level of analysis include: DOE 2.2, Trace 700, and Energy Pro.
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The U.S. DOE maintains a list of energy simulation programs that are available.
http://apps1.eere.energy.gov/buildings/tools_directory/subjects.cfm/pagename=subjects/pagename_menu=whole_buil
ding_analysis/pagename_submenu=energy_simulation
The applicant may then revise the estimate and make a final determination regarding the size of the PV system that
is required.
Substitutions: Projects may substitute a quantity of energy efficiency for renewable energy, as long as the substituted
,
*
must reduce GHG emissions from the project beyond what is already accounted for in the CAP (to avoid doublecounting).
'
'

Additional mitigation may include equivalent or better GHG reduction from individual measures or a
combination of:
In lieu of installing PV systems that would generate 15% of the projects total energy, the project may exceed
energy efficiency standards of Title 24, part 6 of the California Building Code, such as building to CALGreen
Tier 1 energy standards. (Residential projects shall exceed the 2013 Title 24 energy efficiency by a minimum
of 10% and commercial projects shall exceed 2013 Title 24 energy efficiency by a minimum of 5%).

6. Would the project comply with minimum CALGreen Tier I water efficiency standards? (CAP Action: 5.1.1)
The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) includes mandatory green building measures, as well as
voluntary measures that local jurisdictions may choose to adopt to achieve higher performance tiers, at either Tier 1 or
Tier 2 compliance levels. Sacramento has adopted Tier 1 Water Efficiency Standards to be required on or after
January 1, 2014 Currently, in order to meet the Tier 1 Water Efficiency Standards, buildings are required to
implement all mandatory water efficiency and conservation measures as well as certain Tier 1 specific measures that
exceed minimum mandatory measures (e.g. 30% increase in indoor water efficiency). Specific Tier 1 provisions can
be found in the CALGreen Code at http://www.bsc.ca.gov/Home/CALGreen.aspx.
The City recognizes that project construction details are often not known at the environmental review stage, and it
may be premature for a project proponent to identify compliance with precise requirements of CALGreen. A condition
of approval requiring the project to comply with minimum CALGreen Tier 1 water efficiency and conservation
standards is sufficient to demonstrate consistency with this criterion.
Planning approval of your project will include the following condition:
Project must meet CALGreen Tier 1 water efficiency and conservation standards. Copies of the appropriate
CalGreen checklist (see FAQ) shall be included on the full-size sheets for building plan check submittals.

Note: Requirements from this checklist should be incorporated into the conditions of approval, and shown on the full-size
plans submitted for building plan check.
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APPENDIX D
Revised Cultural Report

September 19, 2016

8814

Mike Maffia
MO Capital
1140 Deana Drive
Menlo Park, California 94052
Subject:

Cultural Resources Report for the Land Park Commercial Center EIR
Project, Sacramento, California

Dear Mr. Maffia:
Dudek was retained by Mo Capital to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park
Commercial Center Project (proposed project). This study includes a records search of the
Northern California Information Center, Native American coordination, a field survey,
archival/building development research, and a historic resource evaluation for the Capital
Nursery property located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard and two residential properties located at
1913 and 1919 Wentworth Avenue in the City of Sacramento, California. This study was
prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for preparation of an evaluation. This
report and the associated property evaluations were prepared by Dudek Architectural Historian
Salli Hosseini, MAHP, with review from Dudek Senior Architectural Historian, Samantha
Murray, MA, Registered Professional Archaeologist (RPA). Both Ms. Hosseini and Ms. Murray
meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (PQS) for architectural
history. Ms. Murray also meets the Secretary of the Interior’s PQS for archaeology.
1

PROJECT LOCATION

The project area consists of three properties located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard (Assessor’s
Parcel Number (APN) 017-0121-001), 1913 Wentworth Avenue (APN 017-0121-010), and 1919
Wentworth Avenue (APN 017-0121-009) in the City of Sacramento, California. The project area
is located within the South Land Park neighborhood bounded by residential properties to the
north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport Boulevard to the east, and residential properties
to the west. The subject property falls within the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute
Sacramento East quadrangle at Township 8 North, Range 4 East, in Section 24 (Figure 1).
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2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

MO Capital, the project applicant, is requesting entitlements to construct a commercial project
anchored by a grocery store (Raley’s). The proposed project would reuse an existing developed
area within the Land Park Community Plan Area. The project area encompasses 9.87 acres
fronting on Wentworth Avenue and Freeport Boulevard. Existing buildings and greenhouses that
were part of the former Capital Nursery (closed in 2012) along Freeport Boulevard would be
demolished, along with two small vacant residences located on Wentworth Avenue. The project
would construct a new one-story 55,000-square-foot grocery store and five freestanding
buildings that would provide approximately 53,980 square feet of retail uses. A total of 439 onsite surface parking spaces would be provided along with new landscaping and other public
amenities. The existing Raley’s store on Freeport Boulevard would relocate to the new location.
Primary vehicle access would be provided from Freeport Boulevard with a secondary access off
Wentworth Avenue. The loading docks and deliveries for the grocery store would take place
along the south side of the building. Truck access would be from Wentworth Avenue. Dedicated
sidewalks for pedestrians and access for bicyclists would be provided from Freeport Boulevard
and Wentworth Avenue, and bicycle racks would be provided throughout the project site.
3

REGULATORY SETTING

3.1

Federal

While there is no federal nexus for this project, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
designation criteria were considered in the evaluation of historical resources for the proposed
project. The NRHP was established by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as “an
authoritative guide to be used by Federal, State, and local governments, private groups and
citizens to identify the Nation’s cultural resources and to indicate what properties should be
considered for protection from destruction or impairment.”
National Register of Historic Places
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and that meet at least
one of the following criteria:
A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history.
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B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.
C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of installation, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.
D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
3.2

State

California Register of Historical Resources
In California, the term “historical resource” includes, but is not limited to “any object,
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or
archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California”
(California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5020.1(j)). In 1992, the California
legislature established the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) “to be used by
state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources
and to indicate what properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from
substantial adverse change” (PRC Section 5024.1(a)). The criteria for listing resources on the
CRHR were expressly developed to be in accordance with previously established criteria
developed for listing in the NRHP, listed below. According to PRC Section 5024.1(c)(1–4), a
resource is considered historically significant if it (i) retains “substantial integrity,” and (ii)
meets at least one of the following criteria:
(1)

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

(2)

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

(3)

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method
of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual,
or possesses high artistic values.

(4)

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

In order to understand the historic importance of a resource, sufficient time must have passed to
obtain a scholarly perspective on the events or individuals associated with the resource. A
resource less than 50 years old may be considered for listing in the CRHR if it can be
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demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance (14
California Code of Regulations (CCR) 4852(d)(2)).
The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of
prehistoric and historic resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for
the NRHP, and properties listed or formally designated as eligible for listing in the NRHP are
automatically listed in the CRHR, as are the state landmarks and points of interest. The CRHR
also includes properties designated under local ordinances or identified through local historical
resource surveys.
California Environmental Quality Act
The following CEQA statutes under the PRC and CEQA Guidelines are relevant to the analysis
of archaeological, historic, and tribal cultural resources:


PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines “unique archaeological resource.”



PRC Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) define “historical
resources.” In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines the phrase “substantial
adverse change in the significance of an historical resource;” it also defines the circumstances
when a project would materially impair the significance of a historical resource.



PRC Section 21074(a) defines “tribal cultural resources.”



PRC Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) set forth standards and
steps to be employed following the accidental discovery of human remains in any
location other than a dedicated ceremony.



PRC Sections 21083.2(b)–(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 provide
information regarding the mitigation framework for archaeological and historic resources,
including examples of preservation-in-place mitigation measures; preservation-in-place is
the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to significant archaeological sites because it
maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archaeological context, and may also
help avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups associated with the
archaeological site(s).

More specifically, under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it
may cause “a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” (PRC
Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(b)). If a site is either listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR,
or if it is included in a local register of historic resources, or identified as significant in a
historical resources survey (meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(q)), it is a
5
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“historical resource” and is presumed to be historically or culturally significant for purposes of
CEQA (PRC Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(a)). The lead agency is not precluded from
determining that a resource is a historical resource even if it does not fall within this presumption
(PRC Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(a)).
A “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” reflecting a
significant effect under CEQA means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration
of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource
would be materially impaired” (14 CCR 15064.5(b)(1); PRC Section 5020.1(q)). In turn, the
significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project:

(1) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in
the California Register; or
(2)

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical
resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or its identification in an
historical resources survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of
the PRC, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project
establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not
historically or culturally significant; or

(3)

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance
and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register as
determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA (14 CCR
15064.5(b)(2)).

Pursuant to these sections, the CEQA inquiry begins with evaluating whether a project site
contains any “historical resources,” then evaluates whether that project would cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource such that the resource’s historical
significance is materially impaired.
If it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological resource,
the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these resources to
be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that they cannot be left
undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC Section 21083.2(a), (b), and (c)).
6
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PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact,
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:
(1)

Contains information needed to answer important scientific research
questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information.

(2)

Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the
best available example of its type.

(3)

Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric
or historic event or person.

Impacts to non-unique archaeological resources are generally not considered a significant
environmental impact (PRC Section 21083.2(a); 14 CCR 15064.5(c)(4). However, if a nonunique archaeological resource qualifies as tribal cultural resource (PRC Sections 21074(c),
21083.2(h)), further consideration of significant impacts is required.
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines assigns special importance to human remains and
specifies procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. As described
below, these procedures are detailed in PRC Section 5097.98.
California Health and Safety Code
California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods,
regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those
remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are
discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation of
the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur until the
county coroner has examined the remains (Section 7050.5b). PRC Section 5097.98 also outlines
the process to be followed in the event that human remains are discovered. If the coroner
determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must
contact the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours (Section
7050.5c). The NAHC will notify the most likely descendant. With the permission of the
landowner, the most likely descendant may inspect the site of discovery. The inspection must be
completed within 48 hours of notification of the most likely descendant by the NAHC. The most
likely descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity,
the human remains and items associated with Native Americans.
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3.3

Local

Sacramento Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 17.604, Historic Preservation)
Sacramento Register 17.604.200
The “Historic Preservation” chapter of the Sacramento City Code includes the following
guidance regarding archaeological and historic resources:
A.

The ordinances adopting designations and deletions of landmarks,
contributing resources and historic districts shall be known, collectively, as
the “Sacramento register of historic and cultural resources” or the
“Sacramento register.”

B.

The original Sacramento register and any subsequent amendments,
inclusions, or deletions thereto shall be on file with the city clerk.

C.

All structures and preservation areas designated on the official register as of
the date of enactment of Ordinance No. 2001-027 and on the Sacramento
register as of the date of enactment of the ordinance codified in this chapter
are included on the Sacramento register of historic and cultural resources
(Sacramento register). All structures individually designated on the official
register as essential or priority structures are designated landmarks on the
Sacramento register, and shall be subject to the restrictions and conditions
applicable to landmarks. All geographic areas previously designated as
preservation areas designated on the official register are designated as
historic districts on the Sacramento register, and are subject to the
restrictions and conditions applicable to historic districts.

D.

The preservation director shall take appropriate steps to ensure that the
Sacramento register is properly maintained, regularly updated, distributed
to city staff as necessary to carry out the purpose and intent of this chapter,
and made available to the public. The preservation director shall also take
appropriate steps to maintain and regularly update a list or compilation of
resources within the city that are on the California Register of Historical
Resources or the National Register of Historic Places, and to make the list
or compilation available for public review and use. (Ord. 2013-0020 § 1;
Ord. 2013-0007 § 1).
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Criteria and Requirements for Listing on, and Deletion from, the Sacramento
Register 17.604.210
The criteria and requirements for listing on, or deletion from, the Sacramento register as a
landmark, historic district or contributing resource are as follows:
A. Listing on the Sacramento register—Landmarks. A nominated resource shall be listed on
the Sacramento register as a landmark if the city council finds, after holding the hearing
required by this chapter, that all of the requirements set forth below are satisfied:
1. Requirements.
a. The nominated resource meets one or more of the following criteria:
i.

It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of the history of the city, the region, the state or the nation;

ii.

It is associated with the lives of persons significant in the city’s past;

iii.

It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method
of construction;

iv.

It represents the work of an important creative individual or master;

v.

It possesses high artistic values; or

vi.

It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in the
prehistory or history of the city, the region, the state or the nation;

b. The nominated resource has integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship and association. Integrity shall be judged with reference to the
particular criterion or criteria specified in subsection A.1.a of this section;
c. The nominated resource has significant historic or architectural worth, and its
designation as a landmark is reasonable, appropriate and necessary to promote,
protect and further the goals and purposes of this chapter.
2. Factors to be considered. In determining whether to list a nominated resource on the
Sacramento register as a landmark, the factors below shall be considered.
a. A structure removed from its original location is eligible if it is significant
primarily for its architectural value or it is the most important surviving structure
associated with a historic person or event.
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b. A birthplace or grave is eligible if it is that of a historical figure of outstanding
importance and there is no other appropriate site or structure directly associated
with his or her productive life.
c. A reconstructed building is eligible if the reconstruction is historically accurate, if
the structure is presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master
plan, and if no other original structure survives that has the same association.
d. Properties that are primarily commemorative in intent are eligible if design,
age, tradition, or symbolic value invests such properties with their own
historical significance.
e. Properties achieving significance within the past 50 years are eligible if such
properties are of exceptional importance.
B. Listing on the Sacramento register—Historic districts. A geographic area nominated as a
historic district shall be listed on the Sacramento register as a historic district if the city
council finds, after holding the hearing required by this chapter, that all of the
requirements set forth below are satisfied:
1. Requirements.
a. The area is a geographically definable area; or
b. The area possesses either:
i.

A significant concentration or continuity of buildings unified by: (A) past
events or (B) aesthetically by plan or physical development; or

ii.

The area is associated with an event, person, or period significant or
important to city history; or

c. The designation of the geographic area as a historic district is reasonable,
appropriate and necessary to protect, promote and further the goals and purposes
of this chapter and is not inconsistent with other goals and policies of the city.
2. Factors to be considered. In determining whether to list a geographic area on the
Sacramento register as a historic district, the following factors shall be considered:
a. A historic district should have integrity of design, setting, materials, workmanship
and association;
b. The collective historic value of the buildings and structures in a historic
district taken together may be greater than the historic value of each individual
building or structure.
10
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C. Listing on the Sacramento register—Contributing resources. A nominated resource
shall be listed on the Sacramento register as a contributing resource if the council
finds, after holding the hearing required by this chapter, that all of the following
requirements are satisfied:
1. The nominated resource is within a historic district;
2. The nominated resource either embodies the significant features and characteristics of
the historic district or adds to the historical associations, historical architectural
qualities or archaeological values identified for the historic district;
3. The nominated resource was present during the period of historical significance of
the historic district and relates to the documented historical significance of the
historic district;
4. The nominated resource either possesses historic integrity or is capable of yielding
important information about the period of historical significance of the historic
district; and
5. The nominated resource has important historic or architectural worth, and its
designation as a contributing resource is reasonable, appropriate and necessary to
protect, promote and further the goals and purposes of this chapter.
D. Deletions from the Sacramento register. An application to delete a listed historic resource
from the Sacramento register may be approved if the city council finds, after holding the
hearings required by this chapter, that the listed historic resource no longer meets the
requirements set forth above; provided that where a landmark or contributing resource is
proposed for deletion due to a loss of integrity, the loss of integrity was not the result of
any illegal act or willful neglect by the owner or agent of the owner. (Ord. 2013-0020 §
1; Ord. 2013-0007 § 1).
Sacramento 2035 General Plan
Part Two: Citywide Goals and Policies
The “Historic and Cultural Resources” element of the General Plan describes the City’s goals
and policy’s for:


Citywide Historic and Cultural Preservation (HCR1): Policies in this section provide for
identification, protection, and assistance in the preservation of historic and cultural
resources. The policies maintain a citywide program consistent with the State and Federal
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Certified Local Government program and State laws and regulations related to historic
and cultural resources.


Identification and Preservation (HCR2): Policies in this section provide for the
identification of historic and cultural resources and ensure that City, State, and Federal
historic preservation laws, regulations, and codes are implemented. Policies support the
City actively pursuing the identification, protection, and maintenance of historic and
cultural resources, including consultation with appropriate organizations and individuals
early in the planning and development process to identify opportunities and minimize
potential impacts to historic and cultural resources.



Public Awareness and Appreciation (HCR3): Policies in this section support and provide
for public education and appreciation of the value of Sacramento’s historic and cultural
resources, as well as City coordination with other entities to help develop and promote
the preservation of Sacramento’s historic and cultural resources.

4

FIELD AND RESEARCH METHODS

4.1

Field Survey

Dudek conducted a pedestrian survey of the project area on September 17, 2015. The purpose of
the survey was to identify and record any potential historical resources located within the project
area. The survey involved walking all accessible portions of the project area and taking detailed
notes and photographs of the project area and its surroundings. Because the project area is
entirely developed and contains no exposed sediment, intensive-level archaeological survey
methods were not warranted. Three properties were identified as requiring recordation and
evaluation on the appropriate State of California Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523
forms (see Appendix A): two single-family residences located at 1913 and 1919 Wentworth
Avenue, and the former Capital Nursery property located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard.
Photographs were taken with a digital camera. All field notes, photographs, and records related
to the current study are on file with Dudek.
4.2

Archival and Building Development Research

Dudek conducted archival and building development research on the three parcels to develop a
site-specific history for the project area. This research involved contacting the City of
Sacramento Community Development Department, the Center for Sacramento History, the
Sacramento County Assessor’s Office, the Sacramento Public Library, and the Los Angeles
Public Library. Dudek reviewed all available building permit records and past

12

September 2016

Mr. Mike Maffia
Subject: Cultural Resources Report for the Land Park Commercial Center EIR Project,
Sacramento, California

ownership/occupant records. Books and newspaper articles were reviewed to develop a general
history of the project area and the City. The original construction date of the buildings provided
by the Sacramento County Assessor’s online Property Assessment Information System was
confirmed through review of building permits and historic aerial photographs. Dudek also
consulted historic maps and aerial photographs to further understand the development of the
project area and surrounding neighborhood (NETR 2011). Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps were
not available for the project area.
4.3

Records Search

In October 2014, Dudek requested a California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS) records search from the North Central Information Center (NCIC), which houses
cultural resource records for Sacramento County. Dudek received the results of the records
search on November 18, 2014 (Confidential Appendix B). The search included any previously
recorded cultural resources (including archaeological and historic built environment resources)
and investigations within the project area, including within a 1-mile radius. The records search
also included a review of the NRHP, the CRHR, the California Points of Historical Interest list,
the California Historical Landmarks list, the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility list,
and the California State Historic Resources Inventory list.
Previously Conducted Studies within 1-Mile of the Project Area
A total of 23 cultural resources studies were previously conducted within a 1-mile radius of the
project area (Table 1). None of these studies overlap the current project area. Confidential
Appendix B provides maps of all previously conducted studies within the 1-mile radius and a
complete bibliography from the NCIC.
Table 1
Previously Conducted Cultural Resource Studies within 1-Mile of the Project Area
NCIC Report
Number
000055

001997
001998

Title of Study
An Archaeological Reconnaissance of Possible Sewer
Lines, Connectors and Storage Ponds in the City of
Sacramento and Eastern Yolo Counties.
Pacific Bell Mobile Services: 3225 Freeport Blvd.,
Sacramento, Sacramento County: Site # SA-130-01.
Pacific Bell Mobile Services: 4520 Franklin Blvd. (at
21st street), Sacramento, Sacramento County: Site #
SA-033-C1.
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Author
Johnson, Jerald J.

Year
1976

Proximity to
Project Area
Outside

Derr, Eleanor

1998

Outside

Derr, Eleanor

1998

Outside
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Table 1
Previously Conducted Cultural Resource Studies within 1-Mile of the Project Area
NCIC Report
Number
002028

002029
002357

003336

003368
003489

003489B

004206

004206B
004398

005814

006912

009423
010112
010299

Title of Study
Cultural Resources Investigation of the Captains
Table Marina, Sacramento, Sacramento County,
California
An Archaeological Survey of the Excursion Train
Extension Project, Sacramento County, California.
Archaeological Inventory Survey, Proposed William
Land Park Sewer Relief Project, City of Sacramento,
Sacramento County, California
HABS Sacramento Junior College Library
(Sacramento City College Learning Resources
Center) (HABS No. CA-2659-A)
Cultural Resources Monitoring Report for the SMUD
Cogeneration Pipeline Project
Report on the First Phase of Archaeological Survey
For the Proposed SMUD Gas Pipeline Between
Winters and Sacramento, Yolo and Sacramento
Counties
Addendum to the Report on the Archaeological
Survey for the Proposed SMUD Gas Pipeline Between
Winters and Sacramento, Yolo and Sacramento
Counties
Intensive Cultural Resources Survey and National
Register Evaluation: Sacramento Urban Area Flood
Control Project
Sacramento Urban Area Flood Control Project Big
Pocket Explorations and Piezometer Installation Study
Historical Resource Reconnaissance of a Proposed
Nextel Communications Wireless Telecommunications
Service Facility 3581 23RD Street
Cultural Resources Survey Report Level (3) Long
Haul Fiber Optic Project.
NHRP Evaluation & Proposed Cell Tower Finding of
Effects Statement- Sacramento City College Municipal
Water Tower, 3581 23rd Street, Sacramento, CA
95818
Cultural Resources Baseline Literature Review
for the Urban Levee Project
T-Mobile SC25428B (Anderson Raw Land)
Cultural Resources Investigation for Clearwire Project
CA-SAC0529A, 4970 Freeport Blvd
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Author
John Dougherty

Year
1998

Proximity to
Project Area
Outside

Kenneth McIvers

1987

Outside

Jensen &
Associates

2000

Outside

PAR
Environmental
Services, INC.
Melton, Laura
June
Waechter,
Sharon

1996

Outside

1995

Outside

1993

Outside

Waechter,
Sharon

1993

Outside

Bouey, Paul

1990

Outside

Toland, Tanis

2005

Outside

Billat, Lorna

2001

Outside

Munns, Ann and
Turner,
Rhonda R.
Tinsley, Wendy L.

2000

Outside

2005

Outside

Joanne S. Grant

2008

Outside

Wayne Bonner
Carolyn Losee

2008
2009

Outside
Outside
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Table 1
Previously Conducted Cultural Resource Studies within 1-Mile of the Project Area
NCIC Report
Number
010572
010820

011025
011176

011240

Title of Study
Cultural Resources Study of the Sign Company
Project Clearwire Site No. CA-SAC0727
Verizon Cellular Communications Tower Site - City
College LTE 3581 23rd Street (APN: 013- 0197-016)
Sacramento, CA 95818
Cultural Landscape Survey and Evaluation of William
Land Park City of Sacramento, California
Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit
Results for T-Mobile West, LLC Candidate SC06160A
(Fruitridge & Freeport), 1900 Fruitridge Road,
Sacramento, Sacramento County, California
Direct APE Historic Architectural Assessment for TMobile West, LLC Candidate SC06160A (Fruitridge &
Freeport), 1900 Fruitridge Road, Sacramento,
Sacramento County, California

Author
Dana E.
Supernowicz
Hatoff, Brian

Year
2010

Proximity to
Project Area
Outside

2010

Outside

Mead & Hunt and
PGA Design, Inc.
Carrie Wills

2012

Outside

2012

Outside

Kathleen
Crawford

2012

Outside

Previously Recorded Resources within 1-Mile of the Project Area
The records search identified 14 previously recorded resources within a 1-mile radius of the
project area (Table 2). None of these resources are located within the project area. In all, 3 of
these resources are prehistoric and 11 are historic. The closest previously recorded resources to
the project area include:


Cook Co. (P-34-003459) located northeast of the project area on the corner of Freeport
Boulevard and 20th Avenue. The property was found ineligible for the NRHP, but of
local significance in 1985.



William Land Park (P-34-003500) located north of the project area on the corner of Freeport
Boulevard and 13th Avenue. The property was found ineligible for the NRHP in 1985.



Riverside (P-34-000062) located west of the project area on the corner of McClatchy
Way and Riverside Drive. The property is an archaeological site that does not appear to
have been formally evaluated.

The resource database print-out sheet and maps of all previously recorded resources within a 1mile radius of the project area is included in Confidential Appendix B.
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Table 2
Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of the Project Area
Primary
Number
P-34000055
P-34000062

Site Type
Prehistoric
Prehistoric

P-34000094

Prehistoric

P-34000531

Historic

P-34001427

Historic

P-34002372

Historic

P-34002855

Historic

P-34003459
P-34003500
P-34003538

Historic

P-34003891
P-34004259
P-34004475

Historic

P-34004529

Historic

Historic
Historic

Historic
Historic

NRHP Eligibility
Status
Indeterminate

Resource Description
Habitation mound, Sutterville
Road
Village site mound, Corner of
McClatchy Way and Riverside
Drive
Temporary camp site, not a
mound, 300 yards south of
Sutterville Road at Southern
Paciﬁc Railroad crossing
Street furniture, curbs “Land
Park Curbs,” road-side curbs
adjacent to William Land Park
Drive and other Park roads
Sacramento City College
Municipal Water Tower, 3581
23rd Street
Sacramento City College
Historic District, 3835 Freeport
Boulevard

Recorded By
and Year
Bouey, 1934,
1990
Heizer, 1934

Proximity to
Project Area
Outside

Indeterminate

Riddell, F.A.,
(undated)

Outside

Indeterminate

Jensen, Peter,
1999

Outside

Ineligible

Tinsley, Wendy,
2011

Outside

Listed

Caesar, C.,
1985
Barudoni
Deglow, et al.,
1993
Kreutzberg,
Hans

Outside

Caesar, C.,
1985
Caesar, C.,
1985
Caesar, C.,
1985

Outside

Elder, Sandy,
1979
Supernowicz,
Dana E., 2010
Supernowicz,
Dana E., 2011

Outside

Crawford, K.A.,
2012

Outside

Indeterminate

Sacramento Stadium/Hughes
Stadium, 3835 Freeport
Boulevard
Cook Co., 4305 Freeport
Boulevard
William Land Park, Sutterville
Road and 17th Avenue
Fasto Foto, House of Custom
Tailoring, Greenbaum &
Whitelaw, architects, 2100 11th
Avenue
Camp Union, Sutterville Road

Indeterminate

Weidner Architectural Signage
Building, 5001 24th Street
Building 4/City of Sacramento
Corporation Yard, 5730 24th
Street
T-Mobile West LLC
SC06160A/Fruitridge & Freeport,
1900 Fruitridge Road

Ineligible
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4.4

Native American Coordination

As part of the process of identifying cultural resources within or near the project area, Dudek
contacted the NAHC to request a review of their Sacred Lands File. The NAHC emailed a
response on November 3, 2014 (Appendix C), stating that the Sacred Lands File search “failed
to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area.”
The NAHC also provided a contact list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. Dudek
prepared and mailed letters (see Appendix C) to each of the NAHC-listed contacts on
September 22, 2015, requesting information regarding any Native American cultural resources
within or immediately adjacent to the project area. To date, Dudek has not received any
responses. Dudek’s letter also reminded tribes to contact the CEQA lead agency if they wish to
receive Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification.
5

HISTORIC CONTEXT

5.1

Early Sacramento

John Sutter arrived on the shore of the American River near its confluence with the Sacramento
River in 1839. Sutter and his landing party established Sutter’s Fort, with the promise of a
Mexican land grant. The settlement’s growth and permanency attracted other businessmen
seeking opportunities. Sutter and the businessmen created a commercial center in the area, but it
was not until the Gold Rush in 1848 that the City of Sacramento was created. The gold was
discovered by James Marshall in the nearby foothills. Eager to take advantage of the convenient
waterfront location, local merchant Sam Brannan rushed to open a store near the Sacramento
River (Legends of America 2003). The area originally called Sutter’s Embarcadero was soon
known as the City of Sacramento. The City swiftly grew into a trading center for miners
supplying themselves for the gold fields.
The City of Sacramento was incorporated in 1850, and the name was taken from a nearby river,
meaning “Holy Sacrament” (City-Data 2009). The waterfront location of early Sacramento made
it a prime commercial town; however, severe flooding and repeating fires presented real threats
to the area. The first devastating flood hit the newly built city in 1850, and a second hit in 1852
when high water wiped out the area. Around the same time, repeated fires engulfed the City’s
rapidly constructed buildings composed mainly of wood and canvas. Therefore, it was apparent
extreme measures had to be taken to save Sacramento. A mammoth project was proposed in
1853 to raise the City above the flood level. While ambitious, this proposal was expensive and
was ultimately declined. Nonetheless, the City survived and became the capital of California in
17
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1854. Construction of the Sacramento Valley Railroad began during the mid-1850s, with the
financial backing of businessmen known as the Big Four: Collis P. Huntington, Mark Hopkins,
Charles Crocker, and Leland Stanford. Not long after, Sacramento became the terminus of
California’s first railroad. The Pony Express and the transcontinental telegraph followed. With
another devastating flood that swept the area in 1862, the previously proposed project of raising
the City above flood level resurfaced. For the next few years, thousands of cubic yards of earth
were brought in on wagons, and the process of raising the street level began (Legends of
America 2003). With the Central Pacific Railroad joining the east and west coasts in 1869, the
Sacramento farmers began shipping their produce to the east (City-Data 2009).
As the Gold Rush declined, Sacramento became the center for the developing commercial
agriculture industry (Legends of America 2003). To prepare planes to fly to Europe during
World War I, Mather Field was established in 1937 and became an important base of operations
during World War II. The military installations during both wars brought an influx of people to
the area, many of whom stayed after World War II and prompted the development of the private
sector (City-Data 2009). Following World War II, the automobile-oriented housing development
soared and the remaining agricultural uses were converted to tract housing. With the
development of the suburbs and the population moving outside of the City, downtown
Sacramento fell into decay by the 1950s (City-Data 2009). In the 1960s, the W-X (Highway 50)
and Highway 99 freeways were built, separating neighborhoods such as Land Park from
Midtown, Downtown, and Oak Park (City of Sacramento 2009).
During the twenty-first century, when modernization came to the City, the center of the
commercial district gradually moved east and the original part of Sacramento on Sutter’s
Embarcadero became a slum, known as the worst skid row west of Chicago. A plan was
proposed to redevelop this area in the mid-1960s, following which the first historic district in the
West was created and became known as Old Sacramento.
5.2

Land Park Neighborhood

The project site is located within the South Land Park neighborhood, which falls within the
larger Land Park Community Plan area. The South Land Park neighborhood underwent
residential development later than that of Land Park, mostly occurring between the late 1940s
and 1950s. However, Capital Nursery was constructed earlier than much of the residential
development in South Land Park, and largely serviced the community of Land Park went it first
opened.
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The Land Park neighborhood in Sacramento was originally a part of John Sutter’s Mexican land
grant known as Helvetia. As John Sutter’s fort grew, he aimed to relocate the population center
by building a town on high, flood-proof lands in present-day southern Land Park. A town named
Sutterville was mapped out about 3 miles south of the current City of Sacramento by an engineer
Sutter had hired. Due to its location near the Sacramento River, Sutterville out did the upriver
port of Sacramento for several years. The town soon had a hotel and several saloons and
businesses, including a ship’s carpenter, doctor, and brewery. Native Americans, Gold Rush
chasers, farmers, soldiers, cattle ranchers, and saloonkeepers spent time in the dusty streets of
Sutterville from the 1840s to the 1900s. In the 1860s, the current Sacramento Zoo was the site of
a Civil War military base known as Camp Union. However, situations involving Sutter’s
incompetent money handling and the Marshall gold discovery reset the focus of development
toward Sacramento, and Sutterville was unable to fulfill its promise as a thriving town (Isidro
2005).
Pioneer ranchers, hop growers, dairymen, and homesteaders who enjoyed the proximity to the
City and the river populated the large tracts of land in the southern area currently known as Land
Park. Early settlers resided around Riverside Road, which was eventually annexed to the City.
The rest of the population resided along Freeport Road or Sutterville Road. Early families had
various businesses along the main roads, among which were the Swanston family who raised
cattle along the Riverside Road. Charles Swanston, an Ohio native, was one of Sacramento’s
original pioneers who came to California in 1881. He founded C. Swanston and Son Meat
Packing Company in 1886. His son George Swanston was instrumental in promoting the
southern Sacramento area as the site for William Land Park. Others included the Cavanaugh
family who ran the riverside Union Dairy on Swanston Drive.
Despite its inhabitants, the Land Park area used to have an odoriferous reputation. For years the
City of Sacramento deposited its raw sewage across its city line at Y Street via a series of
drainage ditches and sloughs. Furthermore, the region’s three cemeteries, including
Sacramento’s old city cemetery, where thousands of residents were entombed, added to the
area’s lack of appeal. The land south of Y Street was considered the flood spill for Sacramento.
During flood events the levees would open to save the Sacramento city proper. Reaching
downtown was a difficult task, especially for residents of the south area who had to drive for
miles around the inundated lands. On the other hand, unregulated saloons, bars, and speakeasies
blossomed in the southern neighborhoods. During local brewery wars, a “whisper campaign”
resisted that the old Sutterville Brewery used slough water for its ale. Also, rumors circulated
that a brewery worker drowned in a barrel and was brewed into beer. A notorious roadhouse
known as the Bush Quinn speakeasy at the corner of Sutterville Road and Riverside Boulevard
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reportedly served liquor to minors and girls, thereby ruining Land Park’s reputation prior to its
development (Isidro 2005).
Businessman and hotel owner William Land, who had made his fortune in Sacramento,
bequeathed $250,000 to the City in 1911 for development of a public park in Sacramento
(Sacramento Bee 2012a). The 238-acre plot of land was located north of Sutterville Road and
was purchased in 1918 for $147,000. Previously, portions of the land had been used by the City
to deposit raw sewage (Sacramento Park Neighborhoods n.d.). Initially, residents were opposed
to the development of a park in the present-day Land Park area and instead elected to build the
park in Del Paso. The Sacramento Bee also opposed the park by running several editorials
claiming that grass would not grow in that area, let alone a tree. The articles claimed that the area
was simply a “swamp and hardpan” (Isidro 2005). Nonetheless, on an appeal in 1922, the court
overturned the public referendum and approved the original contract, allowing development of
the park to proceed. Land Park followed the same general development process as other parks in
the region, including East Sacramento and Curtis Park. The development of William Land Park
revived the appeal of the area as a residential neighborhood. Larger parcels were subdivided into
smaller tracts, which were sold to individual builders for small-scale developments. Soon after
the grading and sidewalk construction were completed, trees were planted along the widecurving boulevards and major entrance roads (Sacramento Park Neighborhoods n.d.). Between
the 1920s and 1940s, luxury homes were built along the streets surrounding the park. The tracts
were not coordinated for design consistency, and each house was designed to have its own
individual character. The Land Park area grew slowly and steadily until World War II, when a
demand for housing converted hop fields to housing tracts, resulting in the development of
neighborhoods such as College Tract, Swanston tract, and Sutterville Heights (Isidro 2005).
Before long, the once odoriferous Land Park had transformed into a desirable residential
neighborhood with distinctive architecture and tree-lined streets. The area was described in a
home marketing advertisement as “the perfect environment outside in sunshine and fresh air,
with healthful surroundings” (Isidro 2005). The residential area of Land Park became dominated
by a mixture of smaller houses and estate-like homes fronting William Land Park. Most of the
commercial developments within Land Park are located along Freeport Boulevard, Broadway,
and Riverside Boulevard. Compared to other park neighborhoods in Sacramento, Land Park has
the highest percentage of parkland (Sacramento Park Neighborhoods n.d.). Land Park has been
home to many prominent citizens, including Supreme Court Justice Anthony Kennedy, author
Joan Didion, painter Thomas Kincade, and numerous politicians amongst others (Isidro 2005).
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5.3

Capital Nursery Company

Charles G. and Eugene R. Armstrong (the Armstrong brothers) founded the Capital Nursery Co.
in 1936. The family owned company functioned as a nursery and served the Sacramento region
until 2012 (Sacramento Bee 2014). The flagship store on Freeport Boulevard began operating in
1936, followed by the Sunrise Boulevard location in 1963, and the Elk Grove store in 1984
(Sacramento Bee 2012b). Chuck Armstrong, whose father and uncle founded the Nursery,
owned the company prior to his retirement in 2012 (Sacramento Bee 2012c). Capital Nursery has
been identified by many Sacramento residents as a local treasure and institution, as it had a great
influence on local gardens and gardeners for over 60 years. For many locals, Capital Nursery
was more than a nursery; it was also a place to go for landscape design and expert horticulture
advice. Capital Nursery was the main source of landscaping and garden design for generations of
Sacramento residents, and the terms “Sacramento Gardening” is too often associated with
“Capital Nursery”. Shopping at the Capital Nursery had become a family tradition for many local
residents. A local newspaper article reports “every home in Sacramento has at least one plant
from Capital Nursery” (Sacramento Bee 2012d). For decades the Capital Nursery Company was
the only local nursery that offered a wide variety of trees, shrubs, perennials and annuals
(Sacramento Bee 2012d). In 2012, the company closed all of its locations, including the flagship
store in Sacramento on Freeport Boulevard (project area), Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, and
Rocklin (Sacramento Bee 2014).
6

DEVELOPMENT HISTORY OF THE PROJECT AREA

Historical aerial photographs of the project area were available for the years 1947, 1957, 1964,
1966, 1993, 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012 (NETR 2011). By 1947, the area
surrounding the project area was partially developed. By that time, most development appears
to be residential and located to the north, south, and southeast of the project area. As evident in
1947 aerials, the parcels west and northwest of the project area were a mixture of residential
and agricultural developments. The parcel located immediately across Freeport Boulevard was
mostly undeveloped with the exception of some residential development to the south. The
project area was partially developed by 1947 and contained 6 structures. Historic aerial
photographs confirm the construction of Buildings 2 and 12 (see Figure 2 for building
numbers) by 1947 (by this time, the Land Park residential neighborhood was entirely
developed. By 1957, the South Land Park residential neighborhood has been fully developed.
The area immediately surrounding the project area was fully developed with single-family
residences, and the once vacant land on the east side of Freeport Boulevard was developed
with new commercial properties. The parcels west and northwest of the project area were fully
developed and mostly contained residential buildings. The project area was further developed
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by 1957, and small ancillary structures, no longer extant, were developed throughout the
project area, at the site of current Buildings 4, 5, 7, 8, 13, 14 and 15. By that time, two
structures (no longer extant) stood where Buildings 10 and 11 currently are. Historic aerials
confirm the construction of Buildings 1, 6 and 9 by 1957. By 1964, a small ancillary structure
appears west of Building 12. Historic aerials from 1966 do not reveal any changes to the
project area or the surrounding area. By 1993, Buildings 7 and 8 replaced the two original
structures, and Buildings 4, 5 and 16 were erected. By that time the ancillary structure
previously west of Building 12 was demolished. Also as evident in 1993 aerials, Buildings 13,
14 and 17 were erected. The same aerials do not reveal any changes to the surrounding area.
Photographs from 1998 reveal the construction of Building 15. Historic aerials from 2002
reveal construction of Building 3. Historical aerials from 2005, 2009, 2010 and 2012 do not
reveal any changes to the project area or the surrounding area.
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Historic aerial photographs from 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012 do not reveal any
changes to the surrounding, or the project area. Currently, the project area includes 16 vacant
structures that consist of the former main store building (Building 12) and numerous warehouse
and ancillary buildings, as well as two residential properties, Building 1 (1913 Wentworth
Avenue) and Building 2 (1919 Wentworth Avenue), from various time periods. Building 12
(4700 Freeport Boulevard) is a commercial/industrial structure that functioned as one of the main
stores, and was among the first structures built in the project area. Buildings 1 is a single-family
residence that was owned by the Capital Nursery (Permit no. 9716104). Building 2 is also a
single-family residence.
7

PROPERTY SIGNIFICANCE EVALUATIONS

Although building development research suggests Buildings 1, 2, 6, 9 and 12 were built prior to
1964, the field survey revealed that Buildings 6 and 9 have been demolished and replaced (date
unknown) since the initial date of construction. Building development research and archival
research failed to reveal any information on ancillary Buildings 6 and 9 and their construction
and use. Building development research reveals that ancillary Buildings 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13,
14, 15, 16 and 17 were constructed less than 45 years ago (NETR 2011). As such, those
buildings are not considered historic and were not evaluated for this study.
7.1

4700 Freeport Boulevard

Property Description
The property at 4700 Freeport Boulevard (the subject property) is located on APN 017-0121001. The subject property is a Vernacular-style industrial/commercial structure built in 1946
(Sacramento County Assessor). At the front entrance (along Freeport Boulevard) the subject
property is sheathed in lath and red stones and consists of the octagonal-shaped open-air rotunda
flanked on either side by open-air spaces (Photograph 1). Featured on the octagonal-shaped
rotunda is a wing sheathed in red stones, featuring multipaneled windows, a hipped roof, and two
double-doors. Two triangular planters are located on the concrete surface in front of this
elevation. A paved parking area runs along this section of the structure. The subject property also
consists of a garden shop (located within the rotunda) (Photograph 2), a greenhouse (west of the
rotunda), a restroom (southwest of the rotunda), and multiple indoor/outdoor hallways, which
house the garden nursery(s) (south, west and southwest of the rotunda). The south hallways are
partially covered and consist of built-in wooden tables attached to square columns, and have
paved walkways (Photograph 3). The west hallways are paved and feature trusses and side
openings covered with removable fiberglass panels (Photograph 4). An enclosed structure
(assumed as the 1962 office addition) is located at the end of the south-west hallway. This office
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space features low ceilings, simple load-bearing columns and built-in cabinets, and appears in
poor condition (Photograph 5). The greenhouses feature multiple fenestrations, fiberglass panels,
and built-in tables of bedding plants and flats, and are sheathed in a combination of steel plates,
slats, and drywalls (Photograph 6). The restroom structure consists of a hipped-roof, and is clad
in smooth stucco. This structure features multiple fenestrations, including single doors and
various sized windows (Photograph 7).
A 1956 aerial photograph of the subject property on file with the City indicates the building has
been subject to multiple exterior alterations on its south, west, and southwest since that time
period (Capital Nursery Catalog 1956). Building development research confirms these
alterations. Building records reveal the lath house (south) was constructed in 1958 (Permit No.
C-7974). Building permits dating to 1960 reveal that a nursery rain cover (south) was
constructed (D-7380) and was enclosed in 1961 (D-7577). In 1962, the aluminum and glass
greenhouse (west) was constructed (E-2625). An office addition (southwest) took place to the
garden nursery (E-1725) in 1962. Building permits reveal the garden shop was re-roofed in 1973
(A-8156), and a heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system was installed in 1975
(C-5956). As revealed by 1991 (A-8298) and 1992 (B-2340) building permits, the garden shop
was remodeled and an HVAC system was installed in 1992 (B-6291); another remodeling took
place in 1994 (949879).

Photograph 1. Overview of Front Entrance (view to southwest)
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Photograph 2. Partial view of the garden shop (view to northeast)

Photograph 3. Overview of a south hallway (view to south)
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Photograph 4. Overview of a west hallway (view to west)

Photograph 5. Partial view of the 1962 Office Addition (view to southwest)
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Photograph 6. Overview of Greenhouse Interior (view to east)

Photograph 7. Overview of Restroom Building (view to southwest)
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Historical Significance
Capital Nursery has made a name for itself in the Sacramento region for providing
exceptional customer service, knowledgeable staff, quality products, and a large selection of
plants. The South Land Park location has become a fixture of the community, having
occupied its location on Freeport Boulevard for nearly 80 years. It has served as a mainstay
for home gardeners and has earned the sentiment of local families throughout the City, who
have decades of memories shopping at the Freeport Boulevard location. However, archival
research failed to demonstrate any associations with events that have contributed to broad
patterns of history or development within the Land Park Community Plan area or the City of
Sacramento. Capital Nursery was a chain with several locations in the Sacramento region,
including Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, and Rocklin. While the South Land Park store was
known as the flagship location, there is no evidence to indicate that the sentiment felt for
Capital Nursery among home gardeners in Land Park area is unique to the Freeport
Boulevard store. As an example, one article says of the Elk Grove location: “The Elk Grove
Boulevard location was so much a part of the community that local commonly referred to
Capital as “the Elk Grove nursery” (Sacramento Bee 2014). This type of sentiment is
certainly a testament to Capital Nursery’s quality of service, longevity, and commitment to
its customers, but it is not an indication of the Freeport Boulevard location’s association with
important events. Further, there is no evidence that the store made important contributions to
local landscaping in the surrounding residential neighborhood. While many residents
purchased and installed plants from the Freeport Boulevard store and received landscaping
instruction from Capital Nursery staff, a distinctive landscaping design aesthetic is not
reflected by the Land Park Community Plan area. As previously stated, Capital Nursery was
a chain with other locations in the region that sold the same products and services. For all
these reasons, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criteria A/1, nor does it appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria i.
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with significant persons. All names
identified as a result of building development research were investigated and yielded no
additional information relevant to either the subject property’s history or any broader
associations. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under
NRHP/CRHR Criteria B/2, nor does it appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria ii.
The subject property is an industrial/commercial structure in Vernacular architectural style that
has been subject to a number of exterior and interior alterations since the initial date of its
construction. Exterior alterations include construction of a lath house in 1958, a nursery rain
cover in 1960, and the nursery rain cover’s enclosure in 1961; construction of a greenhouse; and
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addition of an office to the garden nursery in 1962, all of which have significantly compromised
the integrity of the original design. Additionally, the garden shop was re-roofed in 1973 and an
HVAC system was installed in 1975. Interior alterations include remodeling of the garden shop
and an HVAC installation in 1992, followed by another remodeling in 1994. The additions and
alterations over the years have compromised the integrity of the original design and materials of
the subject property. Much of the subject property’s original materials in the exterior and interior
have been lost as a result of numerous alterations since the initial construction. Additionally, the
subject property appears to be in poor condition; door and window frames have been removed in
various parts of the interior (garden shop, restrooms, and greenhouse). The roof is also damaged
in the restroom structure. Concrete pavements have either been removed or are in poor condition
throughout most parts of the subject property; wood posts and beams appear in poor condition
due to excessive moisture; and loose wires are dangling from the ceiling in various parts of the
interior. Built-in cabinets and plant stands are damaged in parts of the interior. Additionally, wall
surfaces are damaged, and a number of glass windows are missing and currently boarded up.
Termites are present on wood elements throughout the structure, and vegetation is growing inbetween concrete cracks. Furthermore, overgrown vegetation is present in most parts of the
subject property. In summary, the subject property does not embody distinctive characteristics of
a type, period, or method of construction, nor does it possess high artistic value.
Archival research reveals the subject property was designed by master architect Leonard Starks
(Nacht and Lewis 2014a). Leonard F. Starks was born in Healdsburg, California. He studied
architecture in San Francisco under a matching study system of the Paris Ecole des Beaux Arts.
His first practice as a designer was on the Panama-pacific International Exposition in San
Francisco (1913–1915). Following, he moved to Washington D.C. where he worked for
architect Waddy Butler Wood, and then to New York City, where he initially worked as office
manager for Thomas W. Lamb. Over the next few years, Starks assisted Lamb in design of
several theaters across New York, including the Rivoli and the Capital. In 1921, he was sent to
Sacramento to design a chain of Pacific Coast theaters for the Famous Players theater chain.
However, when an antitrust action blocked that project, Starks gave up his position with Lamb
and decided to remain in Sacramento where he formed his own architectural firm.
Between 1921 and 1941, Starks designed many of Sacramento’s civic and commercial
properties, including the Fox Senator Theater in Downtown Sacramento (1923), which was
demolished in the 1970s. In partnership with E.C. Hemmings, Starks practiced for a year in
Sacramento at Hemmings and Starks, Architects, in 1923 (PCAD 2015). Among his projects
during that time were W.P. Fuller Company Building and the Elks Tower (1926) in Italian
Renaissance style (Nacht and Lewis 2014b). Later in the 1920s, he was partner and practiced at
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Starks and Flanders, Architects, in Sacramento, where he designed the addition to the
California National Bank (1926), the no longer extant Alhambra Theater (1927) in Moorish
style, the Blue Anchor Building (1931), the NRHP-listed Federal Building (1933) that exhibits
several early twentieth century revival styles, and the NRHP-listed C.K. McClatchy High
School (1949) in Classical Revival style. Starks and Flanders were also involved in numerous
commercial and several private residential designs throughout Sacramento and San Joaquin
Valleys. Starks was also among the architects of the NRHP-listed New Helvetia Historic
District (1942) (Boghosian 2013).
Furthermore, Starks was the president of the Society of Sacramento Architects, an architectural
organization for Sacramento architects in the early 1930s (PCAD 2015). Starks founded Starks
Jozens & Nacht, which was later taken over by Daniel J. Nacht as today’s Nacht & Lewis
Architects (Forgotten Books 2013). Starks was a prominent Sacramento architect who
designed some of the most important buildings in the downtown area. He is recognized for his
theater design and civic projects, as well as a number of commercial projects in Sacramento.
The architect’s most noteworthy buildings (Elk Tower, Blue Anchor Building, Federal
Building, and the C.K. McClatchy High School) are in early twentieth century period revival
styles and exhibit elaborate ornamentation.
Considering the breadth of his career in the City of Sacramento, it is clear that Starks’s most
important and significant work occurred in the 1920s and 1930s in the downtown area. The
subject property is a late, and not particularly noteworthy, example of Starks’s work and does
not possess the high artistic values that he is known for in the City of Sacramento. Therefore,
the subject property is not eligible for representing the work of a master architect.
Furthermore, building development research suggests the 1962 office addition to the garden nursey
was designed by master architect Dean Unger, however, archival and building development
research failed to reveal the exact location of the addition. Dudek assumes the location of the
addition at the end of the south-west hallway (see Photograph 5). Born in Sacramento, Dean
Frederick Unger received a Master of Arts degree in Architecture from the University of
California, Berkeley. After graduation he volunteered to serve in the Air Force during the Korean
War and acted as a second lieutenant. Toward the end of the war, Unger returned to Sacramento
where he worked as a draftsman for Ken Rickey and Fred Brooks. He established his solo practice
Dean F. Unger, AIA, Inc. in 1959 in Sacramento. Unger served as president for the Central Valley
Chapter of The American Institute of Architects. He was a member of the first Sacramento County
Parks and Recreation Commission, which coined the phrase “Discovery Park” and started the
American River Parkway right-of-way. He was also a member of the Sacramento City Housing
Appeals Board. California Governor Ronald Reagan appointed Unger to the State Board of
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Architectural Examiners where he served 4 years as Board President. Unger received a fellowship
in the American Institute of Architects in 1982. During his term on the State Board of Architectural
Examiners, as a fellow of the American Institute of Architects, and as a member of National
Council of Architectural Registration Board, Unger chaired the group to formulate the National
Architect Design Exam and the Exam for General Knowledge of the Practice of Architecture
during the 1970s. Dean Unger’s most notable work included the Yolo County Administration
Center in Woodland (1984), the Tuolumne County Administration Building in Sonora, the Teichert
Corporate Headquarters, the Point West Executive Park and the Farm Credit Banks in Sacramento,
the Gold River Executive Center in Gold River, the Aspen Neighborhood, 5th and G Street Plaza,
the University of California Davis Faculty Club, and the Veteran’s Memorial Building in Davis
(American Institute of Architects 2011).
Dean F. Unger was a Sacramento architect who has designed numerous commercial, residential,
educational, and administrative buildings throughout the City, however, archival research reveals
that most of his designs were in the Modern style. The 1962 office addition to the subject
property does not embody characteristics of a particular type, period, or method of construction.
Additionally the office addition appears in poor condition; parts of the interior have been subject
to alterations and the exterior surfaces exhibit signs of excessive moisture and termite damage,
additionally, some of the windows, doors and frames, as well as roof shingles are missing.
Regardless, the office addition does not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction, and it is not a notable example of Unger’s work. There are other extant
examples of his work that embody distinctive characteristics and are better representatives of
Unger’s designs.
In summary, although both Leonard F. Starks and Dean F. Unger have been involved in the design
and development of the subject property (during different times), the subject property does not
represent an outstanding example of either architect’s work. Furthermore, the subject property does
not embody distinctive characteristics of a particular style, type, period, or method of construction,
and as previously discussed, it has been subject to a number of alterations that have impacted the
integrity of its original design. Also, the subject property appears in poor condition. For all of these
reasons, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria C/3, nor
does it appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria iii, iv, or v.
There is no evidence to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield any information
important in prehistory or history, beyond what has already been identified as a result of the
current study. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criteria D/4, nor does it appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria vi.
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7.2

1913 Wentworth Avenue

Property Description
The property at 1913 Wentworth Avenue (the subject property) is located on APN 017-0121010. The subject property is a Minimal Traditional-style single-family residence built in 1950
(Sacramento County Assessor). The subject property is a one-story concrete-block building, with
a hipped roof sheathed in asphalt shingles. The main elevation faces Wentworth Avenue and
features multiple fenestrations, including a sliding window flanked by decorative wood panels on
both sides, a single-door entry featuring a screen-door, a large picture-window, and a roll-up
garage door. The main elevation features slight eave-overhang. The entrance, located toward the
center of the elevation, is recessed. This part of the elevation also features two simple square
columns. A large, empty planter is also located in front of the main elevation, adjacent to a
driveway (Photograph 7). The west elevation faces a private walkway and features three small
sliding windows and a downspout gutter. A smaller planter, adjacent to this elevation, separates
the subject property from the walkway. The walkway leads to a wood slat fence (Photograph 8).
The subject property’s east elevation faces the property at 1919 Wentworth Avenue and features
a vent located in the center of the elevation. Access to south elevation was not obtained.
Building development research revealed the subject property has been subject to a number of
minor alterations since the initial date of its construction. Building records on file with the City
reveal the subject property was owned by Vivian M. Christesen in 1965. Building permits reveal
an HVAC system was installed in 1994 (Permit No. 943041), followed by a new roof installation
(9716104) and plumbing system (9713440) in 1997. Building permits also reveal that a new
electrical system (9802604) was installed in 1998 and repaired in 2006 (0601967). Building
development research failed to reveal additional information on the subject property. Other
observed alterations include replacement of the garage door (date unknown).
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Photograph 7. Overview of Main Elevation (view to north)

Photograph 8. Overview of West Elevation (view to northeast)
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Historical Significance
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with important events that contributed to the
broad patterns of California, City of Sacramento, or the Land Park community. The property
appears to have always functioned as a residence since the initial date of its construction (1950).
Building records reveal the subject property was owned by Vivian M. Christesen in 1965.
Building records from 1998 reveal the subject property was owned by Capital Nursery Co.
(Permit no. 9716104). Archival research failed to reveal any information on the specific use of
the property or its association with Capital Nursery or its owners, and there is no indication that
it is associated with important events. Therefore, the subject property does not appear
eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1, nor does it appear eligible under City
Landmark Criteria i.
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with significant persons. All names
identified as a result of building development research were investigated and yielded no
additional information relevant to either the subject property’s history or any broader
associations. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under
NRHP/CRHR Criteria B/2, nor does it appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria ii.
The subject property is a Minimal Traditional-style single-family residence that has been subject to a
number of alterations since the initial date of its construction. Exterior alterations include
replacement of the roof, front door, and garage door. Furthermore, archival research failed to reveal
the name of an associated architect or builder. Regardless, the building is not an outstanding example
of its style (lacking many of the character-defining features commonly found in Minimal Traditional
residences), does not possess high artistic values, and does not represent the work of a master. As
such, the building does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria C/3, nor does it
appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria iii, iv, or v.
There is no evidence to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield any information
important in prehistory or history, beyond what has already been identified as a result of the
current study. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criteria D/4, nor does it appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria vi.
7.3

1919 Wentworth Avenue

Property Description
The property at 1919 Wentworth Avenue (the subject property) is located on APN 017-0121009. The subject property is a Vernacular-style single-family residence built in 1938
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(Sacramento County Assessor). The subject property is a one-story structure sheathed in
horizontal wood siding and features a pitch roof with a considerable eave-overhang on the main
elevation. The main elevation faces Wentworth Avenue and features four narrow square
columns, supporting the eave-overhang, and a single door located in the center of the elevation,
which is flanked by a large multipaneled, single-hung window on both sides. The overhang
creates a front-porch area that is slightly elevated and sheathed in red bricks. The porch is
accessed from the front, west, and east (Photograph 9). The west elevation faces the property at
1913 Wentworth Avenue and features two small single-hung windows and a considerably
smaller sliding window, as well as a vent (Photograph 10). The east elevation faces a paved
driveway and features three double-hung windows. View of the last window is obstructed by a
slat fence, extending across the driveway, connecting the subject property to a shed structure
(Photograph 11). Access to south elevation was not obtained.
Building records on file with the City reveal the subject property was owned by Richard V. and
Lillian J. Collins in 1965 and by Joseph and Esther Battyany from 2004 to 2008. Building
records on file with the City reveal the property was remodeled in 1958 by then tenant John
Simmons. The records fail to reveal detailed information on the remodeling. Building records
reveal the subject property was owned by Capital Nursery in 2010 and 2011. Observed
alterations include a new roof, replacement of both windows on the main elevation, replacement
of the middle window (originally larger) on the west elevation with the extant small slidingwindow, and addition of bricks to the porch surface.

Photograph 9. Overview of Main Elevation (view to north)
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Photograph 10. Overview of West Elevation (view to northeast)

Photograph 11. Overview of East Elevation (view to northwest)
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Historical Significance
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with important events that contributed to the
broad patterns of California, City of Sacramento, or the Land Park community. The property
appears to have always functioned as a residence since the initial date of its construction (1938).
Building development research reveals the subject property was owned by Richard V. and Lillian
J. Collins in 1965 and by Joseph and Esther Battyany from 2004 to 2008. Building records reveal
the subject property was owned by Capital Nursery in 2010 and 2011. Archival research failed to
reveal information on the specific use of the property and its association with Capital Nursery,
and there is no indication that it is associated with important events. Therefore, the subject
property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1, nor does it appear
eligible under City Landmark Criteria i.
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with significant persons. All names
identified as a result of building development research were investigated and yielded no
additional information relevant to either the subject property’s history or any broader
associations. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under
NRHP/CRHR Criteria B/2, nor does it appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria ii.
The subject property is a Vernacular-style single-family residence that has been subject to a
number of exterior alterations since the initial date of its construction. Major exterior
alterations include a new roof, replacement of both windows on the main elevation,
replacement of the middle window on the west elevation, and addition of bricks to the porch
surface. Additionally, the subject property appears in poor condition; wood-sidings are
deteriorating on three exterior surfaces, window frames and sashes present significant termite
damage, and the porch surface is deteriorated and presents cracks in the concrete and missing
bricks. Furthermore, archival research failed to reveal the name of an associated architect or
builder. Regardless, the building has been subject to exterior alterations and has been so
deteriorated that it can no longer convey its original design. As such, the building does not
appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria C/3, nor does it appear eligible under City
Landmark Criteria iii, iv, or v.
There is no evidence to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield any information
important in prehistory or history beyond what has already been identified as a result of the
current study. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR
Criteria D/4, nor does it appear eligible under City Landmark Criteria vi.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

No previously recorded cultural resources or previously conducted cultural resources studies
were identified within the project area as a result of the records search, Native American
coordination, or background research. However, all built environment resources within the
project area had not been previously recorded or evaluated. As part of the current study, the
properties at 4700 Freeport Boulevard and 1913 and 1919 Wentworth Avenue were recorded and
evaluated for NRHP, CRHR, and City Landmark eligibility in consideration of all designation
criteria and integrity requirements.
As a result of the current study, the properties at 4700 Freeport Boulevard and 1913 and 1919
Wentworth Avenue were found not eligible under all designation criteria and integrity requirements.
These properties are not considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. Therefore, the
proposed project will result in a less-than-significant impact to historical resources.
No additional management recommendations are required for historic built environment
resources within the project area, however, standards protection measures for unanticipated
discoveries of archaeological resources and human remains are provided.
9

MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1

Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources

In the event that archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during
construction activities for the proposed project, all construction work occurring within 100 feet
of the find shall immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, can evaluate the significance of the find and
determine whether or not additional study is warranted. Depending upon the significance of the
find under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5(f); PRC Section 21082), the archaeologist may simply
record the find and allow work to continue. If the discovery proves significant under CEQA,
additional work such as preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, or data recovery
may be warranted.
9.2

Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains

In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains
are found, the county coroner shall be immediately notified of the discovery. No further
excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent
remains shall occur until the County Coroner has determined, within 2 working days of
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notification of the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains. If
the county coroner determines that the remains are, or are believed to be, Native American, he or
she shall notify the NAHC in Sacramento within 24 hours. In accordance with Section 5097.98
of the PRC, the NAHC must immediately notify those persons it believes to be the most likely
descendant from the deceased Native American. The most likely descendant shall complete his
or her inspection within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The designated Native
American representative would then determine, in consultation with the property owner, the
disposition of the human remains.
Should you have any questions regarding this evaluation report or its attachments, please do not
hesitate to contact me via email at smurray@dudek.com or via phone at 626.204.9826.
Sincerely,
_________________________

_________________________

Samantha Murray, MA, RPA
Senior Architectural Historian and Archaeologist

Salli Hosseini, MAHP
Architectural Historian

Appendix A: Department of Parks and Recreation Forms
Appendix B (Confidential): North Central Information Center Records Search Results Letter
Appendix C: NAHC Sacred Lands File Search Results
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Department of Parks and Recreation Forms

State of California  The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI #

PRIMARY RECORD

Trinomial
NRHP Status Code 6Z

Page 1 of 4

Other Listings
Review Code
Reviewer
*Resource Name or #: 1913 Wentworth Ave.

Date

P1. Other Identifier:
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication  Unrestricted
*a. County: Sacramento
and (P2b and P2c or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
*b. USGS 7.5' Quad: Sacramento East Date: 1967, PR 1980 T 8 North; R 4 East; SW ¼ of NW ¼ of Sec 24; MD B.M.
c. Address: 1913 Wentworth Avenue
City: Sacramento
Zip: 95822
d. UTM: Zone: 38°31'54.34"N /121°29'47.99"W (G.P.S.) Google Earth
e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate)
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 017-0121-010.
*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)
The subject property is bounded by Wentworth Avenue to the south; Freeport Boulevard to the east; commercial and industrial
developments to the north; and residential developments to the west.
The subject property is a one-story concrete-block building, with a hipped roof sheathed in asphalt shingles. The main elevation
faces Wentworth Avenue and features multiple fenestrations including a sliding window flanked by decorative wood panels on
both sides, a single door entry, featuring a screen-door, a large picture-window, and a roll-up garage door. The main elevation
features slight eve-overhang. The entrance, located towards the center of the elevation, is recessed. This part of the elevation
also features two simple square-columns. A large, empty planter is also located in front of the main elevation, adjacent to the
driveway. The west elevation faces a private walkway and features three small sliding windows and a downspout gutter. A
smaller planter, adjacent to this elevation separates the subject property from the walkway. The walkway leads to a wood slat
fence. The subject property’s east elevation faces a residential structure and features a vent located in the center of the elevation.
Access to south elevation was not obtained.
*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP2. Single family property
*P4. Resources Present:
Building
Structure Object Site District
P5a. Photo or Drawing (Photo required for buildings, structures, and objects.)

Element of District Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (View,
date, accession #) Overview of main
elevation, view to north, 09/17/15
*P6. Date Constructed/Age and
Sources: Historic
Prehistoric
Both
1950 (Sacramento County
Assessor)
*P7. Owner and Address:
Newmark, Cornish & Carey
901 Mariner’s Island Blvd. Ste. 125
San Mateo, CA 94404
*P8. Recorded by:
Salli Hosseini
Dudek
31878 Camino Capistrano #200
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675
*P9. Date Recorded: 10/15/2015
*P10. Survey Type: Intensive
*P11. Report Citation: Cultural
Resources Report for the Land Park

Commercial Center EIR Project, Sacramento, California. Prepared by DUDEK 2015.
*Attachments: NONE Location Map Sketch Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record
Archaeological Record District Record Linear Feature Record Milling Station Record Rock Art Record
Artifact Record Photograph Record  Other (List):

DPR 523A (1/95)

*Required information

State of California  The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

LOCATION MAP
Page 2 of 4
*Map Name: Sacramento East

DPR 523J (1/95)

Primary #
HRI#

Trinomial
*Resource Name or #: 1913 Wentworth Ave.
*Scale: 1:24,000

*Date of Map: 2012

*Required information

State of California  The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI#

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD
Page 3 of 4

*NRHP Status Code 6Z
*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1913 Wentworth Ave.

B1. Historic Name: Unknown
B2. Common Name: Unknown
B3. Original Use: Residence
B4. Present Use: Vacant
*B5. Architectural Style: Minimal Traditional
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)
Construction of the subject property in 1950 was confirmed by the Sacramento County Assessor. Building development research
revealed the subject property has been subject to a number of minor alterations since the initial date of its construction. Building
permits reveal an HVAC system was installed in 1994 (Permit No. 943041), followed by a new roof installation (Permit No.
9716104) and plumbing system (Permit No. 9713440) in 1997. Building permits also reveal new electrical system (Permit No.
9802604) was installed in 1998 and repaired in 2006 (Permit No. 0601967). Building development research failed to reveal
additional information on the subject property. Other observed alterations include replacement of the garage door (date
unknown).

*B7. Moved? No
Yes
*B8. Related Features:

Unknown

Date:

B9a. Architect: Unknown

b. Builder: Unknown

*B10. Significance: Theme:
Period of Significance:

Original Location:

Area:
Property Type:

Applicable Criteria:

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

The subject property is located at 1913 Wentworth Avenue in the Land Park neighborhood of Sacramento. It is a single-family
Minimal Traditional style structure that was owned by Capital Nursery (Permit No. 9716104).
Charles G. and Eugene R. Armstrong (the Armstrong brothers) founded the Capital Nursery Co. in 1936. The family-owned
company functioned as a nursery from 1936 until 2012. In 2012, the company closed all of its locations including the flagship store
located north of the subject property in Sacramento, Citrus Heights, Elk Grove and Rocklin (Sacramento Bee 2014). Archival
research failed to reveal further information on the association of the subject property to the Capital Nursery Co.
(See Continuation Sheet)

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)

*B12. References: See Continuation Sheet
B13. Remarks:

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.)

*B14. Evaluator: Salli Hosseini M.A.H.P.
*Date of Evaluation: 10/15/2015

(This space reserved for official comments.)
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*Required information

State of California  The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET
Page 4 of 4

*Recorded by: Salli Hosseini

Trinomial
*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1913 Wentworth Ave.

*Date: 10/15/15

 Continuation

 Update

*B10.
Development History of the Project Area
Historic aerial photographs of the subject property were available for the years 1947, 1957, 1964, 1966, 1993, 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009,
2010, and 2012 (NETR 2011). By 1947, the area surrounding the subject property was partially developed. By that time, most
developments appear to be residential and located to the north, south, and southeast of the subject property. As evident in 1947
aerials, the parcels west and northwest of the subject property were a mixture of residential and agricultural developments. The
parcel located immediately across Freeport Boulevard was mostly undeveloped with the exception of some residential
developments to the south. By 1957 the surrounding area was fully developed including commercial developments on the parcel
across from Freeport Boulevard. The parcels west and northwest of the subject property were fully developed and mostly
contained a mixture of residential, commercial and industrial buildings. Historic aerial photographs confirm the construction of
the subject property by 1957. 1964 aerials do not reveal any changes to the surrounding area or the subject property. Photographs
from 1966, 1993, 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012 do not reveal any changes to the subject property.
NRHP and CRHR Evaluation
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with important events that contributed to the broad patterns of California, City
of Sacramento, or the Land Park neighborhood. The property appears to have always functioned as a residence since the initial date
of its construction (1950). Building records from 1998 reveal the subject property was owned by Capital Nursery Co. (Permit No.
9716104). Archival research failed to reveal any information on the specific use of the property or its association with Capital
Nursery or its owners, and there is no indication that it is associated with important events. Therefore, the subject property does
not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1.
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with significant persons. All names identified as a result of building
development research were investigated, and yielded no additional information relevant to either the subject property’s history or
any broader associations. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria B/2.
The subject property is a Minimal Traditional style single-family residence that has been subject to a number of alterations
since the initial date of its construction. Exterior alterations include replacement of the roof, front door, and garage door.
Furthermore, archival research failed to reveal the name of an associated architect or builder. Regardless, the building is not an
outstanding example of its style (lacking many of the character defining features commonly found un Minimal Traditional
residences), does not possess high artistic values, and does not represent the work of a master. As such, the building does not
appear eligible under NRHP and CRHR Criteria C/3.
There is no evidence to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield any information important in prehistory or history,
beyond what has already been identified as a result of the current study. Therefore, the subject property is recommended not
eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria D/4.
Finally, for all of the same reasons explained above in consideration of national and state criteria, the subject property does not
meet any of the City of Sacramento’s criteria for listing in the Sacramento Register.
References
NETR (National Environmental Title Research, LLC). 2011. Address search for: 1913 Wentworth Avenue, Sacramento, CA.
Accessed October 15, 2015. http://www.historicaerials.com/.
Sacramento Bee. 2014. “Capital Nursery’s former properties to sprout houses, stores”. December 28, 2014. Accessed October 14,
2015. http://www.sacbee.com/news/local/article5090313.html
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NRHP Status Code 6Z
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Other Listings
Review Code
Reviewer
*Resource Name or #: 1919 Wentworth Ave.

Date

P1. Other Identifier:
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication  Unrestricted
*a. County: Sacramento
and (P2b and P2c or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
*b. USGS 7.5' Quad: Sacramento East Date: 1967, PR 1980 T 8 North; R 4 East; SW ¼ of NW ¼ of Sec 24; MD B.M.
c. Address: 1919 Wentworth Avenue
City: Sacramento
Zip: 95822
d. UTM: Zone: 38°31'54.20"N /121°29'47.57"W (G.P.S.) Google Earth
e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate)
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 017-0121-009.
*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)
The subject property is bounded by Wentworth Avenue to the south; Freeport Boulevard to the east; commercial and industrial
developments to the north; and residential developments to the west.
The subject property is a one-story structure sheathed in horizontal wood-siding, and features a pitch roof, with a considerable
eave-overhang on the main elevation. The main elevation faces Wentworth Avenue and features four narrow square-columns,
supporting the eave-overhang, and a single-door located in the center of the elevation, which is flanked by a large multi-paneled,
single-hung window on both sides. The overhang creates a front-porch area that is slightly elevated and sheathed in red bricks.
The porch is accessed from the front, west, and east. The east elevation faces Building 1 and features two small double-hung
windows and a considerably smaller sliding window, and a vent. The west elevation faces a paved driveway and features three
double-hung windows. View of the last window is obstructed by a slat fence, extending across the driveway, connecting the
subject property to a shed structure.
*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP2. Single family property
*P4. Resources Present:
Building
Structure Object Site District
P5a. Photo or Drawing (Photo required for buildings, structures, and objects.)

Element of District Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (View,
date, accession #) Overview of main
elevation, view to north, 09/17/15
*P6. Date Constructed/Age and
Sources: Historic
Prehistoric
Both
1938 (Sacramento County
Assessor)
*P7. Owner and Address:
Newmark, Cornish & Carey
901 Mariner’s Island Blvd. Ste. 125
San Mateo, CA 94404
*P8. Recorded by:
Salli Hosseini
Dudek
31878 Camino Capistrano #200
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675
*P9. Date Recorded: 10/15/2015
*P10. Survey Type: Intensive

*P11.Report Citation: Cultural Resources Report for the Land Park Commercial Center EIR Project, Sacramento, California. Prepared by
DUDEK 2015.
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*NRHP Status Code 6Z
*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1919 Wentworth Ave.

B1. Historic Name: Unknown
B2. Common Name: Unknown
B3. Original Use: Residence
B4. Present Use: Vacant
*B5. Architectural Style: Vernacular
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)
Construction of the subject property in 1938 was confirmed by the Sacramento County Assessor. Building development research
failed to reveal additional information on the subject property. Observed alterations include a new roof, replacement of both
windows on the main elevation, replacement of the middle window (originally larger) on the west elevation, with the extant small
sliding-window, and addition of bricks to the porch surface.

*B7. Moved? No
Yes
*B8. Related Features:

Unknown

B9a. Architect: Unknown
*B10. Significance: Theme:
Period of Significance:

Date:

Original Location:
b. Builder: Unknown
Area:

Property Type:

Applicable Criteria:

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

The subject property is located at 1919 Wentworth Avenue in the Land Park neighborhood of Sacramento. It is a single-family
structure and appears to have always functioned as a residence.
Development History of the Project Area
Historic aerial photographs of the subject property were available for the years 1947, 1957, 1964, 1966, 1993, 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009,
2010, and 2012 (NETR 2011). By 1947, the area surrounding the subject property was partially developed. By that time, most
developments appear to be residential and located to the north, south, and southeast of the subject property. As evident in 1947
aerials, the parcels west and northwest of the subject property were a mixture of residential and agricultural developments. The
parcel located immediately across Freeport Boulevard was mostly undeveloped with the exception of some residential
developments to the south. Historic aerial photographs confirm the construction of the subject property by 1947. By 1957 the
surrounding area was fully developed including commercial developments on the parcel across from Freeport Boulevard. The
parcels west and northwest of the subject property were fully developed and mostly contained a mixture of residential,
commercial and industrial buildings. Historic aerial photographs reveal construction of a residence adjacent (west) of the subject
property by 1957. 1964 aerials do not reveal any changes in the surrounding area or the subject property. Photographs from 1966,
1993, 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012 do not reveal any changes to the subject property.

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)
(Sketch Map with north arrow required.)

*B12. References: See Continuation Sheet
B13. Remarks:
*B14. Evaluator: Salli Hosseini M.A.H.P.
*Date of Evaluation: 10/15/2015
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NRHP and CRHR Evaluation
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with important events that contributed to the broad patterns of California,
City of Sacramento, or the Land Park neighborhood. The property appears to have always functioned as a residence since the
initial date of its construction (1938). The subject property was owned by Capital Nursery Co. and was part of a larger nursery
operation. Archival research failed to reveal any information on the specific use of the property or its association with Capital
Nursery or its owners, and there is no indication that it is associated with important events. Therefore, the subject property does
not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1.
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with significant persons. All names identified as a result of building
development research were investigated, and yielded no additional information relevant to either the subject property’s history or
any broader associations. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria B/2.
The subject property is a Vernacular style single-family residence that has been subject to a number of exterior alterations since the
initial date of its construction. Major exterior alterations include a new roof, replacement of both windows on the main elevation,
replacement of the middle window on the west elevation, and addition of bricks to the porch surface. Additionally, the subject
property appears in poor condition; wood-sidings are deteriorating on three exterior surfaces, window frames and sashes present
significant termite damage, and the porch surface is deteriorated and presents cracks in the concrete and missing bricks.
Furthermore, archival research failed to reveal the name of an associated architect or builder. Regardless, the building has been
subject to exterior alterations and has been so deteriorated, that it can no longer convey its original design. As such, the building
does not appear eligible under NRHP and CRHR Criteria C/3.
There is no evidence to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield any information important in prehistory or history,
beyond what has already been identified as a result of the current study. Therefore, the subject property is recommended not
eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria D/4.
Finally, for all of the same reasons explained above in consideration of national and state criteria, the subject property does not
meet any of the City of Sacramento’s criteria for listing in the Sacramento Register.
References
NETR (National Environmental Title Research, LLC). 2011. Address search for: 1919 Wentworth Avenue, Sacramento, CA.
Accessed October 15, 2015. http://www.historicaerials.com/.
Sacramento Bee. 2014. “Capital Nursery’s former properties to sprout houses, stores”. December 28, 2014. Accessed October 14,
2015. http://www.sacbee.com/news/local/article5090313.html
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Other Listings
Review Code
Reviewer
*Resource Name or #: Capital Nursery Co.

Date

P1. Other Identifier:
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication  Unrestricted
*a. County: Sacramento
and (P2b and P2c or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
*b. USGS 7.5' Quad: Sacramento East Date: 1967, PR 1980 T 8 North; R 4 East; SW ¼ of NW ¼ of Sec 24; MD B.M.
c. Address: 4700 Freeport Boulevard
City: Sacramento
Zip: 95822
d. UTM: Zone: 38°31'58.37"N /121°29'42.14"W (G.P.S.) Google Earth
e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate)
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 017-0121-001.
*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)
The subject property is bounded by Wentworth Avenue to the south; Freeport Boulevard to the east; and residential developments
to the north and west. The parcel is fully developed by industrial and commercial properties.
At the front entrance (along Freeport Blvd.) the subject property is sheathed in lath and red stones and consists of the octagonalshaped open-air rotunda flanked on either side by open-air spaces for bedding plant/flat displays. Featured on the octagonalshaped rotunda are a wing sheathed in red stones, featuring multi-paneled windows and a hipped roof, and two double-doors.
Two triangular planters are located on the concrete surface in front of this elevation. A paved parking area runs along this section
of the structure. The subject property also consists of multiple hallways (south, west, and south-west of rotunda), a greenhouse
(west of rotunda), and a restroom (south-west of rotunda). The interior spaces are partially covered and partially consist of built-in
wooden tables, attached to square-columns, and have paved walkways. The hallways are paved and feature trusses, and side
openings, covered with removable fiberglass panels (See Continuation Sheet).
*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP6. 1-3 story commercial building; HP8. Industrial building.
*P4. Resources Present:
Building
Structure Object Site District Element of District Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (View,
P5a. Photo or Drawing (Photo required for buildings, structures, and objects.)
date, accession #) Overview of front
elevation, view to southwest,
10/22/2014
*P6. Date Constructed/Age and
Sources: Historic
Prehistoric
Both
1946 (Sacramento County
Assessor)
*P7. Owner and Address:
Newmark, Cornish & Carey
901 Mariner’s Island Blvd. Ste. 125
San Mateo, CA 94404
*P8. Recorded by:
Salli Hosseini
Dudek
31878 Camino Capistrano #200
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675
*P9. Date Recorded: 12/10/2015
*P10. Survey Type: Intensive
*P11. Report Citation: Cultural Resources Report for the Land Park Commercial Center EIR Project, Sacramento, California. Prepared by
DUDEK 2015.
*Attachments: NONE Location Map Sketch Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record
Archaeological Record District Record Linear Feature Record Milling Station Record Rock Art Record
Artifact Record Photograph Record  Other (List):
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*NRHP Status Code 6Z
*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) Capital Nursery Co.

B1. Historic Name: Capital Nursery Co.
B2. Common Name: Capital Nursery
B3. Original Use: Plant nursery
B4. Present Use: Vacant
*B5. Architectural Style: Vernacular and Utilitarian
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)
The subject property was designed by Leonard Starks, and completed in 1946 (Nacht and Lewis 2014a, Sacramento County
Assessor). A 1956 aerial photograph of the subject property on file with the City indicates the building has been subject to multiple
exterior alterations on its south, west, and southwest since that time period. Building development research confirms these
alterations. Building records reveal the lath house (south) was constructed in 1958 (Permit No. C-7974). Building permits dating to
1960 reveal a nursery rain cover (south) was constructed (D-7380) and was enclosed in 1961 (D-7577). In 1962, the aluminum and
glass greenhouse (west) was constructed (E-2625). An office addition (southwest) took place to the garden nursery (E-1725) in
1962. Building permits reveal the garden shop was re-roofed in 1973 (A-8156), and an HVAC system was installed in 1975 (C5956). As revealed by 1991 (A-8298) and 1992 (B-2340) building permits, the garden shop was remodeled and an HVAC system
was installed in 1992 (B-6291); another remodeling took place in 1994 (949879).

*B7. Moved? No
Yes
*B8. Related Features:

Unknown

Date:

B9a. Architect: Leonard F. Starks

b. Builder: Unknown
Area:

*B10. Significance: Theme:
Period of Significance:

Original Location:

Property Type:

Applicable Criteria:

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

The subject property is part of the larger Capital Nursery Co. located at 4700 Freeport Blvd. in the Land Park neighborhood of
Sacramento. The subject property is a Vernacular style building that houses the main retail store, nursery, greenhouse, garden
shop, and restrooms. Charles G. and Eugene R. Armstrong (the Armstrong brothers) founded the Capital Nursery Co. in 1936. The
family-owned company functioned as a nursery and served the Sacramento region from 1936 until 2012. In 2012, the company
closed all of its locations including the flagship store in Sacramento, Citrus Heights, Elk Grove and Rocklin (Sacramento Bee 2014).
(See Continuation Sheet)

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)

*B12. References: See Continuation Sheet
B13. Remarks:
*B14. Evaluator: Salli Hosseini M.A.H.P.
*Date of Evaluation: 12/10/2015

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.)
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*P3a. The greenhouse features multiple fenestrations, fiberglass panels, and built-in tables of bedding plants and flats, and is
sheathed in a combination of steel plates, slats, and drywalls. The restroom structure consists of a hipped-roof, and is clad in
smooth stucco. This structure features multiple fenestrations including single doors, and various sized windows.

*B10.
Development History of the Project Area
Historic aerial photographs of the subject property were available for the years 1947, 1957, 1964, 1966, 1993, 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009,
2010, and 2012 (NETR 2011). By 1947, the area surrounding the subject property was partially developed. By that time, most
developments appear to be residential and located to the north, south, and southeast of the subject property. As evident in 1947
aerials, the parcels west and northwest of the subject property were a mixture of residential and agricultural developments. The
parcel located immediately across Freeport Boulevard was mostly undeveloped with the exception of some residential
developments to the south. The parcel containing the subject property was partially developed by 1947 and contained 6 structures.
Historic aerial photographs confirm the construction of the subject property by 1947. By 1957 the surrounding area was fully
developed including commercial developments on the parcel across from Freeport Boulevard. The parcels west and northwest of
the subject property were fully developed and mostly contained residential buildings. The parcel containing the subject property
was further developed by 1957. The same photographs do not reveal any changes to the subject property. 1964 aerials do not
reveal any changes in the surrounding area. By 1964, the greenhouse structure was completed and a small ancillary structure
appears west of the subject property. 1966 aerials do not reveal any changes to the subject property or the surrounding area. By
1993, the small ancillary building was no longer extant. Photographs from 1998, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012 do not reveal any
changes to the subject property.
Archival research reveals the subject property was designed by master architect Leonard Starks (Nacht and Lewis 2014). Leonard
F. Starks was born in Healdsburg, California. He studied architecture in San Francisco under a matching study system of the Paris
Ecole des Beaux Arts. His first practice as a designer was on the Panama-pacific International Exposition in San Francisco (19131915). Following, he moved to Washington D.C. where he worked for architect Waddy Butler Wood, and then to New York City,
where he initially worked as office manager for Thomas W. Lamb. Over the next few years, Sparks assisted Lamb in design of
several theaters across New York, including the Rivoli and the Capital. In 1921, he was sent to Sacramento to design a chain of
Pacific Coast theaters for the Famous Players theater chain. However, when an antitrust action blocked that project, Starks gave up
his position with Lamb and decided to remain in Sacramento where he formed his own architectural firm. Between 1921 and 1941,
Starks designed many of Sacramento’s civic and commercial properties including the Fox Senator Theater in Downtown
Sacramento (1923), which was demolished in the 1970s. In partnership with E.C. Hemmings, Starks practiced for a year in
Sacramento at Hemmings and Starks, Architects, in 1923 (PCAD 2015). Amongst his projects during that time were W.P. Fuller
Company Building and the Elks Tower (1926) in Italian Renaissance style (Nacht and Lewis 2014b). Later in the 1920s, he was
partner and practiced at Starks and Flanders, Architects in Sacramento, where he designed the addition to the California National
Bank (1926), the no longer extant Alhambra Theater (1927) in Moorish style, the Blue Anchor Building (1931), the NRHP-listed
Federal Building (1933) which exhibits several early 20th Century revival styles, and the NRHP-listed C.K. McClatchy High School
(1949) in Classical Revival style.. Sparks and Flanders were also involved in numerous commercial and several private residential
designs throughout Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. Furthermore, Sparks was the president of the Society of Sacramento
Architects, an architectural organization for Sacramento architects in the early 1930s (PCAD 2015). Starks founded Starks Jozens &
Nacht, which was later taken over by Daniel J. Nacht as today’s Nacht & Lewis Architects (Forgotten Books 2013).
NRHP and CRHR Evaluation
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with important events that contributed to the broad patterns of California, City
of Sacramento, or the Land Park neighborhood. The property appears to have always functioned as a nursery since the initial
date of its construction (1946). Archival research failed to reveal any information on the business or business owners, and there
is no indication that they are associated with important events. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under
NRHP/CRHR Criteria A/1.
Archival research failed to indicate any associations with significant persons. All names identified as a result of building
development research were investigated, and yielded no additional information relevant to either the subject property’s history
or any broader associations. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria B/2.
The subject property is an industrial/commercial structure in Vernacular architectural style that has been subject to a number of
exterior and interior alterations since the initial date of its construction. Exterior alterations include construction of a lath house
in 1958, a nursery rain cover in 1960 and its enclosure in 1961; construction of a greenhouse, and an office addition to the garden
nursery in 1962, all of which have significantly compromised the integrity of the original design. Additionally, the garden shop
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was re-roofed in 1973 and an HVAC system was installed in 1975. Interior alterations include remodeling of the garden shop
and an HVAC installation in 1992, followed by another remodeling in 1994. The additions and alterations over the years have
compromised the integrity of the original design and materials of the subject property. Much of the subject property’s original
materials in the exterior and interior have been lost as a result of numerous alterations since the initial construction.
Additionally, the subject property appears to be in poor condition; door and window frames have been removed in various
parts of the interior (garden shop, restrooms, and greenhouse). The roof is also damaged in the restroom structure. Concrete
pavements have either been removed, or are in poor condition throughout most parts of the subject property, wood posts and
beams appear in poor condition due to excessive moisture, and loose wires are dangling from the ceiling in various parts of the
interior. Built-in cabinets and plant stands are damaged in parts of the interior. Additionally, wall surfaces are damaged, and a
number of glass windows are missing and currently boarded up. Termites are present on wood elements throughout the
structure, and vegetation is growing in-between concrete cracks. Furthermore, overgrown vegetation is present in most parts of
the subject property.
Archival research reveals the subject property was designed by master architect Leonard Starks (Nacht and Lewis 2014).
Leonard F. Starks was born in Healdsburg, California. He studied architecture in San Francisco under a matching study system
of the Paris Ecole des Beaux Arts. His first practice as a designer was on the Panama-pacific International Exposition in San
Francisco (1913-1915). Following, he moved to Washington D.C. where he worked for architect Waddy Butler Wood, and then
to New York City, where he initially worked as office manager for Thomas W. Lamb. Over the next few years, Sparks assisted
Lamb in design of several theaters across New York, including the Rivoli and the Capital. In 1921, he was sent to Sacramento to
design a chain of Pacific Coast theaters for the Famous Players theater chain. However, when an antitrust action blocked that
project, Starks gave up his position with Lamb and decided to remain in Sacramento where he formed his own architectural
firm. Between 1921 and 1941, Starks designed many of Sacramento’s civic and commercial properties including the Fox Senator
Theater in Downtown Sacramento (1923), which was demolished in the 1970s. In partnership with E.C. Hemmings, Starks
practiced for a year in Sacramento at Hemmings and Starks, Architects, in 1923 (PCAD 2015). Amongst his projects during that
time were W.P. Fuller Company Building and the Elks Tower (1926) in Italian Renaissance style (Nacht and Lewis 2014b). Later
in the 1920s, he was partner and practiced at Starks and Flanders, Architects in Sacramento, where he designed the addition to
the California National Bank (1926), the no longer extant Alhambra Theater (1927) in Moorish style, the Blue Anchor Building
(1931), the NRHP-listed Federal Building (1933) which exhibits several early 20th Century revival styles, and the NRHP-listed
C.K. McClatchy High School (1949) in Classical Revival style. Sparks and Flanders were also involved in numerous commercial
and several private residential designs throughout Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. Starks was also among the architects of
the NRHP-listed New Helvetia Historic District (1942) (Boghosian 2013). Furthermore, Sparks was the president of the Society of
Sacramento Architects, an architectural organization for Sacramento architects in the early 1930s (PCAD 2015). Starks founded
Starks Jozens & Nacht, which was later taken over by Daniel J. Nacht as today’s Nacht & Lewis Architects (Forgotten Books
2013). Starks was a prominent Sacramento architect who designed some of the most important buildings in the downtown
area. He is recognized for his theater design and civic projects, as well as a number of commercial projects in Sacramento. The
architect’s most noteworthy buildings (Elk Tower, Blue Anchor Building, Federal Building, and the C.K. McClatchy High
School) are in early 20th Century period revival styles and exhibit elaborate ornamentation. Considering the breadth of his career
in the City of Sacramento, it is clear that Starks’ most important and significant work occurred in the 1920s and 1930s in the
downtown area. The subject property is a late, and not particularly noteworthy example of Starks’ work and does not possess
the high artistic values that he is known for in the City of Sacramento.
Furthermore, building development research suggests the 1962 addition to the garden nursey was completed by Dean Unger.
Born in Sacramento, Dean Frederick Unger received a Master of Arts degree in Architecture from the University of CaliforniaBerkeley. After graduation he volunteered to serve in the Air Force during the Korean War and acted as a Second Lieutenant.
Towards the end of the war, Unger returned to Sacramento where he worked as a draftsman for Ken Rickey and Fred Brooks.
He established his solo practice Dean F. Unger, AIA, Inc. in 1959 in Sacramento. Unger served as President for the Central
Valley Chapter of The American Institute of Architects. He was a member of the first Sacramento County Parks and Recreation
Commission, which coined the phrase “Discovery Park” and started the American River Parkway right-of-way. He was also a
member of the Sacramento City Housing Appeals Board. California Governor Ronald Reagan appointed Unger to the State
Board of Architectural Examiners where he served four years as Board President. Unger received a Fellowship in the American
Institute of Architects in 1982. During his term on the State Board of Architectural Examiners, as a Fellow of the American
Institute of Architects, and as a member of National Council of Architectural Registration Board, Unger chaired the group to
formulate the National Architect Design Exam, and the “Exam for General Knowledge of the Practice of Architecture” during
the 1970’s. Dean Unger’s most notable work included the Yolo County Administration Center in Woodland (1984), the
Tuolumne County Administration Building in Sonora, the Teichert Corporate Headquarters, the Point West Executive Park and
the Farm Credit Banks in Sacramento, the Gold River Executive Center in Gold River, the Aspen Neighborhood, 5 th and G Street
Plaza, the UC Davis Faculty Club and the Veteran’s Memorial Building in Davis (American Institute of Architects 2011).
Although Dean F. Unger was a Sacramento architect who has designed numerous commercial, residential, educational, and
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administrative buildings throughout the City, he is not considered a master architect. Furthermore, archival research reveals
that most of his designs were in the Modern style. Also, building development research failed to reveal further information on
the 1962 addition by Dean Unger, and it is not evident whether that particular section of the property is extant. The existing
section of the subject property (southwest) identified in this report as the garden shop appears in poor condition and does not
represent a noteworthy example of Unger’s work.
In summary, although both Leonard F. Starks and Dean F. Unger have been involved in the design and development of the
subject property (during different times), the subject property does not represent an outstanding example of either architect’s
work. Furthermore, the subject property does not embody distinctive characteristics of a particular style, type, period, or
method of construction, and (as previously discussed) it has been subject to a number of alterations that have impacted the
integrity of its original design. Also, the subject property appears in poor condition. As such, the building does not appear
eligible under NRHP and CRHR Criteria C/3.
There is no evidence to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield any information important in prehistory or history,
beyond what has already been identified as a result of the current study. Therefore, the subject property is recommended not
eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria D/4.
Finally, for all of the same reasons explained above in consideration of national and state criteria, the subject property does not
meet any of the City of Sacramento’s criteria for listing in the Sacramento Register.
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APPENDIX B (CONFIDENTIAL)
North Central Information
Center Records Search Results Letter

APPENDIX C
NAHC Sacred Lands File Search Results

September 22, 2015
Mr. Jason Camp, THPO
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Mr. Camp,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Mr. Grayson Coney, Cultural Director
T'si-Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1316
Colfax, CA 95713
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Mr. Coney,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Ms. Pamela Cubbler,
Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe
P.O. Box 734
Foresthill, CA 95631
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Ms. Cubbler,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Ms. Rose Enos,
Maidu / Washoe
15310 Bancroft Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Ms. Enos,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Mr. Daniel Fonseca, Cultural Resource Director
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Mr. Fonseca,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Mr. Nicholas Fonseca, Chairperson
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Mr. Fonseca,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Mr. Marcos Guerrero, Tribal Preservation Committee
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Mr. Guerrero,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Ms. Judith Marks,
Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe
1068 SilvertonCircle
Lincoln, CA 95648
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Ms. Marks,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Ms. Eileen Moon, Vice Chairperson
T'si-Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1246
Grass Valley, CA 95945
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Ms. Moon,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Ms. April Wallace Moore,
Nisenan
19630 Placer Hills Road
Colfax, CA 95713
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Ms. Moore,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Mr. Hermo Olanio, Chairperson
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Mr. Olanio,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Mr. Don Ryberg, Chairperson
T'si-Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1246
Grass Valley, CA 95945
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Mr. Ryberg,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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September 22, 2015
Mr. Gene Whitehouse, Chairperson
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Subject:

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR, Sacramento, California.

Dear Mr. Whitehouse,
Dudek has been retained to prepare a cultural resources study for the Land Park Raley’s Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (the proposed project) located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in
Sacramento, California. As part of the process of identifying cultural resources issues for this
project, Dudek contacted the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to
request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and a list of Native American individuals and/or tribal
organizations who may have knowledge of cultural resources in or near the project area. The
SLF search “failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the
immediate project area.” However, the NAHC recommended that we contact you regarding your
knowledge of the presence of cultural resources that may be impacted by this project.
Project Description and Location
The project applicant is proposing to construct an approximately 108,000 square foot (sf) retail
center near the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue on the former Capital
Nursery site. The retail center proposes a 55,000 sf grocery store with up to 53,000 sf in
complimentary retail uses along with parking and landscaping.
The project area is located at 4700 Freeport Boulevard in Sacramento, California. The project
area is bounded by residential housing to the north, Wentworth Avenue to the south, Freeport
Boulevard and two existing bank buildings to the east, and residential housing to the west. The
project area falls within Section 24 of Township 8 North, Range 4 East of the Sacramento East,
California 7.5’ USGS Quadrangle Map (see enclosed map).
If you have knowledge of cultural resources that may exist within or near the project area, please
contact me directly at (626) 204-9826, smurray@dudek.com, or at the above address at your
earliest convenience.

Cultural Resources Study for the Land Park Raley’s Project EIR

Please note that this letter does not constitute Assembly Bill (AB) 52 notification or initiation of
consultation. AB 52 is a process between the CEQA lead agency (the City of Sacramento) and
California Native American Tribes concerning potential impacts to tribal cultural resources.
Tribes that wish to be notified of projects for the purposes of AB 52 must contact the City in
writing pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1(b).
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Samantha Murray, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
Attachment: Project Location Map
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