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 INTRODUCTION 1

 OVERVIEW AND PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 1.1

This Final Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) for the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan Update 
has been prepared by the City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, Environmental 
Planning Services, as the Lead Agency for the project. This Final MEIR has been prepared in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and together with the Draft MEIR (and Appendices) 
constitutes the MEIR for the proposed project. This document includes all agency and public comments 
received on the Draft MEIR during the public comment period held from August 11, 2014 through 
September 25, 2014. Written responses are provided to each comment that correct, clarify, and amplify text 
in the Draft MEIR, as appropriate. These changes do not alter the environmental impact and significance 
conclusions of the Draft MEIR. 

 PROPOSED PROJECT 1.2

The proposed Sacramento 2035 General Plan is the first five-year review and revision the City of 
Sacramento has conducted since the adoption of the existing 2030 General Plan in 2009. The proposed 
2035 General Plan retains the overall land use and policy direction established in the 2030 General Plan, 
and contains a refinement and updating of the goals and policies, including the following: 

 updated housing, employment, and population forecast for the planning timeframe through 2035; 
 update of the Housing Element to cover the period from 2014 to 2022; 
 update of the traffic level of service (LOS) policy to implement a flexible, context-sensitive LOS standard; 
 compliance with recent flood risk legislation; and 
 integration of the adopted Climate Action Plan into the 2035 General Plan. 

Previously proposed updates to the parkland service level standards, which were described and evaluated in 
the Draft MEIR, are no longer included as part of the proposed 2035 General Plan. 

 PUBLIC REVIEW AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 1.3

On August 11, 2014, the City distributed a notice of availability of the Draft MEIR to public agencies and the 
general public, submitted the documents with a notice of completion to the State Clearinghouse, and 
published a public notice in The Sacramento Bee. The Draft MEIR was published on the City’s Community 
Development Department and General Plan websites (http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-
Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports.aspx and http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/ 
Community-Development/Planning/Long-Range/General-Plan/General-Plan-Update). In accordance with 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, a 45-day review period (August 11, 2014 through September 25, 
2014) was established to obtain comments on the Draft MEIR. In addition, the City held three open houses 
during the Draft MEIR public review period: 

 September 3, 2014, 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at Pannell Meadowview Community Center, 2450 
Meadowview Road, Sacramento, California 95832 

 September 4, 2014, 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at New City Hall, 915 I Street, Sacramento California 95814 
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 September 8, 2014, 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at South Natomas Community Center, 2921 Truxel Road, 
Sacramento, California 95833 

State and local agencies provided written comments on issues evaluated in the Draft MEIR. This Final MEIR 
has been prepared to respond to those comments and to make appropriate revisions to the Draft MEIR, 
consistent with Sections 15089 and 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Responses to each of the 
comments received are provided in Chapter 4, “Draft MEIR Comments and Responses,” of this Final MEIR. 
Although some of the comments have resulted in changes to the text of the Draft MEIR (see Chapter 5, 
“Corrections and Revisions to the Draft MEIR”), none of the changes constitute “significant new information” 
as defined in Section 15088.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which would require recirculation of the 
Draft MEIR. Examples of significant new information include disclosures showing that: 

 A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure 
proposed to be implemented. 

 A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

 A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents 
decline to adopt it. 

 The Draft MEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded. 

1.3.1 Comments That Require Responses 

Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines specifies that the focus of the responses to comments shall 
be on the disposition of significant environmental issues. Responses are not required on comments 
regarding the merits of the proposed update or on issues not related to environmental impacts. Comments 
on the merits of the proposed update or other comments that do not raise environmental issues are noted in 
the responses, and will be reviewed by the City Council before it takes any action on whether to approve the 
proposed 2035 General Plan update. When a comment does not directly pertain to the environmental issues 
analyzed in the Draft MEIR, does not ask a question about the adequacy of the analysis contained in the 
Draft MEIR, or does not challenge an element of or conclusion of the Draft MEIR, the response will note the 
comment and provide additional information where possible. The staff report prepared as part of the hearing 
process will address non-environmental comments and the policies that could be affected.  

1.3.2 Review of the Final MEIR 

This Final MEIR and associated appendices are available for review online at:  

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

 http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Long-Range/General-
Plan/General-Plan-Update 

Copies are available at the following locations:  

 City of Sacramento, Development Services Department, 300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor, Sacramento, 
California 95811 
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 Sacramento Public Library, 828 I Street, Sacramento, California 95814  

Lead agencies are required to provide responses to public agency comments on Draft EIRs at least 10 days 
before the certification of the Final EIR (Section 15088[b] of the State CEQA Guidelines). This Final MEIR 
document is being sent to agencies and other interested persons who commented on the Draft MEIR. Notice 
of release of the Final MEIR will also be provided to all persons and entities who submitted written 
comments. 

 EIR CERTIFICATION AND PROJECT DECISION PROCESS 1.4

As the decision-making body of the lead agency, the City Council is responsible for certifying that the MEIR 
has been completed in compliance with CEQA, that the information in the Final MEIR has been reviewed and 
considered, and that the MEIR reflects the City’s independent judgment. Following adoption of a resolution 
certifying the Final MEIR, the City Council has the authority to approve, approve with modifications, or reject 
the 2035 General Plan Update. The City Council would approve the update by adoption of a resolution. For 
each significant environmental effect identified in the MEIR, the City Council must issue a written finding 
reaching one or more of three possible conclusions pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines: 

 changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final MEIR; 

 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; or 

 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 MEIR. 

If any significant unavoidable impacts would result from the approval of project elements, the City Council 
would also be required to state in writing why it proposes to approve the project despite these significant 
unavoidable impacts. This is termed a Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to Section 15093 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

The City’s decision whether to deny or approve the project would be provided at a public hearing, as 
discussed above. If the project is approved, a Notice of Determination would be filed, within five working 
days of approval, at the State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 

1.4.1 Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Mitigation monitoring plans are required under Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines. These plans, 
which are generally adopted upon approval of a project, describe the actions that must take place to 
implement each mitigation measure, the timing of those actions, and the entities responsible for 
implementing and monitoring the actions. 

The proposed 2035 General Plan has been prepared with environmental impact reduction as a central 
theme; the plan is, therefore, intended to be self-mitigating through the use of environmentally protective 
policies. This MEIR identifies one mitigation measure. “Mitigation Measure 4.12-1: Widen 47th Avenue from 
4 to 6 lanes” calls for widening the segment of 47th Avenue between State Route 99 and Stockton Boulevard 
from 4 lanes to 6 lanes to improve the level of service in this area. Because this segment of 47th Avenue is a 
county road and does not fall within the City’s jurisdiction, the City cannot ensure implementation of this 
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mitigation measure. This mitigation measure is also not consistent with the County of Sacramento’s General 
Plan and may be infeasible due to physically constrained right-of-way. 

A mitigation monitoring plan will be provided to the decision makers for adoption. 

 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL MEIR 1.5

The remainder of this Final MEIR is organized as follows: 

Chapter 2, “Summary of the Project Description,” presents a summary of the project description.  

Chapter 3, “List of Agencies and Persons Commenting,” contains a list of all of the agencies or persons 
who submitted comments on the Draft MEIR during the public review period, ordered by agency, 
organization, individual and date. 

Chapter 4, “Draft MEIR Comments and Responses,” contains all comments received on the Draft EIR 
during the public review period and presents responses to significant environmental issues raised in 
the comments, as required by Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Copies of all the 
submitted comment letters are reproduced in their entirety. The comment letters are organized by 
sender (agency, individual/business, or organization) and by date received. Each comment letter is 
presented with brackets indicating how the letter has been divided into individual comments. Each 
comment is given a binomial with the letter number appearing first, followed by the comment 
number. For example, comments in the first agency letter, Letter A1, are numbered A1-1, A1-2, A1-3, 
and so on. Immediately following the letter are responses, each with binomials that correspond to 
the bracketed comments. 

If the subject matter of one letter overlaps that of another letter, the reader may be referred to more 
than one group of comments and responses, including Master Responses, to review all information 
on a given subject. Where this occurs, cross-references to other comments are provided. 

Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR,” presents specific changes that were made to 
the text of the Draft EIR in response to comments raised or new project information. Revisions are 
shown as excerpts from the Draft EIR text, with changes indicated by strikethrough (strikethrough) 
where text has been removed and by double underline (double underline) where text has been added.  

Chapter 6, “References,” identifies the documents and personal communications cited in this 
document.  

Chapter 7, “Report Preparers,” identifies the preparers of this document. 
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 SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION 2

The City of Sacramento is considering a proposed update to its general plan, called Sacramento 2035 
General Plan, which is the subject of this Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR). A general plan is a 
state-required, legal document, prepared in accordance with California Government Code Section 65300 et 
seq. The general plan provides guidance to the City regarding the physical form and character of 
Sacramento’s land use and development, as well as the conservation of its resources. The current proposal 
is a technical update and refinement of the 2030 General Plan, which was a comprehensive revision 
adopted by the City in 2009. Policy 1.1.3 and Table 4-1, Program 2, of the 2030 General Plan require the 
City to conduct such an update every five years. In addition to technical policy updates, the technical review 
and update reset the planning horizon for the General Plan from 2030 to 2035. This MEIR does not evaluate 
the proposed changes in the 2035 General Plan, compared to the 2030 General Plan; rather, it evaluates 
the potential environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed 2035 General 
Plan, as a whole, compared to existing conditions in the city. 

 PROJECT LOCATION 2.1

The City of Sacramento is located approximately 80 miles east of San Francisco and 85 miles west of Lake 
Tahoe in the great Central Valley at the northern end of the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta and the 
confluence of the Sacramento and American rivers. Sacramento is the capital of the State of California and 
the seat of the County of Sacramento. Sacramento is a major transportation hub, the point of intersection of 
major highway and rail transportation routes that connect Sacramento to the San Francisco Bay area to the 
west, the Sierra Nevada range and state of Nevada to the east, city of Los Angeles to the south, and state of 
Oregon to the north (Exhibit 2-1). 

2.1.1 General Plan Policy Area 

The 2035 General Plan encompasses an approximately 102-square-mile area that is referred to as the 
“Policy Area,” as shown on Exhibit 2-2. The General Plan Policy Area covers an area in which the City has 
formally adopted policies, and areas for which the General Plan designates specific land uses. The General 
Plan Policy Area is generally contiguous with the city limit, but also includes additional areas within the City’s 
sphere of influence for which the General Plan designates land use. These additional areas include the 
Panhandle Area, which is currently pending annexation, and the Camino Norte Area.  

2.1.2 Community Plans 

The City has adopted community plans for its Policy Area. The community plans are intended to implement 
the General Plan with more detailed guidance. The city’s 10 community plan areas include the following: 

 Arden-Arcade  Land Park  South Area 
 Central City  North Natomas  South Natomas 
 Fruitridge/Broadway  North Sacramento  
 East Sacramento  Pocket  
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All land within the Policy Area is assigned to a community plan area, but several of the community plan areas 
extend beyond the Policy Area, including North Natomas, Arden-Arcade, East Sacramento, 
Fruitridge/Broadway, and South Area. Development within these areas is governed by the City of 
Sacramento General Plan and the 2030 Sacramento County General Plan.  

2.1.1 Priority Investment Areas  

The 2030 City of Sacramento General Plan identified several Focused Opportunity Areas, which are 
subareas of the city that have been identified in the community plans as important opportunities for future 
development through infill, reuse, or redevelopment. The community plans present a description for each 
Focused Opportunity Area including a vision statement, description of key issues, significant infrastructure 
challenges (e.g., water, sewer, storm drainage, mobility), and urban form concepts that are based on the 
citywide Land Use and Urban Form Diagram. 

As part of this 2035 update, the City has focused attention on three of the Focused Opportunity Areas for 
future development and investment. These are identified as Priority Investment Areas and include the 
Central Business District, 65th North, and Arden Arcade (see Exhibit 2-3).  

 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 2.2

In adopting the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan, the City of Sacramento seeks to achieve the 
following objectives, consistent with the objectives stated in the current 2030 General Plan. 

 Character of Place. Preserve and enhance Sacramento’s quality of life and character as a city with 
diverse residential neighborhoods, an extensive urban forest, and role as the center of California’s 
governance. 

 Smart Growth. Encourage future growth in the city inward into existing urbanized areas and the central 
business district to foster infill development, as well as encourage density of development and 
integration of housing with commercial, office, and entertainment uses that fosters increased walking 
and reduced automobile use. 

 Live More Lightly. Strive to meet the intent of Assembly Bill 32, California Global Warming Solutions Act 
of 2006, by reducing carbon emissions that contribute to global warming by encouraging “green” 
building practices, use of solar energy systems, and developing a land use pattern that supports walking, 
biking, and public transit. 

 Maintain a Vibrant Economy. Support a diversity of business and employment opportunities by retaining 
existing and attraction of new businesses; maintain and expand recreational, arts, and cultural facilities; 
and nurture diverse community events and celebrations. 

 Healthy Cities. Preserve and enhance land use patterns and densities that foster pedestrian and bicycle 
use and recreation through expanded parklands, sports, and athletic programming as well as provide 
incentives for expanding the availability of organic foods, and protecting residents from crime and 
natural or terrorist acts. 

 Sustainable Future. Accommodate growth that protects important environmental resources as well as 
ensures long-term economic sustainability and health, and equity or social wellbeing for the entire 
community. 
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 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 2.3

2.3.1 Sections and Components of the Proposed 2035 General Plan  

The City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan is organized into the following chapters and sections:  

Part I – Introduction 

Part II – City Wide Goals and Policies 

 Land Use and Urban Design 

 Historic and Cultural Resources 

 Economic Development 

 Housing 

 Mobility 

 Utilities (water, wastewater, storm drainage, solid waste, energy resources, telecommunications) 

 Education, Recreation and Culture (education, parks and recreation, libraries, arts and culture, 
museums, zoos, and other major destination attractions) 

 Public Health and Safety (police, fire, hazardous materials, emergency response and disaster 
preparedness, public health and human services, code enforcement) 

 Environmental Resources (water resources, biological resources, urban forest, agriculture, 
mineral resources, air quality, aesthetic resources) 

 Environmental Constraints (seismic and geologic hazards, flooding, noise) 

Part III – Community Plans and Special Study Areas 

 Community Plans  
 Arden Arcade Community Plan 
 Central City Community Plan 
 East Sacramento Community Plan 
 Fruitridge Broadway Community Plan 
 Land Park Community Plan 
 North Natomas Community Plan 
 North Sacramento Community Plan 
 Pocket Community Plan 
 South Area Community Plan 
 South Natomas Community Plan 
 Special Study Areas 
 Natomas Joint Vision Study Area 
 East Study Area 
 Fruitridge Florin Study Area 
 Arden Arcade Study Area 
 Town of Freeport Study Area 
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Part IV – Administration and Implementation 

The Administration and Implementation part of the proposed General Plan includes information on 
monitoring and maintaining the general plan as well as all the specific implementation programs per 
each section of Part II. 

The proposed2035 General Plan is a technical update of the 2030 General Plan. Elements, chapters, or 
sections of the existing General Plan have not been re-organized or comprehensively changed. In summary, 
the technical update focused on the following topical areas: 

 Update forecast for the planning timeframe through 2035: The 2030 General Plan and MEIR evaluated 
projected growth through the year 2030. The significant slowdown in development activity since 2008 
warranted a “dial down” of the housing, employment, and population projections to be consistent with 
SACOG’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan and an extension of the planning horizon to 2035. 

 Update of the Housing Element: The City’s current Housing Element addresses for the period from 2008 
to 2013. The new Housing Element covers the period from 2013 to 2021. The Housing Element was 
adopted by City Council in December 2013. 

 Update of Traffic Level of Service. One of the primary policy changes in the proposed 2035 General Plan 
is the modification of Policy M 1.2.2 relating to level of service (LOS). This policy calls for the City to 
implement a flexible context-sensitive LOS standard. The City’s specific vehicle LOS thresholds have 
been defined based on community values with respect to modal priorities, land use context, economic 
development, and environmental resources and constraints. As such, the City will strive operate the 
roadway network at LOS D or better for vehicles during typical weekday AM and PM peak-hour conditions 
with exceptions where LOS E and F are allowed.  

 Compliance with recent flood risk legislation: AB 162, SB 5, and the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan 
require a revised approach to consideration of flood risks in the General Plan and were recognized in the 
update of the 2035 General Plan policies. 

 Integration of the Climate Action Plan into the 2035 General Plan: The Climate Action Plan strategies, 
measures, and actions that reduce greenhouse gas emissions have been incorporated into appropriate 
elements of the proposed General Plan. The General Plan also includes descriptions of climate change 
risks and policies, measures, and actions throughout the General Plan Elements to address adaptation 
to climate change impacts. 

 CHANGES TO THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION SINCE RELEASE OF THE DRAFT MEIR 2.4

The Project Description (Chapter 2) of the Draft MEIR summarized a proposed update to park policy, which would 
change the parkland service level standard. As the Project Description states, the updated policy would require 
the City to develop and maintain 1.75 acres (per 1,000 population) of neighborhood and community parks within 
the Central City and 3.5 acres (per 1,000 population) of neighborhood and community parks outside the Central 
City (ERC 2.2.4). These goals differ from the goals established by the 2030 General Plan, which were 5 acres of 
neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 population for the entire city. 

Several comments were received expressing concern regarding this change to the parkland service level 
standard. For policy reasons, the City is no longer proposing to change the park acreage service level 
standard as previously described and, instead, will retain the standard that is currently in effect. The service 
level policy, revised from the draft proposal, would now read as follows: 

ERC 2.2.4 Park Acreage Service level. The City shall develop and maintain 1.75 acres 5 acres of 
neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 population. in the Central 
City, and 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 
population in the remainder of the City.  
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Master Response 4.1.1 in Chapter 4 of this Final MEIR, “Responses to Comments,” includes a detailed 
discussion of this change, and Chapter 5 identifies the specific text changes to the Draft MEIR, including 
changes to Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation.” As indicated in Chapters 4 and 5 of this Final MEIR, this 
modified park policy proposal does not result in substantial changes to the Draft MEIR’s analysis or conclusions.  

 APPROVALS 2.5

Approvals for the 2035 General Plan update include certification of this MEIR and approval of the 2035 
General Plan by the City Council. Implementation of the proposed General Plan would require future project-
level entitlements, approvals, and permits from City and other agencies for subsequent projects that are 
consistent with the 2035 General Plan. 

2.5.1 Subsequent Approvals 

If the 2035 General Plan is approved, the City may initiate amendments to the Planning and Development 
Code (Title 17) and other sections of the City Code to achieve consistency with the adopted General Plan. The 
Planning and Development Code would further define land use designations and the performance standards 
applicable to the land use designations. The Planning and Development Code would also establish the land 
use entitlement process applicable to the land use designations. Additional approvals may include: 

 adoption of financing programs or fee programs for public infrastructure; 

 rezoning of parcels to ensure consistency with the General Plan Land Use and Urban Form Diagram; and 

 Planning and Development Code amendments to ensure consistency with the 2035 General Plan goals, 
policies and standards; Acquisition of land for public facilities, finance and construction of public 
infrastructure projects or consideration of private development requests for infrastructure projects such as 
transit and roadway improvements consistent with the General Plan Mobility Element, construction of parks, 
trails, infrastructure improvements (e.g., water distribution and treatment facilities, wastewater facilities, 
drainage improvements), other capital improvements, natural resource preservation and/or restoration. 

The City would consider approval of various private development entitlement requests (e.g., specific plans, 
master plans, tentative subdivision maps, design review, use permits) that are consistent with the General 
Plan and its Land Use Map. 

2.5.2 Use of this MEIR and Subsequent Projects 

An MEIR provides the basis for streamlining the review of subsequent projects that are within its scope and 
consistent with the General Plan. Projects that are consistent with the analysis contained in this MEIR will not, in 
most cases, require extensive additional environmental review relating to cumulative effects, growth inducing 
effects, or irreversible significant effects on the environment before they can be approved. For projects that are 
consistent with the 2035 General Plan and that do not result in significant environmental effects that were not 
considered in this MEIR, it is anticipated that an Initial Study would be prepared to document consistency with 
the MEIR, after which a finding of conformance can be made. Other projects that are within the scope of the 
MEIR, but that have project-specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the MEIR, would 
be addressed in either Mitigated Negative Declarations or Focused EIRs, as appropriate. 

A list of Subsequent Projects is provided in Table 2-2 of the Draft MEIR. 
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 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS COMMENTING 3

Table 3-1 provides a list of all comments received during the comment period and up to the public release of 
this Final MEIR. The table lists all comments by date received (where a date is available) and divides the 
comments by the type of commenter: agencies, individuals/businesses, and organizations. 

Table 3-1 List of Commenting Agencies, Individuals, and Organizations 
Letter No. Commenter Date 

AGENCIES 

A1 Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional San) 
Sarenna Moore, SRCSD/SASD, Policy and Planning 8-25-14 

A2 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) 
Trevor Cleak, Environmental Scientist 9-9-14 

A3 California Department of General Services (DGS) 
Angela Verbaere, Assistant Chief, Asset Management Branch 9-15-14 

A4 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 
Rob Ferrera, Environmental Specialist, Environmental Management Legislative & Regulatory Affairs 9-22-14 

A5 Reclamation District 1000 (RD 1000) 
Paul Devereux, General Manager/District Engineer 9-23-14 

A6 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
Eric Fredericks, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning - South 9-24-14 

A7 Delta Stewardship Council 
Cindy Messer, Deputy Executive Officer 9-24-14 

A8 State of California – Natural Resources Agency, Delta Protection Commission 
Erik Vink, Executive Director 9-24-14 

A9 Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito Vector Control District 
Kevin Combo, Ecological Management Department 9-25-14 

A10 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
Paul Philley, AICP, Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst 9-25-14 

A11 County of Sacramento, Regional Parks Department 
Dan Gonzales, Chairman, Sacramento County Recreation and Parks Commission 9-25-14 

A12 State of California - Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Scott Morgan, Director 9-25-14 

A13 Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
Mike McKeever, Chief Executive Officer 10-6-14 

A14 Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (Sacramento LAFCo) 
Don Lockhart, AICP, Assistant Executive Officer 10-6-14 

A15 Mission Oaks Recreation and Park District 
Eric Milstein, Chair 10-6-14 

INDIVIDUALS – BUSINESSES 

I1 Sharon Billings No date 

I2 Julia Brootkowski No date 

I3 Chris Brown No date 

I4 Lisa Kaplan No date 
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Table 3-1 List of Commenting Agencies, Individuals, and Organizations 
Letter No. Commenter Date 

I5 Beth Mahony No date 

I6 Brett Ramsdell No date 

I7 Diane Ramsdell No date 

I8 Monica Robinson No date 

I9 Rosemarie Ruggien No date 

I10 Katherine Taylor No date 

I11 Roberta Urbanik No date 

I12 Roberta Urbanik 9-7-14 

I13 Caryne and Don Anglin 9-15-14 

I14 Catherine Kungu 9-15-14 

I15 Cat Bening Stadler 9-15-14 

I16 Mark Stadler 9-15-14 

I17 Lara Lance 9-16-14 

I18 Lara Vincent Callesen 9-19-14 

I19 Carri Cardenas 9-19-14 

I20 Tina Cota 9-19-14 

I21 Crystal Freeman 9-19-14 

I22 Alan Haynes 9-19-14 

I23 Lisa Haynes 9-19-14 

I24 Kym Hoffman 9-19-14 

I25 CJ Jones 9-19-14 

I26 Paul Noreen 9-19-14 

I27 Rajan Sharma 9-19-14 

I28 Christina Theocarides 9-19-14 

I29 Mayur Tilak 9-19-14 

I30 Todd Williams 9-19-14 

I31 Dan and Melanie Young 9-19-14 

I32 Deborah Collet-Rugne 9-20-14 

I33 Susie Pierce 9-20-14 

I34 Ron Knight Jr. 9-20-14 

I35 Peter Schofield 9-20-14 

I36 Michael Campa 9-21-14 

I37 Jacqueline Favrin 9-21-14 

I38 Antonio Barrales 9-22-14 

I39 Will Green 9-24-14 

I40 Karen Jacques 9-24-14 

I41 Judy Mc 9-24-14 

I42 Martin Palomar 9-24-14 
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Table 3-1 List of Commenting Agencies, Individuals, and Organizations 
Letter No. Commenter Date 

I43 Judy Robinson 9-24-14 

I44 Ralph Sessa 9-24-14 

I45 Cathy Stock 9-24-14 

I46 Fatima Malik 9-25-14 

I47 Jim Pachl and Jude Lamare 9-25-14 

I48 Michael Saeltzer 9-25-14 
ORGANIZATIONS 

O1 Sacramento Tree Foundation 
Ray Tretheway, Executive Director 9-4-14 

O2 Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 
Jordan Lang, Project Analyst 9-10-14 

O3 Congress of California Seniors 
Henry L. Lacayo, State President 9-22-14 

O4 East Sacramento Preservation Neighborhood Association 
Michael Saeltzer, President 9-24-14 

O5 Same Letter as O5a 9-24-14 

O5a 

East Sacramento Preservation Neighborhood Association 
Michael Saeltzer, President 
East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City 
Caroline Goddard, President 
Neighbors for a Better Sacramento 
Richard Lyndon, President 
Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency 
Jane Macaulay, President 
and individual signatories 

9-25-14 

O6 Save the American River Association 
Steven Green, President 9-24-14 

O7 Capital City Preservation Trust 
Kathryn Tobias, MRP, JD., Chair 9-25-14 

O8 Community Groups & Individuals 
Multiple signatories 9-25-14 

O9 Parker Homes Neighborhood Association 
Gary Collier 9-25-14 

O10 Upper Land Park Neighbors Association 
Luree Stetson 9-25-14 

O11 Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency 
Jane Macaulay, President 9-25-14 

O12 United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
Gene Whitehouse, Chairman 10-8-14 
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 DRAFT MEIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 4

This chapter contains comment letters received on the Draft Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) 
during the public review period, which concluded on September 25, 2014, as well as all other written 
comments received prior to publication of this Final MEIR. Written responses are provided to comments that 
raise environmental issues, in conformance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines. State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088(c) specifies that the focus of the responses to comments shall be on the 
disposition of significant environmental issues. Responses are not required in the MEIR to comments 
regarding the merits of the proposed 2035 General Plan or on issues not related to environmental impacts. 
When a comment does not pertain to the environmental issues analyzed in the Draft MEIR, does not ask a 
question about the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft MEIR, or does not challenge an element 
of or conclusion of the Draft MEIR, the response will note the comment for consideration by the City and 
provide additional information, where possible. Responses to comments related to the merits of the project 
or other issues not related to the environment will be provided as an attachment to the staff report to 
decision-makers for the approval hearing process. 

 MASTER RESPONSES 4.1

Several comments raised similar issues. The most common issues raised related to the proposed change in 
parks service level standards and neighborhood livability, especially regarding neighborhood traffic issues. 
Rather than responding individually to multiple comments on the same topic, master responses have been 
developed to address the comments comprehensively, as provided below. A reference to the master 
response is provided, where relevant, in responses to the individual comment.  

4.1.1 Park Service Level Standard Master Response 

The City of Sacramento has adopted goals and policies at the general plan level that provide guidance with 
regard to acquisition, construction, operation and maintenance of City parks. See Draft Master EIR pages 
4.9-2 through 4.9-5. One of the policies that generated substantial comment appeared in the Education, 
Recreation and Culture Chapter (ERC) as ERC 2.2.4, which relates to park acreage service levels. The 
proposed policy provided: 

 Policy ERC 2.2.4. Park Acreage Service level. The City shall develop and maintain 1.75 acres of 
neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 population in the Central City, 
and 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 population in 
the remainder of the City.  

The park acreage targets in the proposed policy differed from the park acreage service levels in the 2030 
General Plan, which identified the standard of 2.5 acres each for neighborhood and community serving 
parks, effectively establishing a standard of 5 acres per 1,000 citywide. See 2030 General Plan Policy ERC 
2.2.3 and Table ERC 1. 

The proposed policy was evaluated in the Draft Master EIR. In the discussion of Impact 4.9-1, the Draft MEIR 
concluded that the proposed policy would result in a less-than-significant effect for City areas outside the 
Central City, and a significant effect for the Central City. The Draft Master EIR proceeded to identify general 
plan provisions that would mitigate impacts in the Central City. These included: 
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 Goal ERC 2.5, which calls for securing adequate and reliable funding for the acquisition, development, 
rehabilitation, programming and maintenance of parks, community facilities, recreation facilities, trails, 
parkways and open spaces; 

 Implementation Program 2, providing for a review and update of the Park Development Impact Fee 
Program to reflect the need for existing facility rehabilitation and renovation, higher park construction 
costs and development of active sports facilities; 

 Implementation Program 3, calling for periodic updates to the Park Development Impact Fee Program 
and the Quimby parkland dedication program; and 

 Policy ERC 2.5.2, calling for coordination with Sacramento County and other agencies and organizations 
to secure funding to patrol, maintain and enhance the American River and Sacramento River Parkways. 

These policies and implementation programs were identified and evaluated, and the Draft MEIR concluded 
that implementation of the various programs and actions would reduce the level of significance to a less-
than-significant level. 

Comments received regarding this policy pointed to a variety of concerns. Commenters indicated the 
reduction in park acreage service level standards could result in fewer park acres dedicated, reduction in 
Quimby fees that would limit the City’s ability to construct and rehabilitate parks, and increase demand on 
recreational facilities operated and maintained by others.  

For policy reasons, the City is proposing to retain the park acreage service levels that are currently in effect. 
The service level policy, revised from the draft proposal, would now read as follows: 

ERC 2.2.4 Park Acreage Service level. The City shall develop and maintain 1.75 acres 5 acres of 
neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 population. in the Central 
City, and 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 
population in the remainder of the City.  

The proposed revision to the park acreage service levels to coincide with standards currently in place would 
not result in any change in the impact analysis set forth in the Draft MEIR. For specific clarifying text changes 
to Draft MEIR Section 4.9 resulting from the change back to the currently adopted park acreage service level 
standards, please see Chapter 5 of this Final MEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft MEIR.” The Draft 
MEIR analysis and comments relating to the proposed policy that would have reduced service levels, 
recognize that the process of acquiring, developing, maintaining and renovating parks in the community is a 
challenging process that requires ongoing attention. The proposed general plan provisions that call for 
ongoing review of programs and funding approaches, coordination with other agencies and organizations 
and a continued commitment to the overarching goal of protecting and promoting the public’s health and 
well-being would still be adopted. In addition to the amendment to the changes to Policy ERC 2.2.4, above, 
the 2035 General Plan will be amended to include the following changes to Policy ERC 2.2.5: 

ERC 2.2.5. Meeting Service Level Goal. The City shall require new residential development to either 
dedicate land for new parks, pay a fair share of the costs for new parks and recreation facilities, 
and/or pay a fair share for rehabilitation or renovation of existing parks and recreation facilities. For 
new development in urban areas where land dedication is not reasonably feasible (e.g., the Central 
City), the City shall require new development to either construct improvements or pay fees for 
existing park and recreation facility enhancements to address increased use. Additionally, the City 
will pursue creative park development opportunities such as joint use, regional park partnerships, 
private open space and acquisition of parkland with grant funding. 

The changes to Policy ERC 2.2.5 will support a review of the various components of park financing, and in 
conjunction with the goals, policies and implementation measures identified in the Draft MEIR Impact 4.9-1 
relating to Central City parks will ensure that any impact is less than significant.  
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4.1.2 Neighborhood Livability Master Response 

Several comments raise concerns regarding neighborhood “livability” or “quality of life” within existing 
residential neighborhoods under 2035 General Plan conditions. These comments primarily express concern 
that a change in level of service (LOS) could conceivably increase traffic in residential neighborhoods or 
increased traffic on surrounding streets.  

Livability, itself, is not an environmental issue requiring review under CEQA; however, CEQA does identify 
several environmental issue areas that relate to livability within a community, such as traffic, noise, and air 
quality, among others. As required by CEQA, the Draft MEIR identifies the physical changes to the 
environment that would occur with 2035 General Plan approval, mitigation that could reduce significant 
environmental impacts, and alternatives to the proposed 2035 General Plan. The Draft MEIR evaluates the 
various areas in which physical effects could occur. As an example, for traffic impacts CEQA requires the EIR 
to analyze whether the additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed 2035 General Plan would 
exceed the applicable thresholds of significance, and, if so, what steps may be taken to reduce such 
impacts. Transportation and Circulation issues are discussed and evaluated in Draft MEIR Section 4.12. 

Several commenters indicated that the higher levels of traffic that would be allowed under the proposed 
change to LOS standard would affect livability because traffic on the more congested “exempt” roadways 
would cut through local residential streets. Although increased “cut-through traffic” may increase on 
residential streets, it would not typically occur at levels that would result in substantial LOS reduction (below 
LOS D). For this reason, the MEIR analysis focuses on major roadways including collectors and arterials that 
are most likely to experience increases in traffic that could result in significant impacts using the City’s LOS-
based thresholds of significance. CEQA generally requires traffic-related impacts to be evaluated from the 
perspective of the “movers,” such as drivers, transit riders, bicyclists, and pedestrians, rather than from the 
perspective of adjacent residents and other occupants. CEQA requires evaluation of other environmental 
issues such as noise and air quality that encompass other livability issues that result from placing traffic 
near sensitive uses, such as residences and schools. The Draft MEIR includes analysis of air quality and 
noise issues in Sections 4.2 and 4.8, respectively.  

The City’s 2035 General Plan Update includes goals and policies that relate to numerous aspects of life in 
the city, including neighborhood traffic. One important goal in considering traffic-related livability issues is 
proposed Goal M 4.3. 

Goal M 4.3: Neighborhood Traffic. Enhance the quality of life within existing neighborhoods through the use 
of neighborhood traffic management and traffic calming techniques, while recognizing the City’s desire to 
provide a grid system that creates a high level of connectivity. 

However, the purpose of the MEIR is not to resolve these various policy issues, but to provide, as required by 
CEQA, information for use by decision-makers regarding the potential for a proposed project to result in 
significant impacts to the environment in their determination of whether a project should be approved. The 
City Council, in considering the proposed 2035 General Plan, will evaluate the MEIR and the policies 
contained within the Plan. 

The comments that raise concerns regarding ‘livability’ raise issues not related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, but rather related to the City’s proposed goals and policies and their implementation. These concerns 
are focused on policy and balancing of interests, and are properly committed to the deliberations of the City 
Council in its review of all of the project components, impacts, and consistency with the City’s long-term 
interests. The Draft MEIR provides relevant information, but is not the vehicle for a determination as to 
whether livability goals, however they may be described, have been achieved. These comments will be 
provided to City Council for their consideration regarding the merits of the proposed 2035 General Plan. 
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 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT MEIR 4.2

In the following discussion, each of the 75 comment letters identified in Chapter 3, “List of Agencies and 
Persons Commenting,” is reproduced in its entirety, followed by written responses. Consistent with 
Chapter 3, the comment letters are organized into three categories: Agency Letters, Individual/Business 
Letters, and Organization Letters. Each comment within the letters has been assigned an identification 
number for cross-referencing to a response. For example, the first comment in the first agency letter (A1) is 
Comment A1-1.  
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Agencies 
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Letter 
A1 

Response 
 

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional San) 
Sarenna Moore, SRCSD/SASD, Policy and Planning 
8-25-14 

 

A1-1 The commenter provides information regarding sewer studies that may be required for individual 
projects as part of SASD’s general requirements. This information does not conflict with the 
information provided in Section 4.11 of the Draft MEIR. The commenter does not raise issues 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary.  

A1-2 The commenter identifies the need for cumulative impact evaluation regarding capacity for 
conveyance facilities. As stated in the Draft MEIR (p. 4.11-14), the Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District (SRCSD) has a program in place to continually evaluate demand/capacity 
needs, and the master planning effort provides the flexibility to respond to changes in demand 
that can be anticipated in advance of planned improvements so that capacity issues are 
addressed in a timely and cost-effective manner. Master planning efforts that would identify 
necessary improvement in capacity to accommodate city growth beyond the 2020 Master Plan 
timeframe would be initiated well in advance of 2035. To fund expansions to the conveyance 
systems, the SRCSD requires a regional connection fee be paid to the District for any users 
connecting to or expanding sewer collection systems (SRCSD Ordinance No. SRCSD-0043). 
Therefore, the Draft MEIR has evaluated impacts (which are intrinsically cumulative) related to 
SRCSD conveyance facilities. 

A1-3 The commenter provides information regarding customer connection fees. The comment does 
not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further 
response is necessary. 

A1-4 Comment A1-4 provides additional detail regarding National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit requirements, which will lead to upgrading the Sacramento Regional 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP). The information provided is consistent with the discussion 
of the SRWTP on page 4.11-16 of the Draft MEIR. This comment does not suggest that the Draft 
MEIR discussion is inaccurate, nor that any additional environmental impacts should be 
considered. The City acknowledges the substantial effort that has gone into developing the 
NPDES permit requirements, as well as the effort that will be employed by Regional San to 
construct facilities so the SRWTP will comply with the permit. 
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Letter 
A2 

Response 
 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) 
Trevor Cleak, Environmental Scientist 
9-9-14 

 

A2-1 The comment generally describes the Construction General Permit requirements. The comment 
does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. The Draft MEIR Section 4.7, 
“Hydrology, Water Quality, and Flooding,” (p. 4.7-13) describes compliance with NPDES 
requirements, including General Construction Permit. Please refer to Draft MEIR Section 4.7 for 
more information.  

A2-2 The comment generally describes Phase I and II MS4 permit requirements. The comment does 
not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. NPDES permits and the requirements 
for development are described throughout Draft MEIR Section 4.7. Please refer to Draft MEIR 
Section 4.7 for more information.  

A2-3 The comment generally describes the requirement for industrial sites to comply with the 
Industrial Storm Water General Permit. The comment does not raise issues related to the 
adequacy of the Draft MEIR. The Industrial Storm Water Permit is described in Draft MEIR 
Section 4.7, “Hydrology, Water Quality, and Flooding,” (p. 4.7-15). Please refer to Draft MEIR 
Section 4.7 for more information. 

A2-4 The comment generally describes the requirements of the Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit. 
The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act and associated permits are discussed in the Draft MEIR Section 4.3, 
“Biological Resources,” and also within the Background Report, included as Appendix C to the 
Draft MEIR (see Section 6, “Environmental Resources”). Please refer to Draft MEIR Section 4.3 
for more information. 

A2-5 The comment generally describes the requirements of the Clean Water Act Section 401 
Certification. The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. The 
Background Report, included as Appendix C of the Draft MEIR, includes a discussion of Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act and the certification requirements. See page 6-34 of the Background 
Report. 

A2-6 The comment generally describes the Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit issued by the 
Central Valley Water Board. The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the 
Draft MEIR. The Background Report, included as Appendix C of the Draft MEIR, includes a 
discussion of WDR and permit requirements. See page 4-5 of the Background Report. 

A2-7 The comment generally describes the Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit. The 
comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. The Background 
Report, included as Appendix C of the Draft MEIR, includes a discussion of construction 
dewatering permit s and requirements. See page 6-52 of the Background Report. 
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Letter 
A3 

Response 
 

California Department of General Services (DGS) 
Angela Verbaere, Assistant Chief, Asset Management Branch 
9-15-14 

 

A3-1 The commenter identifies a needed correction to the Background Report, included as Appendix C 
of the Draft MEIR. The commenter indicates that DGS has not accepted a blanket agreement to 
mitigate additional sewage flows as new state facilities are constructed. In response to this 
comment, the text on page 4-5 of the Background Report is revised as follows:  

3. The Capitol Area Plan is a master plan of proposed state facilities in the greater downtown 
area. The State Department of General Services has agreed to mitigate the additional 
sewage flows from State facilities by funding certain new pipeline construction in the 
combined system as new State facilities are constructed. Mitigation for the increased sewer 
flows from the Capitol Area Plan projects contained in the Capitol Area Plan will be made on a 
project-by-project basis. Payment of any and all fees by the State Department of General 
Services (DGS) will be paid based on the development’s fair share of costs to implement 
such a project. 

This text revision to the Background Report constitutes a minor clarification and does not change 
the analysis or conclusions of the Draft MEIR.  
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Letter 
A4 

Response 
 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) 
Rob Ferrera, Environmental Specialist, Environmental Management  
Legislative & Regulatory Affairs 
9-22-14 

 

A4-1 The comment indicates that the proposed 2035 General Plan update should acknowledge 
“policy impacts” related to several issues, including transmission line easements, electrical load 
requirements, energy efficiency, utility line routing, and climate change. The proposed 2035 
General Plan includes policies that address the issues identified in the comment. Draft MEIR 
Section 4.11.5, “Electricity and Natural Gas,” provides the applicable proposed General Plan 
policies related to coordination with utility providers and renewable energy. The Draft MEIR 
includes a discussion regarding energy efficiency conservation (see Section 6.3, “Energy 
Conservation”) as well as a section that addresses climate change impacts and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions (see Section 4.14, “Climate Change”). The comment does not identify any 
environmental impact topics or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR and no further 
response is required.  

A4-2 The comment requests further opportunities to discuss the issues identified above in comment 
A4-1 and requests that the information included in the response be conveyed to the appropriate 
audience. The comment does not identify any issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. 
SMUD is included in the City’s application review process for applicable projects and the City will 
continue to include SMUD for review of applicable development applications. Policy U 6.1.1 
states that the City shall continue to work closely with local utility providers to ensure that 
adequate electricity and natural gas services are available for existing and newly developing 
areas. Responses to this comment will be provided to the City Council for review. 
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Letter 
A5 

Response 
 

Reclamation District 1000 (RD 1000) 
Paul Devereux, General Manager/District Engineer 
9-23-14 

 

A5-1 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report.  

A5-2 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 

A5-3 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 

A5-4 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 

A5-5 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 

A5-6 The commenter inquires regarding 2035 General Plan policies related to flood insurance. The 
City encourages all residences located within the 200-year floodplain (which covers most of the 
city) to purchase flood insurance. The comment does not raise environmental issues or issues 
related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to 
this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A5-7 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 

A5-8 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 
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A5-9 The commenter recommends changes to text in Part 3 of the 2035 General Plan “Community 
Plan Areas and Special Design Areas.” The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A5-10 The commenter recommends changes to text in Part 3 of the 2035 General Plan “Community 
Plan Areas and Special Design Areas.” The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A5-11 The commenter recommends changes to text in Part 3 of the 2035 General Plan “Community 
Plan Areas and Special Design Areas.” The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A5-12 The commenter recommends changes to text in Part 3 of the 2035 General Plan “Community 
Plan Areas and Special Design Areas.” The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A5-13 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 

A5-14 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 

A5-15 The commenter recommends changes to text in Part 3 of the 2035 General Plan “Community 
Plan Areas and Special Design Areas.” The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A5-16 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft 
MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the 
decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an 
appendix to the staff report. 
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Letter 
A6 

Response 
 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
Eric Fredericks, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning – South 
9-24-14 

 

A6-1 The comment commends the City for several transportation-related policies. The comment does 
not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

A6-2 The commenter disagrees with the MEIR conclusion that traffic impacts resulting from the 
implementation of the 2035 General Plan Update are significant and unavoidable. The 
commenter goes on to state that fair-share contributions from new development projects within 
the City towards freeway improvement projects would reduce and/or mitigate impacts to freeway 
facilities. 

The City supports efforts to improve the regional transportation system, including the I-5 
Bus/Carpool Lanes and I-5 and I-80 HOV Connectors projects (mentioned by the commenter), 
both of which are included in the 2035 MTP/SCS for the region. The 2035 MTP/SCS is used in 
the analysis provided in the Draft MEIR.  

Further, the General Plan includes the following policies indicating that the City will continue to 
support regional freeway network improvements through SACOG regional planning efforts and 
coordination with adjacent jurisdictions: 

 Policy M 1.3.7: Regional Transportation Planning. The City shall continue to actively 
participate in Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) regional transportation 
planning efforts to coordinate priorities with neighboring jurisdictions and continue to work 
with all local transit providers and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) on 
transportation planning, operations, and funding.  

 Policy M 1.5.7: Freeway Improvement Coordination. The City shall work with Caltrans and 
adjacent jurisdictions to identify funding for improvements that address cumulative effects of 
planned development on the freeway system.  

Additionally, Policy M 9.1.5 directions the City to consider fair-share payments as one option for 
needed transportation infrastructure improvements: 

 Policy M 9.1.5: Fair Share for Transportation Infrastructure Improvements. The City shall 
require all new development to dedicate right-of-way, construct facilities, or pay its fair share 
for needed transportation infrastructure improvements that support all travel modes, 
including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities, roadway improvements, and 
transportation demand management (TDM) programs and services. 

The decision to require a fee payment will be made when individual projects are reviewed. 
General Plan Program 17 and Program 18 will govern potential future metrics and fee program 
implementation. As the commenter suggests, fees may reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level on a project-by-project basis; however, because the specific fee program and 
metrics are not currently in place, the precise impact reduction cannot be determined for the 
entire policy area. The conclusion that the impact would be significant and unavoidable is 
appropriate. No changes to the Draft MEIR text are necessary in response to this comment. 

A6-3 The commenter states that not all freeway segments within the City are proposed as concept 
level of service (LOS) F, and refers to published Transportation Concept Reports. 
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According to the Interstate 80 and Capital City Freeway Corridor System Management Plan 
(Caltrans 2009), all segments of I-80 and the Capital City freeway located within Sacramento 
County have a concept LOS F. According to the Transportation Corridor Concept Report United 
States Highway 50 (Caltrans 2010), all segments of US 50 located in Sacramento County have a 
concept LOS F. According to the Transportation Corridor Concept Report Interstate 5 (Caltrans 
2010), I-5 has a concept LOS F on all segments within Sacramento County except for the 
segment located in unincorporated Sacramento County (between the Yolo County line and the 
SR 99 interchange). According to the State Route 99 Transportation Corridor Concept Report 
(Caltrans 2010), SR 99 has a concept LOS F on all segments within Sacramento County except 
for the segment that serves as the border between unincorporated Sacramento County and the 
City of Sacramento (between the Sutter County line and the SR 99 interchange). The District 3 
State Route 160 Transportation Concept Report indicates that the urban segment of SR 160, 
which functions as a freeway, will operate at LOS F within the 20-year horizon period under the 
“No Build” scenario, and that LOS E is “not feasible during the 20 year planning horizon due to 
physical limitations, which prevents any lane additions.” Therefore, all freeway segments located 
entirely within the City of Sacramento have a concept LOS of F. No changes to the Draft MEIR 
text are necessary in response to this comment. 

A6-4 The commenter notes that any work or traffic control within the City that would encroach onto 
State Right-of-Way (ROW) would require an encroachment permit. This comment is noted. This 
comment does not raise issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness 
of the environmental document. No further response is required. 

A6-5 The commenter states that Caltrans would like to work with the City of Sacramento to develop 
thresholds related to the safety of pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists as a result of impacts 
related to development. The City looks forward to maintaining a cooperative relationship with 
Caltrans and reviewing the implications of evolving guidelines. The City would appreciate the 
opportunity to collaborate on the development of modified and/or new guidelines as part of 
Program 2 in the General Plan Update: 

Program 2. The City shall update its Traffic Impact Analysis and Mitigation guidelines to 
recognize contemporary methodologies for CEQA compliance and to reflect goals and policies 
of the General Plan. Mitigation recommendations should recognize the General Plan modal 
priorities. 

The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further 
response is necessary. 

A6-6 The commenter states that Caltrans would like to collaborate with the City of Sacramento to 
develop new mitigation programs, and encourages the City to utilize Program 17 of the General 
Plan Update as a means for satisfying CEQA requirements in light of the passage of SB 743. The 
City will continue to collaborate with Caltrans on the implementation of Program 17 and Program 
18 of the General Plan Update. 

Program 17 states the City’s intention to develop multimodal transportation impact fee 
program(s), which would require the contribution of fair-share payments towards improvements 
to all transportation modes. Further, Program 18 of the General Plan Update affirms the City’s 
desire to investigate appropriate transportation performance metrics and thresholds in line with 
SB 743: 

Program 18. Based on the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines 
amendments adopted for the implementation of SB 743 (Steinberg, 2013) or other future 
state legislation, the City shall consider the applicability of using transportation performance 
metrics and thresholds for measuring transportation system impacts provided in the 
approved guidelines amendments, as well as for making General Plan consistency 
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determinations and developing transportation financing programs. Based on this 
consideration, the City shall review, and update if needed, the General Plan LOS standards 
and policies and the Traffic Impact Analysis and Mitigation Guidelines to be consistent with 
the approved CEQA Guidelines amendments. 

The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further 
response is necessary. 

A6-7 The commenter is correct. There is an updated (2013) version of the Caltrans Transportation-
and-Construction-Induced Vibration Manual. Section 4.8, “Noise and Vibration,” of the Draft 
MEIR (p. 4.8-2) references the previous version of the Manual for the Caltrans-recommended 
vibration levels with respect to vibration effects on buildings. The updated 2013 version of the 
Manual did not include any changes to the recommended vibration levels; therefore, aside from 
the date of the reference, the information provided in the Draft MEIR remains accurate. The Draft 
MEIR is revised as follows to include the correct reference to the 2013 version of the Manual: 

 Section 4.8 “Noise and Vibration”: p. 4.8-2 (last paragraph): In 20042013, the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) publishedupdated the Transportation-and 
Construction-Induced Vibration Manual… 

 Section 4.8 “Noise and Vibration”: p. 4.8-2 (Table 4.8-1): Source: Caltrans 20042013 

 Chapter 7 “References”: p. 7-3: California Department of Transportation. 20042013. 
Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual. Sacramento, CA: 
Noise, Vibration, and Hazardous Waste Management Office. Prepared by Jones & Stokes. 
Page 524. 

These changes provide minor clarification and do not alter the analysis or conclusions of the 
Draft MEIR. No further response is required 
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Letter 
A7 

Response 
 

Delta Stewardship Council 
Cindy Messer, Deputy Executive Officer 
9-24-14 

 

A7-1 The comment describes the role and authority of the Delta Stewardship Council and discusses 
certification for compliance with the Delta Plan. The commenter offers the Council’s assistance 
in determining whether the proposed 2035 General Plan would require a certification of 
consistency. The comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. 
The Background Report, included as Appendix C of the Draft MEIR, includes a discussion of the 
Delta Plan.  

A7-2 The comment correctly indicates that the proposed 2035 General Plan would not modify the 
Policy Area identified in the 2030 General Plan and that the proposed 2035 General Plan is 
likely consistent with SACOG’s MTP/SCS. The comment states that if SACOG determines that the 
proposed 2035 General Plan is consistent then the General Plan would be exempt from the 
Council’s covered action process. The comment letter received from SACOG (See Agency 
Comment A13) states that since there are no changes to the land uses in the Draft 2035 
General Plan Update, the General Plan and the MTP/SCS remain compatible. Based on this 
comment, it is expected that the General Plan would be exempt from the Council’s covered 
action process; however, the City will coordinate with the Council to verify. This comment does 
not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

A7-3 The commenter concurs with various policies in the proposed 2035 General Plan. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. This 
comment will be provided to City Council for consideration. No further response is necessary. 

A7-4 The commenter concurs with various policies in the proposed 2035 General Plan. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. This 
comment will be provided to City Council for consideration. No further response is necessary. 

A7-5 The comment recommends changes in the proposed 2035 General Plan to make the text more 
consistent with language in the Delta Plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A7-6 The comment recommends changes in the proposed 2035 General Plan to make the text more 
consistent with language in the Delta Plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A7-7 The comment recommends changes in the proposed 2035 General Plan to make the text more 
consistent with language in the Delta Plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A7-8 The comment recommends changes in the proposed 2035 General Plan to make the text more 
consistent with language in the Delta Plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 
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A7-9 The comment recommends changes in the proposed 2035 General Plan to make the text more 
consistent with language in the Delta Plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under 
CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A7-10 The comment indicates that the Final MEIR should identify any inconsistencies between the 
proposed 2035 General Plan and the Delta Plan. Only the very southwest portion of the Policy 
Area (primarily the Pocket Area and Delta Shores) is within the “Legal Delta” identified in the 
Delta Plan. The Delta Plan identifies the “planned land use” of these areas as “Areas Designated 
for Development.” Therefore, the 2035 General Plan land use designations are consistent with 
the Delta Plan. The proposed 2035 General Plan policies are also consistent with the Delta Plan.  

A7-11 The comment requests an analysis of potential conflict with Delta Plan Policy DP P1, which 
relates to the urbanization of agricultural land and opens space within the Delta. As mentioned in 
response to comment A7-10 above, only the southwest portion of the Policy Area is within the 
“Legal Delta” and is identified within the Delta Plan for urban development. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in conversion of agricultural land that is inconsistent with the 
Delta Plan.  

A7-12 The comment correctly indicates that the Draft MEIR identifies a significant and unavoidable 
impact related to the regional loss of special-status plant or wildlife species or their habitat. The 
comment indicates that the Draft MEIR states that no mitigation measures are available to offset 
the impact, and the comment then refers to mitigation measures provided in the Delta Plan’s 
Mitigation and Monitoring Program (MMP). An important point of clarification is that the Draft 
MEIR indicates that no mitigation measures are available and that “[p]roposed policies require 
all feasible impact-reducing actions as part of the 2035 General Plan.” The proposed 2035 
General Plan includes a wide range of policies designed to reduce impacts to biological 
resources. In many cases, these policies are similar to the mitigation measures identified in the 
Delta Plan’s MMP, and, on the whole, both the mitigation measures in the Delta Plan MMP and 
the policies included in the proposed 2035 General Plan result in the similar overall impact 
reduction. The commenter does not identify specific issues with the proposed 2035 General Plan 
policies designed to protect biological resources and also does not identify any issues related to 
the Draft MEIR analysis (aside from a general suggestion that mitigation measures be added). 
Further, the commenter does not provide specific suggestions regarding which mitigation 
measures should be incorporated. Because the policies in the Draft MEIR are designed to reduce 
impacts to biological resources and overlap with the mitigation measures identified in the Delta 
Plan MMP, the comment does not result in changes to the Draft MEIR or the proposed 2035 
General Plan policies. 

A7-13 The comment recommends incorporating mitigation measures from the Delta Plan to protect 
farmland. As mentioned in response to comment A7-10 above, only the southwest portion of the 
Policy Area is within the “Legal Delta” and is identified within the Delta Plan for urban 
development. Therefore, the proposed 2035 General Plan would not result in conversion of land 
identified in the Delta Plan for agricultural uses. Furthermore, the proposed 2035 General Plan 
includes policies related to agricultural resource protection. No further mitigation is necessary. 
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Letter 
A8 

Response 
 

State of California – Natural Resources Agency, Delta Protection Commission 
Erik Vink, Executive Director 
9-24-14 

 

A8-1 The commenter indicates that the proposed 2035 General Plan is consistent with the Delta 
Protection Commission’s Land Use and Resource Management Plan (LURMP) and describes the 
consistency with specific policies from the LURMP. The comment does not raise environmental 
issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

A8-2 The commenter suggests General Plan policies that encourage economic development 
partnerships and transportation connections between the City and surrounding areas. The 
commenter indicates that if the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta National Heritage Area is 
established by Congress, the Commission will work with the City in creating partnerships. This 
comment relates to the proposed 2035 General Plan policies. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further 
response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for 
consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff 
report. 
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Letter 
A9 

Response 
 

Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito Vector Control District 
Kevin Combo, Ecological Management Department 
9-25-14 

 

A9-1 The comment states that the District and control of mosquito breeding should be addressed in 
all future individual planning documents. The comment raises policy issues and does not identify 
any issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary 
under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s 
response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A9-2 The commenter recommends changes to the proposed 2035 General Plan policy to more 
specifically address issues related to mosquito breeding. Development applications will continue 
to be routed to the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District for its input. The 
comment raises policy issues and does not identify any issues related to the adequacy of the 
Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to 
the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as 
an appendix to the staff report. 
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Letter 
A10 

Response 
 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) 
Paul Philley, AICP, Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst 
9-25-14 

 

A10-1 The comment recommends that the 2035 General Plan include a policy expressing a preference 
for Low Biogenic Volatile Organic Compound (BVOC) trees. Similar to reactive organic gases 
(ROG) BVOCs react with NOX to produce ozone. According to a March 2012 peer-reviewed study 
by UC Davis Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources, California native oaks (e.g., 
Quercus douglasii [blue oak] and Q. agrifolia [coast live oak]) have high isoprene emission rates. 
Isoprene is the type of BVOC that plants emit in greatest quantity. The report also shows that 
California sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Valley oak (Q. lobata), and other California native trees 
have high isoprene emission rates. All of these native tree species provide substantial ecological 
value and their protection and planting should be encouraged from a biological standpoint. 
Creating the policy recommended by the commenter could diminish the City’s ecological actions 
by devaluing several native tree species, especially native oak trees, and is therefore not 
considered to be consistent with City goals. In light of the UC Davis study, the City recommends 
that SMAQMD reconsider this policy guidance, which, if implemented, could ultimately 
discourage planting of many important native California trees, including most native oak trees. 
The UC Davis report is available at the following URL: 
http://anrcatalog.ucdavis.edu/pdf/8484.pdf The City appreciates this comment and will 
continue to coordinate with SMAQMD regarding BVOC-emitting tree species. The comment does 
not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. 

A10-2 For Policy LU 4.2.1, the commenter recommends evaluating additional pedestrian and bicycle 
treatments as identified in the Urban Street Design Guide issued by the National Association of 
City Transportation Officials. The comment raises policy issues and does not identify any issues 
related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to 
this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A10-3 The commenter summarizes the issues raised in the letter. Responses to the issues raised are 
provided in response to comment A10-1 and A10-2 above. No further response is needed. 
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Letter 
A11 

Response 
 

County of Sacramento, Regional Parks Department 
Dan Gonzales, Chairman, Sacramento County Recreation and Parks Commission 
9-25-14 

 

A11-1 The commenter correctly indicates that the Draft MEIR references an outdated version of the 
American River Parkway Plan. The Draft MEIR references the 1985 plan. The American River 
Parkway Plan was updated in 2008. Therefore, the Draft MEIR is therefore revised as follows: 

 Section 4.3, “Biological Resources,” (p. 4.3-19 immediately under the impact statement for 
Impact 4.3-10) and in the Executive Summary Table ES-1 (p. ES-8): City of Sacramento Tree 
Preservation Ordinance and American River Parkway Plan (December 19852008). 

 The Draft MEIR provides a general description of the type of policies in the American River 
Parkway Plan. The text change identified above does not alter the Draft MEIR’s description of 
these policies and does not alter the analysis or conclusions of the Draft MEIR. No further 
changes are necessary. 

A11-2 The commenter suggests that there is an inconsistency between the Environmental Setting 
summary in Draft MEIR Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation,” and the description of the “Open 
Space, Parks, and Recreation” land use designation provided Draft MEIR Chapter 2, “Project 
Description.” After careful review of both sections of text, no inconsistency is noted. Draft MEIR 
Section 2 (p. 2-15) includes a description of the various general types of uses that fall under the 
2035 General Plan “Open Space” and “Parks and Recreation” land use designations, and the 
Environmental Setting summary (which is a brief synopsis of the Environmental Setting provided 
in the Background Report, included as Appendix C of the Draft MEIR) provides a specific 
breakdown of all of the parks and recreation facilities that currently exist within the city. There is 
a necessary difference between the description of a general plan land use designation, which is 
broad and is intended to capture all appropriate and intended uses, and the description of the 
actual existing setting, which describes the specific facilities currently developed in the city. This 
difference is necessary and does not equate to an inconsistency. No changes to the text of the 
Draft MEIR are necessary. 

A11-3 The commenter indicates that the amount of potential parkland should not be used to justify a 
decrease in parkland requirements and suggests that creative solutions, such as “parklets” 
could qualify as park improvements. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service 
Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. Regarding creative solutions to increase parkland, 
several proposed policies require creative solutions to expand recreation opportunities within the 
City: 

 Policy ERC 2.2.6: Urban Park Facility Improvements. In urban areas where land dedication is 
not reasonably feasible (e.g., the Central City), the City shall explore creative solutions to 
provide neighborhood park and recreation facilities (e.g., provision of community-serving 
recreational facilities in regional parks) that reflect the unique character of the area. (MPSP) 

 Policy ERC 2.2.9: Small Public Places for New Development. The City shall allow new 
development to provide small plazas, pocket parks, civic spaces and other gathering places 
that are available to the public, particularly in infill areas, to help meet recreational demands. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.17: Joint Use Facilities Co-Located. The City shall support the development of 
parks and recreation facilities co-located with public and private facilities (e.g., schools, 
libraries, and detention basins). 
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As recommended by the commenter, these policies require the City to explore and use creative 
solutions and alternative facilities to increase recreation opportunities in the City. No further 
response is necessary. 

A11-4 The commenter raises issues regarding the decrease in in-lieu fees associated with the proposed 
change in park service level standard. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service 
Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

A11-5 The commenter raises issues regarding the decrease in in-lieu fees associated with the proposed 
change in park service level standard and potential related impact to County Parks, especially 
the American River Parkway. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level 
Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

A11-6 The commenter suggests that the City intends to consider non-City recreation amenities as a 
contributing factor to park service level goals. This is not accurate. In order to remain 
conservative and to promote consistent application of the standard, the City’s park service level 
standard is based solely on the acreage of city-owned neighborhood and community parks. The 
city does not control parkland owned and operated by other agencies and therefore cannot 
guarantee their performance or existence in perpetuity. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

A11-7 The commenter raises a potential inconsistency between the proposed park service level 
standards and proposed General Plan policies related to development of parks and recreation 
facilities. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” 
changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master 
Response 4.1.1. 

A11-8 The commenter suggests that the proposed change to park service level standards would limit 
the City’s ability to fund the creative park solutions identified in proposed General Plan Policies 
2.2.6 through 2.2.17. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master 
Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer 
to Master Response 4.1.1.  

A11-9 The commenter raises issues regarding the decrease in in-lieu fees associated with the proposed 
change in park service level standard and affect to non-City owned and managed recreation 
facilities, such as the American River Parkway. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks 
Service Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer 
proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

A11-10 The commenter indicates that decreasing the park requirements will allow growth without 
providing necessary parks. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master 
Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer 
to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
A12 

Response 
 

State of California - Office of Planning and Research,  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Scott Morgan, Director 
9-25-14 

 

A12-1 The comment indicates that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft MEIR to selected state 
agencies and that comments received have been forwarded. The comment acknowledges that 
the City complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to CEQA. The comment letters attached to the State Clearinghouse letter 
are addressed elsewhere in this Final EIR. The comment does not raise issues related to the 
adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
A13 

Response 
 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
Mike McKeever, Chief Executive Officer 
10-6-14 

 

A13-1 The commenter commends the City for basing projected population, housing, and job growth on 
SACOG’s currently adopted 2012 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (MTP/SCS). The comment further indicates that the proposed 2035 General Plan 
remains compatible with the MTP/SCS. This comment does not raise issues related to the 
adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
A14 

Response 
 

Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (Sacramento LAFCo) 
Don Lockhart, AICP, Assistant Executive Officer 
10-6-14 

 

A14-1 Regarding Policy LU 1.1.8, “Annexation Prior to City Services,” the commenter indicates a 
conditional service agreement may require LAFCo approval. This comment does not contradict 
any information provided in the proposed 2035 General Plan or the Draft MEIR. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No 
further response is necessary. 

A14-2 Regarding Policy LU 10.1.2, “Comprehensive Planning for Special Study Areas,” the commenter 
indicates that it may be helpful to note that pre-zoning of the affected territory will also have to 
occur. The comment relates to specific policy text and does not identify any issues related to the 
adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment 
will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment 
will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 

A14-3 Regarding 2035 General Plan Figure SSA-6, “Town of Freeport Study Area,” the commenter 
recommends showing Delta Shores for development context. This comment relates to a figure in 
2035 General Plan Section 3, “Community Plan Areas and Special Study Areas.” This figure is 
accurate as shown and does not appear in the Draft MEIR. Therefore, the comment does not 
raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

A14-4 Regarding 2035 General Plan Table 4-2: Program 16, the commenter suggests adding a 
statement to the program indicating there are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities 
that would be impacted in the implementation of the proposed comprehensive annexation plan. 
The comment relates to specific policy text and does not identify any issues related to the 
adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment 
will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment 
will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 
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Letter 
A15 

Response 
 

Mission Oaks Recreation and Park District 
Eric Milstein, Chair 
10-6-14 

 

A15-1 The commenter is concerned with impacts to non-City parks associated with the proposed 
change to park service level standard. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service 
Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I1 

Response 
 Sharon Billings 

No date 
 

I1-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

I1-2 The comment raises issues regarding the pace of flood protection. This comment does not raise 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

I1-3 The comment expresses support of the proposed urban agriculture policies. This comment does 
not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I2 

Response 
 Julia Brootkowski 

No date 
 

I2-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I3 

Response 
 Chris Brown 

No date 
 

I3-1 The commenter raises issues regarding water supply and water conservation in light of the 
current drought. The commenter suggests 30 percent cut in per capita consumption. As 
described in Draft MEIR Section 4.11, “Public Utilities,” (See discussions under Impact 4.11-1 
and 4.11-2) (p. 4.11-8), the primary constraint for provision of water in the City is not water 
rights, but water treatment capacity during Hodge Flow conditions. Regarding water 
conservation, the City is implementing the State’s 20x2020 Water conservation Plan, which 
includes a 20 percent water conservation reduction. Even an increase in water conservation to 
30 percent would not resolve the water supply issue. As described in the Draft MEIR, the City has 
identified several solutions for the treatment capacity issue.  

 Construction of a new water treatment plant on the Sacramento River in Natomas, north of 
the City’s present SRWTP, within the vicinity of Sacramento International Airport, commonly 
called the Natomas Water Treatment Plan (NTWP). 

 Construction of a raw water pipeline to pump flow back from the Sacramento River to the 
FWTP for treatment and distribution, commonly called the Pumpback. 

 The expansion of the Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant. 

Implementation of any of these options would likely result in environmental impacts. The Draft 
MEIR concludes that because the treatment method has not been selected and because likely 
significant environmental effects would result, the impact is considered significant and 
unavoidable. As mentioned above, an increase in water conservation would not avoid or reduce 
the severity of this impact. However, the City will continue to comply with the State requirements 
for water conservation. 

Water conservation is appropriately addressed in the proposed 2035 General Plan and the Draft 
MEIR. No further response is necessary.  

I3-2 The commenter identifies specific design measures to reduce the rate of stormwater runoff and 
increase infiltration and stormwater quality. The proposed 2035 General Plan includes several 
policies aimed to achieve these same goals. See below. 

 Policy ER 1.1.3: Stormwater Quality. The City shall control sources of pollutants and improve 
and maintain urban runoff water quality through stormwater protection measures consistent 
with the city’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.  

 Policy ER 1.1.4: New Development. The City shall require new development to protect the 
quality of water bodies and natural drainage systems through site design (e.g., cluster 
development), source controls, storm water treatment, runoff reduction measures, best 
management practices (BMPs) and Low Impact Development (LID), and hydromodification 
strategies consistent with the city’s NPDES Permit. 

 Policy ER 1.1.5: Limit Stormwater Peak Flows. The City shall require all new development to 
contribute no net increase in stormwater runoff peak flows over existing conditions 
associated with a 100-year storm event.  
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 Policy ER 1.1.6: Post-Development Runoff. The City shall impose requirements to control the 
volume, frequency, duration, and peak flow rates and velocities of runoff from development 
projects to prevent or reduce downstream erosion and protect stream habitat. 

Because of the inherently “general” nature of a General Plan, specific design measures, such as 
those identified by the commenter are not called out in these policies; however, these types of 
design measures and similar best management practices (BMPs) would be available as part of a 
menu of LID strategies that would be available for incorporation into specific projects consistent 
with the city’s NPDES Permit. The specific type of LID strategies often depends on the specific 
project site characteristics and the type of project. The comment does not raise issues related to 
the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I4 

Response 
 Lisa Kaplan 

No date 
 

I-41 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I5 

Response 
 Beth Mahony 

No date 
 

I5-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I6 

Response 
 Brett Ramsdell 

No date 
 

I6-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I7 

Response 
 Diane Ramsdell 

No date 
 

I7-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I8 

Response 
 Monica Robinson 

No date 
 

I8-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I9 

Response 
 Rosemarie Ruggien 

No date 
 

I9-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I10 

Response 
 Katherine Taylor 

No date 
 

I10-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I11 

Response 
 Roberta Urbanik 

No date 
 

I11-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I12 

Response 
 Roberta Urbanik 

9-7-14 
 

I12-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I13 

Response 
 Caryne and Don Anglin 

9-15-14 
 

I13-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

I13-2 The comment opposes light rail on Truxel Road and supports a park-and-ride at Interstate 5 (I-5). 
This comment raises policy issues. The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy 
of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I14 

Response 
 Catherine Kungu 

9-15-14 
 

I14-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I15 

Response 
 Cat Bening Stadler 

9-15-14 
 

I15-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I16 

Response 
 Mark Stadler 

9-15-14 
 

I16-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I17 

Response 
 Lara Lance 

9-16-14 
 

I17-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I18 

Response 
 Lara Vincent Callesen 

9-19-14 
 

I18-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I19 

Response 
 Carri Cardenas 

9-19-14 
 

I19-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I20 

Response 
 Tina Cota 

9-19-14 
 

I20-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I21 

Response 
 Crystal Freeman 

9-19-14 
 

I21-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I22 

Response 
 Alan Haynes 

9-19-14 
 

I22-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I23 

Response 
 Lisa Haynes 

9-19-14 
 

I23-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I24 

Response 
 Kym Hoffman 

9-19-14 
 

I24-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I25 

Response 
 CJ Jones 

9-19-14 
 

I25-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I26 

Response 
 Paul Noreen 

9-19-14 
 

I26-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I27 

Response 
 Rajan Sharma 

9-19-14 
 

I27-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I28 

Response 
 Christina Theocarides 

9-19-14 
 

I28-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I29 

Response 
 Mayur Tilak 

9-19-14 
 

I29-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I30 

Response 
 Todd Williams 

9-19-14 
 

I30-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I31 

Response 
 Dan and Melanie Young 

9-19-14 
 

I31-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I32 

Response 
 Deborah Collet-Rugne 

9-20-14 
 

I32-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I33 

Response 
 Susie Pierce 

9-20-14 
 

I33-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I34 

Response 
 Ron Knight Jr. 

9-20-14 
 

I34-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I35 

Response 
 Peter Schofield 

9-20-14 
 

I35-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I36 

Response 
 Michael Campa 

9-21-14 
 

I36-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I37 

Response 
 Jacqueline Favrin 

9-21-14 
 

I37-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I38 

Response 
 Antonio Barrales 

9-22-14 
 

I38-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

  



Draft MEIR Comments and Responses  City of Sacramento 

 Sacramento 2035 General Plan 
4-166 Final Master Environmental Impact Report 

 

  



City of Sacramento  Draft MEIR Comments and Responses 

Sacramento 2035 General Plan  
Final Master Environmental Impact Report  4-167 

Letter 
I39 

Response 
 Will Green 

9-24-14 
 

I39-1 The commenter indicates that the proposed change in traffic level of service (LOS) standards 
would be inconsistent with General Plan policies related to neighborhood traffic and traffic 
management. Master Response 4.1.2 addresses neighborhood and quality of life issues 
associated with the proposed change in traffic LOS standards. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I40 

Response 
 Karen Jacques 

9-24-14 
 

I40-1 The commenter raises the issue of ongoing tree loss in the Central City. However, the commenter 
provides no detail related to this concern. This portion of the comment does not raise issues 
related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. The commenter goes on to raise issues regarding the 
change in the park service level standard. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks 
Service Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer 
proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

I40-2 The commenter indicates that the proposed change in traffic level of service (LOS) standards 
should include adequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities that should result in creation of 
complete streets. Master Response 4.1.2 addresses neighborhood and quality of life issues 
associated with the proposed change in traffic LOS standards.  

I40-3 The commenter raises issues with livability, including walkability and bikeability. Master 
Response 4.1.2 addresses neighborhood and quality of life issues associated with the proposed 
change in traffic LOS standards. 

I40-4 The commenter indicates that a more formal, hearing-style outreach meeting might be better 
attended and more useful than the informal, workshop-style meeting. City staff appreciates this 
comment and will consider this approach for future meetings. The comment does not raise 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I41 

Response 
 Judy Mc 

9-24-14 
 

I41-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

I41-2 The commenter is correct. McKinley Park is located within the Central City Community Plan Area 
boundary, because it contains all parcels that adjoin Alhambra Boulevard. While McKinley Park 
adjoins Alhambra Boulevard, it is surrounded on three sides by land located within the East 
Sacramento Community Plan Area. McKinley Park is a community park with a service area of two- 
to three-miles, making it much more accessible to the East Sacramento neighborhoods than the 
Central City neighborhoods, due to the intervening freeway (Business 80) that limits access to 
the park from many Midtown neighborhoods. The General Plan, therefore, considers this to be a 
Central City Park for purposes of administration, but for practical, public-use purposes, it 
primarily serves East Sacramento. This response is provided for clarification of the General Plan 
maps and text. The comment does not raise issues with the Draft MEIR. No changes to the Draft 
MEIR text are needed, and no further response is necessary. 

I41-3 The comment generally criticizes the General Plan’s merit. The comment does not raise issues 
related to environmental impacts or issues with the adequacy of the Draft MIER. No further 
response is necessary. 

I41-4 The commenter expresses concern related to neighborhood livability and neighborhood traffic 
related to the proposed change in traffic LOS standards. Master Response 4.1.2 addresses 
neighborhood and quality of life issues associated with the proposed change in traffic LOS 
standards. The commenter also recommends providing public transit to the airport. This 
comment is related to policy and does not raise issues associated with environmental impacts or 
issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

I41-5 This comment does not raise any specific issues with the General Plan or the Draft MEIR. The 
comment identifies the importance of maintaining and replacing trees. The General Plan 
includes policies that promote protecting and enhancing the city’s trees. The comment does not 
raise issues with the adequacy of the Draft MEIR.  
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Letter 
I42 

Response 
 Martin Palomar 

9-24-14 
 

I42-1 The commenter indicates that the proposed change in traffic level of service (LOS) standards 
would be inconsistent with General Plan policies related to neighborhood traffic and traffic 
management. Master Response 4.1.2 addresses neighborhood and quality of life issues 
associated with the proposed change in traffic LOS standards. 
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Letter 
I43 

Response 
 Judy Robinson 

9-24-14 
 

I43-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

I43-2 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard and the 
conclusions of the Draft MEIR. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level 
Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. Also, Chapter 5 of this Final MEIR includes revisions to 
Draft MEIR Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation,” resulting from the retention of the 2030 
General Plan parkland service level standard. As identified in Master Response 4.1.1 and as can 
be seen in revised Draft MEIR Section 4.9, the modification to retain the 2030 General Plan 
parkland service level standard does not result in substantial changes to the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft MEIR. 

I43-3 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard and 
recommends keeping the current standard. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks 
Service Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer 
proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
I44 

Response 
 Ralph Sessa 

9-24-14 
 

I44-1 The commenter indicates that the proposed change in traffic level of service (LOS) standards 
would be inconsistent with General Plan policies related to neighborhood traffic and traffic 
management. Master Response 4.1.2 addresses neighborhood and quality of life issues 
associated with the proposed change in traffic LOS standards. 
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Letter 
I45 

Response 
 Cathy Stock 

9-24-14 
 

I45-1 The commenter indicates that the proposed change in traffic level of service (LOS) standards 
would be inconsistent with General Plan policies related to neighborhood traffic and traffic 
management. Master Response 4.1.2 addresses neighborhood and quality of life issues 
associated with the proposed change in traffic LOS standards. No further response is required. 
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Letter 
I46 

Response 
 Fatima Malik 

9-25-14 
 

I46-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1.  
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Letter 
I47 

Response 
 Jim Pachl and Jude Lamare 

9-25-14 
 

I47-1 The commenter suggests that the statement in Table 4.3-1 indicating that Swainson’s hawk 
“nests in riparian trees” is incorrect and that the statement implies that Swainson’s hawk only 
nest in trees near watercourses. The habitats listed in Table 4.3-1 are not intended to be 
exclusive and the statement is not intended to imply that Swainson’s hawk nesting is limited to 
riparian trees. However, to increase clarity, the phrase in Table 4.3-1 (p. 4.3-4) describing 
Swainson’s hawk habitat is revised as follows:  

Nests primarily in riparianlarge trees and forages in open fields (annual grasslands, fallow 
fields, dry and irrigated pasture). Most nesting recorded along the Sacramento River.  

Impacts 4.3-3 and 4.3-11 in the Draft MEIR address impacts to Swainson’s hawk resulting from 
implementation of the proposed 2035 General Plan. Several policies are identified that would 
reduce potential impacts. Except for policies associated specifically with Fisherman’s Lake, these 
policies are not limited to riparian areas and would apply regardless of whether nesting trees are 
located within or outside riparian areas. Therefore, the minor clarification to the Draft EIR text 
does not alter the analysis or conclusions of the Draft MEIR.  

I47-2 The commenter suggests that the thresholds of significance for impacts to biological resources 
are incorrect and, therefore, violate CEQA. This suggestion is based on the commenter’s 
interpretation of specific wording in the CEQA Guidelines related to mandatory findings and 
specific wording in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The commenter bases the contention on 
the premise that the Draft MEIR’s stated thresholds are “narrower” than CEQA’s mandatory 
findings (i.e., allow a greater magnitude of effect without identifying it as significant) and that 
narrower thresholds invite “applicants and City staff to make determinations of ‘less than 
significant’.” 

Whereas the commenter describes the City’s thresholds of significance as “narrower” than 
CEQA’s definition (and, therefore, less protective), it would be more accurate to describe them as 
more specific and more protective. CEQA Section 15065 broadly defines significance related to 
biological resources impacts—if a project would: 

 substantially degrade the quality of the environment; 

 substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; 

 cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; 

 threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; 

 substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened 
species. 

The Draft MEIR’s thresholds of significance encapsulate the “mandatory findings of significance” 
identified above, but provide more specific direction to City staff and decision makers who must 
apply these thresholds of significance to the proposed General Plan, and, if the Draft MEIR is 
certified and the proposed 2035 General Plan adopted, to future projects. The Draft MEIR’s 
thresholds of significance are provided below. 
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For the purposes of this MEIR, impacts on biological resources are considered significant if the 
proposed General Plan would: 

 result in substantial degradation of the quality of the environment or reduction of habitat or 
population below self-sustaining levels of threatened or endangered species of plant or 
animal;  

 affect other species of special concern or habitats (including regulatory waters and wetlands) 
protected by agencies or natural resource organizations;  

 result in the loss or modification of riparian habitat, resulting in a substantial adverse effect;  

 have an adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands and/or waters of the United 
States through direct removal, filling, or hydrological interruption; or  

 result in the loss of CDFW-defined sensitive natural communities such as elderberry 
savanna, northern claypan vernal pool, and northern hardpan vernal pool.  

The Draft MEIR thresholds of significance focus on the specific habitats and biological resources 
present within the City and provide specificity beyond the conditions identified in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15065 and stated above. The City’s thresholds for biological resources avoid 
highly interpretable phrases such as “threaten to eliminate” or “substantially reduce.” Instead, 
the City’s thresholds of significance use more certain phrases, such as “result in the loss or 
modification of” or “have an adverse effect…through direct removal, filling, or hydrological 
interruption.” Because of the City’s thresholds of significance encapsulate the mandatory 
findings, but add specificity and reduce ambiguity, the City’s thresholds are more protective. 

The commenter also suggests that the Draft MEIR should use the environmental checklist 
questions identified in CEQA Appendix G. The first page of Appendix G states “[t]he following is a 
sample form and may be tailored to satisfy individual agencies’ needs and project 
circumstances…. The sample questions in this form are intended to encourage thoughtful 
assessment of impacts, and do not necessarily represent thresholds of significance.” It is clear 
from the Draft MEIR’s stated thresholds of significance that they consider and incorporate many 
of the concepts identified in Appendix G. However, as encouraged on the first page of Appendix 
G, the City has thoughtfully considered the potential impacts and has identified the appropriate 
thresholds of significance. 

The comment does not result in any change to the Draft MEIR’s thresholds of significance and no 
further response is necessary. 

I47-3 The commenter criticizes the General Plan’s use of SACOG’s MTP/SCS projections for population 
and employment, calling them “very speculative.” Any projection of growth over a 20-year period 
involves some degree of assumption; however, the SACOG model is based on extensive research 
by expert regional and transportation planners. There is arguably no better model to project 
growth in the Sacramento region. The commenter offers no better method for making population 
and employment projections. The commenter also does not raise any specific issues with the 
adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

I47-4 The commenter discusses a movement of higher income families away from multi-family housing 
in the Central City to single-family housing in less dense areas. The commenter identifies the 
need to retain tree canopy and parks facilities to attract the population to higher-density living. 
This comment does not raise issues with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is 
necessary. 
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I47-5 The commenter correctly identifies a typographical error in General Plan Policy ER 3.1.3 which 
also occurs in the Draft MEIR. The text on page 4.3-9 of the Draft MEIR is revised as follows: 

 Policy ER 3.1.3: Trees of Significance. The City shall require the retention of City trees and 
Heritage Trees by promoting stewardship of such trees and ensuring that the design of 
development projects provides for the retention of these trees wherever possible. Where tree 
removal cannot be avoided, the City shall require tree replacement or appropriate 
remediation. (RDR/MPSP)  

This text revision corrects a typographical error and constitutes a minor clarification to the Draft 
MEIR text. The text revision does not result in any changes to the analysis or conclusion of the 
Draft MEIR. This correction will also be made to the corresponding text in the 2035 General Plan. 

I47-6 The commenter indicates that there is “no protection” for privately-owned trees that are too 
small to be considered Heritage Trees and no mitigation for these trees. Based on this premise, 
the commenter suggests that the Draft MEIR’s conclusion regarding substantial loss of trees is 
“factually untrue.” Several proposed General Plan policies, including ER 3.1.6 and 3.1.7, 
promote tree planting to increase the City’s tree canopy, which increases shade thereby reducing 
urban heat island effect and energy consumption. Other proposed policies, such as ER 3.1.8 and 
3.1.9, focus on public education regarding the importance of trees and on providing adequate 
funding to maintain the city’s urban forest.  

See also the discussion of Impact 4.3-3 (Draft MEIR, page 4.3-13) relating to impacts to nesting 
and foraging habitat. As indicated in that discussion: “…the General Plan includes policies and 
goals designed to protect biological resources and natural habitats…” Consistent with general 
plan policy, the City evaluates any loss of trees in terms of potential significant impacts to 
nesting and foraging habitats, or other significant impacts that could occur. 

Because the 2035 General Plan requires the City to protect City and Heritage Trees by 
ordinance, retain all other trees whenever possible, promote tree planting to increase canopy 
cover and reduce energy use, promote education related to trees, and provide funding to care for 
the urban forest, the suggestion that there is “no protection” for privately owned trees is 
inaccurate and the suggestion that the implementation of the Draft MEIR would result in a 
substantial loss of trees is unfounded. The Draft MEIR’s conclusion is appropriate.  
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Letter 
I48 

Response 
 Michael Saeltzer 

9-25-14 
 

I48-1 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

I48-2 The commenter notes that the General Plan Update includes modifications to the City’s LOS 
standards, and goes on to state that the modifications to the LOS standards do not address 
concerns related to additional traffic on residential streets. The commenter correctly summarizes 
the modified LOS standards contained in Policy M 1.2.2. Master Response 4.1.2, “Neighborhood 
Livability Maser Response,” includes a detailed discussion regarding neighborhood traffic and 
livability issues. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.2.  

I48-3 The commenter states that a recently approved project in the City, McKinley Village, will result in 
changes to the character of residential streets and will result in traffic impacts that are ignored 
by analyses contained in EIRs. Master Response 4.1.2 includes a detailed discussion regarding 
neighborhood traffic and livability issues. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.2. 

I48-4 The commenter states that increases in traffic will result in increases in air pollution, and that 
the General Plan update appears to be “more about reducing possible roadblocks to 
development than it is about actually reducing pollution.” Section 4.2 of the MEIR provides an 
evaluation of potential air quality impacts that would result from the implementation of the 2035 
General Plan, and accounts for pollution that would be generated by increases in automobile 
traffic. This comment does not raise issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the environmental document. No further response is necessary. 

I48-5 The commenter states that SB 743 will result in reduced reliance on LOS in determining 
transportation impacts, and increased reliance on VMT as a metric. Program 18 of the General 
Plan Update affirms the City’s desire to investigate appropriate transportation performance 
metrics and thresholds in line with SB 743: 

Program 18. Based on the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines 
amendments adopted for the implementation of SB 743 (Steinberg, 2013) or other future 
state legislation, the City shall consider the applicability of using transportation performance 
metrics and thresholds for measuring transportation system impacts provided in the 
approved guidelines amendments, as well as for making General Plan consistency 
determinations and developing transportation financing programs. Based on this 
consideration, the City shall review, and update if needed, the General Plan LOS standards 
and policies and the Traffic Impact Analysis and Mitigation Guidelines to be consistent with 
the approved CEQA Guidelines amendments. 

Program 18 would require update, if needed, of the General Plan LOS standards and policies to 
be consistent with approved CEQA Guidelines amendments. This is an appropriate approach, 
because the SB 743 CEQA Guidelines amendments are in preliminary draft form at this time and 
the ultimately approved provisions cannot yet be known No further response is necessary. 

I48-6 The commenter urges the City to adopt “a more holistic approach to the environmental impacts 
of increased traffic” that acknowledges impacts to residential roadways. Master Response 4.1.2 
includes a detailed discussion regarding neighborhood traffic and livability issues. Please refer to 
Master Response 4.1.2. Also refer to response to comment I45-8 above. No further response is 
necessary. 
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I48-7 The commenter requests more quantifiable data regarding the value of parks, trees, urban 
forest, and tree canopy. These types of economic considerations are not considered impacts to 
the environment and are not required for evaluation in the Draft MEIR. No further response is 
necessary. 

I48-8 The commenter describes the enviro-centric movement of education and youth in the country 
and expresses that there should be research and economic models to ascribe value to natural 
resources and convey to the public the potential effects to these resources in terms of economic 
value and cost-benefit. These types of economic considerations are not considered impacts to 
the environment and are not required for evaluation in the Draft MEIR. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Letter 
O1 

Response 
 

Sacramento Tree Foundation 
Ray Tretheway, Executive Director 
9-4-14 

 

O1-1 The comment compliments the City’s efforts related to building the urban forest and 
incorporating the CAP measures into the proposed 2035 General Plan Update. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No 
further response is necessary. 

O1-2 The comment identifies policy changes related to tree canopy. City staff is currently undertaking 
an update to the City’s Tree Ordinance to address the issues raised in this comment. The City 
intends to begin a management plan study once the City’s Tree Ordinance is in place. City staff 
believes that is the appropriate time to address these issues. City staff anticipates that the 
management plan will be fully aligned with the updated General Plan. There are no 
recommended policy changes at this time. The comment does not raise issues with the 
adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

O1-3 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
O2 

Response 
 

Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 
Jordan Lang, Project Analyst 
9-10-14 

 

O2-1 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 

O2-2 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 

O2-3 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 

O2-4 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 

O2-5 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 

O2-6 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 

O2-7 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 

O2-8 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 
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O2-9 The comment provides additional policy consideration related to bicycle facilities. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 

O2-10 The commenter indicates a lack of substantiation for the VMT reduction associated with General 
Plan policies for expansion of the bikeway system, which are based on 2012 Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) measures. Fehr & Peers (transportation consultants for the CAP, the proposed 2035 
General Plan, and the Draft EIR) used the same VMT reduction calculation methodology for both 
the proposed 2035 General Plan and the approved CAP (See Appendix F of the Draft MEIR for 
the full spreadsheet). The commenter goes on to primarily recommend additional policy 
considerations. These comments do not raise environmental issues or issues related to the 
adequacy of the Draft MEIR. This comment will be provided to City Council for consideration. No 
further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
O3 

Response 
 

Congress of California Seniors 
Henry L. Lacayo, State President 
9-22-14 

 

O3-1 The commenter expresses appreciation that the City included the Caring Neighborhood program 
and encourages the City to include policy direction that addresses the changing demographics of 
the city, including the Caring Neighborhoods program. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further 
response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for 
consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff 
report. 
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Letter 
O4 

Response 
 

East Sacramento Preservation Neighborhood Association 
Michael Saeltzer, President 
9-24-14 

 

O4-1 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-1. 

O4-2 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-1. 

O4-3 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-2. 

O4-4 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-3. 

O4-5 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-4. 

O4-6 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-5. 

O4-7 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-6. 

O4-8 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-7. 

O4-9 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter I48 submitted by Michael Saeltzer. 
Please refer to the response to comment I48-8. 
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Letter 
O5 

Response 
 Same Letter as O5a 

9-24-14 
 

O5-1 The commenter states concern regarding the modification of the LOS standard to LOS F in 
portions of the City, and states that this standard would result in residential streets experiencing 
increased traffic volumes. The commenter goes on to state that the LOS standard does not 
measure impacts to neighborhood livability. The LOS policy in the current General Plan includes a 
“Core Area” LOS exemption that results in an LOS F standard for the most urbanized areas of the 
City. This policy recognizes that roadway widening in this area to achieve improved levels of 
service would detract from other City goals, including providing an environment that is attractive 
and safe for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. The proposed changes to Policy M 1.2.2 
contained in the General Plan Update would result in a slight modification of the Core Area 
exemption in addition to allowing LOS in Priority Investment Areas and on select roadway 
segments. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.2, “Neighborhood Livability Master Response,” 
for additional information. 

O5-2 The commenter states concern regarding the modification of Policy M 1.2.2 to accept LOS F on 
Carlson Drive, Elvas Avenue, and H Street and goes on to state that this modification runs 
counter to City goals involving neighborhood traffic management. As documented in the 
Background Report (Appendix C of the Draft MEIR) and Appendix D of the Draft MEIR, the 
segments of Carlson Drive and H Street that listed in Policy M 1.2.2 currently operate at LOS F. 
The modification of this policy to allow LOS F on these roadways under cumulative year (2035) 
conditions is in recognition that widening these roadways to achieve improved levels of service is 
not planned and may not be desirable as it could conflict with other City goals contained in the 
General Plan. The Draft MEIR analysis also indicates that implementation of the 2035 General 
Plan would result in LOS F conditions under cumulative year (2035) conditions on portions of 
Elvas Avenue; similarly, Elvas Avenue is not planned to be widened, and doing so may not be 
desirable as it could conflict other goals contained in the General Plan. This comment primarily 
raises policy issues and policy constancy issues and does not raise issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. Please refer to Master 
Response 4.1.2 for additional information. 

O5-3 The commenter states that the Core Area of the City would still have a standard of LOS F in the 
General Plan Update, and asks for greater specificity regarding improvements to bicycle facilities 
and transit in this area. The commenter accurately states that LOS F would remain acceptable 
within the Core Area with implementation of the 2035 General Plan Update. This comment does 
not raise issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
environmental document. The comment will be provided to the decision makers for their 
consideration. 

The commenter also reiterates concern regarding specific streets where LOS F conditions would 
be allowed under Policy M 1.2.2, and requests that a delay in the implementation of this policy to 
allow time for the development of mitigation measures. As documented on page 4.12-24 of the 
Draft MEIR, implementation of the 2035 General Plan would not result in adverse impacts to 
roadways within the City of Sacramento, and therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 
Please refer to responses to comments O5-1 and O5-2 for additional information regarding 
roadways with an LOS F designation. 
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Letter 
O5a 

Response 
 

East Sacramento Preservation Neighborhood Association 
Michael Saeltzer, President 
East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City 
Caroline Goddard, President 
Neighbors for a Better Sacramento 
Richard Lyndon, President 
Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency 
Jane Macaulay, President 
and individual signatories 
9-25-14 

 

O5a-1 This letter is nearly identical to Individual Comment Letter O5. Please refer to the responses to 
comment 05-1 through 05-3. 
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Letter 
O6 

Response 
 

Save the American River Association 
Steven Green, President 
9-24-14 

 

O6-1 The comment recommends a change to LU 9.1.6 indicating that the American River Parkway 
Plan is not “state approved” but is “submitted to the legislature for adoption” and is, therefore, 
“state law.” This comment relates to specific policy text of the proposed 2035 General Plan. The 
General Plan policy, which is reflected on page 4.9.5 of the Draft MEIR, has been revised to read 
as follows: 

LU 9.1.6 American River Parkway Plan. The City recognizes the American River Parkway Plan 
as an important state approved State land use and policy document prepared through the 
Urban American River Parkways Preservation Act (Public Resources Code 5840, et al). 
(RDR/MPSP)  

This constitutes a minor clarification and does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
MEIR. The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further 
response is necessary. 

O6-2 The commenter summarizes the parks acreage and service level described in the Section 4.9 of 
the Draft MEIR. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” 
changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master 
Response 4.1.1. 

O6-3 The commenter indicates that the Draft MEIR uses terms “persons,” “population,” and 
“residents” interchangeably when describing parkland service levels. “Population” and 
“residents” are able to be used interchangeably because they both refer to people living within 
the City of Sacramento. The only occurrence of the word “persons” in Section 4.9 is in the 
“Environmental Setting” summary. The following change to the Draft MEIR (p. 4.9-1) is made to 
clarify:  

The City currently provides approximately 3.4 acres of neighborhood and community park per 
1,000 personsresidents citywide. 

This revision is considered a minor clarification and does not change the analysis or conclusions 
of the Draft MEIR.  

O6-4 The commenter asks if the Draft MEIR accounts for demands from employees and visitors on 
neighborhood and community parks. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service 
Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. Also, Chapter 5 of this Final MEIR includes revisions to 
Draft MEIR Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation,” resulting from the retention of the 2030 
General Plan parkland service level standard. As identified in Master Response 4.1.1 and as can 
be seen in revised Draft MEIR Section 4.9, the modification to retain the 2030 General Plan 
parkland service level standard does not result in substantial changes to the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft MEIR. Regarding demand and impact from employees and visitors on 
neighborhood and community parks, the City’s parkland service level goals are based on 
resident population numbers. There are many reasons for using population as a basis for 
parkland service level standards, but the primary reasons are these: 

 City residents are the primary intended recipients of City park service for neighborhood and 
community parks; however, the Park Development Impact Fee, which is used for park 
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improvements, does take into account both residential and employee usage of parks via a 
Park Development Impact Fee Nexus Study. A Nexus Study is required per AB 1600. 

 Almost all parks located within the city, and most parks within in the Central City, currently 
serve primarily residential uses (a few parks located downtown serve a higher volume of 
employees). For this reason, park use by employees and visitors is generally captured in a 
residence-based service level ratio. Because the proposed 2035 General Plan focuses much 
of the growth in the Central City area, the downtown parks that currently serve higher 
volumes of employees will begin to serve a higher residential population.  

 Population numbers are fairly accurate, geographically focused, readily available, and 
frequently updated. Employee numbers are not as accurate and are much more unreliable. 
Visitor data is difficult to compile with any accuracy and would typically require expensive 
counts and visitor surveys. 

The Draft MEIR Section 4.9 (as revised), therefore, does not explicitly identify the demand from 
employees and visitors, but, because these park users are generally captured in a residence-
based park service ratio as well as the Park Development Impact Fee Nexus Study, the Draft 
MEIR’s analysis is appropriate. No further response is necessary.  

O6-5 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard as it relates 
to city and non-city regional parks. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level 
Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

O6-6 The comment questions the validity of comparing the proposed park service level goals to those 
of other cities, calling the comparison “a meaningless exercise” if not “comparing apples to 
apples.” As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” 
changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master 
Response 4.1.1. Also, Chapter 5 of this Final MEIR includes revisions to Draft MEIR Section 4.9, 
“Parks and Recreation,” resulting from the retention of the 2030 General Plan parkland service 
level standard. As identified in Master Response 4.1.1 and as can be seen in revised Draft MEIR 
Section 4.9, the modification to retain the 2030 General Plan parkland service level standard 
does not result in substantial changes to the analysis or conclusions of the Draft MEIR.  

O6-7 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard as it relates 
to the American River Parkway. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level 
Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1.  

O6-8 The comment raises issues with increased use of the American River Parkway resulting from 
population and employment growth within the city. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. Also, 
please see response to comment 06-4 above, which discusses the City’s use of a residence-
based park service level standard for neighborhood and community parks. The city is not 
proposing a change to its regional park service goal. However, recognizing that the additional 
population growth within the city may place additional pressure on these regional trail facilities, 
proposed General Plan policy ERC 2.5.2 requires the City to coordinate with Sacramento County 
and other agencies and organizations to secure funding to patrol, maintain, and enhance the 
American River and Sacramento River Parkways.  

O6-9 The commenter asks whether the City will be relying on the American River Parkway to comply 
with proposed Policy LU 5.6.2. The policy does not currently consider the parkway. The City 
cannot, without appropriate agreements in place, apply its standards to facilities outside the 
City’s jurisdiction and, therefore, cannot require the County to develop parks or open space uses 
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within the American River Parkway. This policy is concerned only with facilities within the City’s 
jurisdiction.  

O6-10 The commenter requests identification of the parks and open spaces the City intends to develop 
in the future. To the extent details are available, park developments under the proposed 2035 
General Plan are identified in Table 2-2 of the Draft MEIR. Draft MEIR Exhibit 2-4, “Land Use and 
Urban Form Diagram,” identifies all of the land in the city designated “Parks and Recreation” and 
“Open Space.” No further response is necessary. 

 The commenter also asks if Policy ERC 2.2.6 includes the American River Parkway as a “regional 
park.” The policy does not currently consider the parkway, except the portions located within the 
City’s jurisdiction. See response to comment O6-9 above.  

O6-11 The commenter suggests an inconsistency. See response to comment O6-10 above. The answer 
to the commenter’s previous question was that the policy does not consider the parkway. 
Therefore, no inconsistency exists. 

O6-12 The commenter requests specific information regarding land along the American River that the 
City is considering for acquisition and development of parks and public access. To the extent 
details are available, park developments under the proposed 2035 General Plan are identified in 
Table 2-2 of the Draft MEIR. Draft MEIR Exhibit 2-4, “Land Use and Urban Form Diagram,” 
identifies all of the land in the city designated “Parks and Recreation” and “Open Space.” In 
addition, Figure CC-2 in the Central City Community Plan (within Part 3 of the 2035 General Plan) 
also identifies the land designated for “Parks” and “Open Space” in the Central City Community 
Plan, including land along the American River. These land use designations are consistent with 
the acquisition assumptions which provided basis for the park service level standards. No further 
response is necessary. 

O6-13 The commenter asks if the reference to “along the rivers” in Policy ERC 2.2.11 includes the 
American River Parkway. The policy does not consider the parkway (except for the City-owned 
portions discussed above in response to comment O6-10). The City cannot provide regional 
parks by using an existing parkway outside of its jurisdiction. See responses to O6-9 and O6-10 
above. No further response is necessary. 

O6-14 The commenter asks if the reference to “Rivers” and “Natural Resource Areas” in Goal ERC 2.4 
includes the American River Parkway. This policy does include the American River Parkway and 
seeks partnership and coordination with other applicable agencies, including Sacramento 
County, to maximize the availability and use of these facilities by City residents. However, the 
portions of the parkway outside the City’s ownership and jurisdiction do not contribute to 
achievement of the City’s specified service goals. The City cannot provide these facilities by using 
an existing parkway outside of its jurisdiction. See responses to O6-9 and O6-10 above. No 
further response is necessary. 

O6-15 The commenter asks if the City’s linear parks/parkways service level in Policy ERC 2.4.1 includes 
the American River Parkway. The policy does not consider the parkway (except for the City-owned 
portions discussed above in response to comment O6-10). The City cannot provide regional 
parks by using an existing parkway outside of its jurisdiction. See responses to O6-9 and O6-10 
above. No further response is necessary.  

O6-16 The commenter requests clarification of Policy ERC 2.4.2 to identify Sacramento County 
specifically and to indicate compliance with the American River Parkway Plan. This policy is 
intended to broadly identify regional, State, and local partners, owners, and developers regarding 
management, preservation, and enhancement of parkways, urban waterways, and riparian 
corridors. This level of specificity is not appropriate for this policy. The Background Report 
(included as Appendix C of the Draft MEIR—see p. 2-72) describes the American River Parkway 
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Plan. The Background Report also indicates that the property is maintained by Sacramento 
County Regional Parks (See Background Report p. 5-25). Policy ERC 2.5.2 River Parkways 
specifically calls out Sacramento County as a partner agency. No changes to Policy ERC 2.4.2 are 
necessary. This comment does not raise environmental issues or issues with the adequacy of the 
Draft MEIR. No further response is required.  

O6-17 The commenter describes approved development within the River District and indicates that it is 
unknown whether the River District parkland has been secured. For the most part, parkland within 
the River District has not been secured. Parkland is mostly intended to be dedicated with 
development. However, some parks within Township 9 have been dedicated. In addition, the River 
District Specific Plan identifies parkland dedication and in-lieu fees for this designated area (See p. 
59 of the Specific Plan available online at the following URL: http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/ 
Community-Development/Planning/Long-Range/Specific%20Plans ). Once the General Plan is 
adopted the River District Specific Plan will be amended to be consistent with the General Plan 
policies. The commenter then indicates that the City has not identified any mitigation measures to 
reduce the potentially significant impacts resulting from an “exponential increase” in use. It is not 
clear whether the commenter is suggesting that mitigation is needed to compensate for any 
currently identified park acreage in the River District that is not acquired, or whether the 
commenter is suggesting impacts related to population growth in general and increased pressure 
on parks. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” 
changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Also, Chapter 5 of this Final 
MEIR includes revisions to Draft MEIR Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation,” resulting from the 
retention of the 2030 General Plan parkland service level standard. Impacts to parks resulting 
from growth under the proposed 2035 General Plan are identified in revised Section 4.9 of the 
Draft MEIR. Please refer to revised Section 4.9 included in Chapter 5 of this Final MEIR.  

O6-18 The commenter indicates that the proposed vehicle, light rail, bike, and pedestrian bridge would 
remove nearly five acres of parkland and that no mitigation for impacts has been identified. The 
commenter does not identify which river crossing would remove five acres of parkland, or which 
park might be affected. None of the river crossing projects identified in the General Plan would 
result in the loss of five acres of parkland (although some of the crossings would pass over 
parkland). Therefore, the Draft MEIR did not include mitigation for loss of this parkland. Also, as 
identified in the Draft MEIR (p. 6-14) specific plans are not available for detailed evaluation of 
the proposed bridge crossings. At the time specific bridge plans are developed additional CEQA 
review and evaluation will be necessary. Although impacts to parks are not anticipated at this 
time, the CEQA documents for the individual river crossing projects will evaluate these impacts 
and will identify any necessary mitigation measures. No further response is necessary. 

O6-19 The commenter indicates that development in the Railyards, the Central Business District, and 
elsewhere in the City, along with new river crossings, could substantially impact the rivers if 
mitigation is not identified. The commenter does not identify specific issues with the Draft MEIR. 
The Draft MEIR’s analysis is cumulative in nature and identifies potential cumulative impacts 
associated with all of the developments described by the commenter. Because no specific issues 
with the Draft MEIR are identified, no further response can be provided. 

O6-20 The commenter indicates that no funding sources are identified to reduce impacts resulting from 
the city’s increased use of the American River Parkway. Please refer to response to comment O6-
8 regarding increased use of the American River Parkway. 

O6-21 The commenter indicates generally that the Draft MEIR did not adequately demonstrate that the 
proposed General Plan’s impacts on parks would remain below the identified thresholds of 
significance. Section 4.9 of the Draft MEIR, as revised in Chapter 5 of this Final MEIR, explicitly 
describes how the proposed 2035 General Plan would not exceed the identified thresholds of 
significance. In response to public comments, Master Response 4.1.1 provides additional 
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clarification. Because the commenter offers no specifics regarding the Draft MEIR’s purported 
“failure to demonstrate,” no additional response can be provided.  

O6-22 The commenter indicates that the hope of securing funding is not enough to mitigate significant 
impacts to the American River Parkway. The Draft MEIR did not identify a significant impact to 
the American River Parkway resulting from implementation of the proposed 2035 General Plan; 
therefore, additional mitigation is not necessary. Regarding funding issues please refer to 
response to comment O6-20 above. No further response is necessary. 

O6-23 The commenter raises issues related to the City’s ability to fund maintenance of existing parks 
and for planning and development of future parks given the previously proposed change in the 
parkland service level standard. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level 
Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1.  

O6-24 The commenter questions the City’s establishment of a goal that is consistent with existing park 
service level. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” 
changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master 
Response 4.1.1.  

O6-25 The commenter questions the City’s motives for the proposed reduction in park service level 
standards. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” 
changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master 
Response 4.1.1. 

O6-26 The commenter indicates that the Draft MEIR does not present evidence supporting the 
statement that the City’s current service level goal discourages infill. As described in Master 
Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level 
standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. Also, Chapter 5 of this 
Final MEIR includes revisions to Draft MEIR Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation,” resulting from 
the retention of the 2030 General Plan parkland service level standard. As identified in Master 
Response 4.1.1 and as can be seen in revised Draft MEIR Section 4.9, the modification to retain 
the 2030 General Plan parkland service level standard does not result in substantial changes to 
the analysis or conclusions of the Draft MEIR.  

O6-27 The commenter indicates generally that the Draft MEIR is inadequate and does not reduce 
impacts to the American River Parkway, especially in light of the previously proposed change in 
parkland service level goals. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level 
Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. 
Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. Responses to comments O6-8 and O6-20 provide 
additional discussion regarding the American River Parkway. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
O7 

Response 
 

Capital City Preservation Trust 
Kathryn Tobias, MRP, JD., Chair 
9-25-14 

 

O7-1 The comment raises issues related to the proposed amendment to allow an increase in density 
in the Traditional Neighborhood Medium Density (TNMD) designation from 21 dwelling units per 
acre (du/ac) to 36 du/ac to bring the General Plan designation’s allowed density into consistency 
with the current R3A zone. The commenter suggests that the higher density would foster 
“demolition by neglect” in historic districts and for landmark properties. The term “demolition by 
neglect” refers to the deferral of structure maintenance to encourage disrepair and eventual 
condemnation and removal of the structure for public health and safety reasons. It is suggested 
that owners of historic properties use this strategy to circumvent the City’s demolition permit 
process involving listed historic structures, which requires review and approval by the 
Preservation Commission. 

City staff are aware that, over the past decades, several older and historic structures have been 
neglected by their owners to the point where condemnation was necessary for safety reasons. 
However, it is speculative to assume the reasons for deterioration of property condition or 
motives of property owners regarding property upkeep. If an owner intentionally neglects a 
property, it would be in violation of the City’s Planning & Development Code and Health and 
Safety Code (described in more detail below) and subject to penalty.  

The City applies General Plan land use designations at the neighborhood level. The City’s 
approach for the proposed 2035 General Plan (and the currently adopted 2030 General Plan) 
promotes higher density infill development within the Central City to encourage community 
vibrancy, connectivity, sustainability, and reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT). There is no 
evidence to indicate that a change in the General Plan residential density designation would 
result in intentional neglect of properties, particularly when the intent of the change is for 
enhancement of community qualities.  

Although the issue of intentional “demolition by neglect” is speculative, a number of historic, 
potentially historic, and just older properties are in disrepair in Sacramento. This condition does 
diminish the historic fabric and character of the City around a deteriorated property, including 
within historic districts and older neighborhoods. The General Plan contains policies to address 
the maintenance of historic structures, including the following:  

 Policy HCR 2.1.4: Incentives and Enforcement. The City shall develop and support regulatory 
(e.g., appropriate development and zoning standards), technical, and financial incentives 
(e.g., City, State, and federal, and private grants, loans, easements, and tax credits) and 
enforcement programs to promote the maintenance, rehabilitation, preservation and 
interpretation of the city’s historic and cultural resources.  

 Policy HCR 2.1.7: Historic Resource Property Maintenance. The City shall encourage 
maintenance and upkeep of historic resources to avoid the need for major rehabilitation and 
to reduce the risks of demolition, loss through fire or neglect, or impacts from natural 
disasters.  

 Policy HCR 2.1.9: City-Owned Resources. The City shall maintain all City-owned historic and 
cultural resources in a manner that is consistent with the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.  
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 Policy HCR 2.1.12: Contextual Features. The City shall promote the preservation, 
rehabilitation, restoration, and/or reconstruction, as appropriate, of contextual features 
(e.g., structures, landscapes, street lamps, signs) related to historic resources.  

Implementation of these policies help address disrepair of historic properties and helps 
maintain the appropriate historic fabric and contexts of the City’s older neighborhoods. Because 
these policies promote sound maintenance, their implementation also reduces the likelihood 
that these structures would be demolished for public health and safety reasons. 

The proposed 2035 General Plan also includes policies that specifically discourage demolition 
of historic structures and promote reuse of structures, including the following: 

 Policy HCR 2.1.15: Demolition. The City shall consider demolition of historic resources as a 
last resort, to be permitted only if the rehabilitation of the resource is not feasible, demolition 
is necessary to protect the health, safety, and welfare of its residents, or the public benefits 
outweigh the loss of the historic resource.  

 Policy LU 2.6.5: Existing Structure Reuse. The City shall encourage the retention of existing 
structures and promote their adaptive reuse and renovation with green building technologies 
to retain the structures’ embodied energy, increase energy efficiency, make it more energy 
efficient, and limit the generation of waste.  

Implementation of the policies described above would discourage inadequate maintenance of 
historic structures, including “demolition by neglect.”  

As mentioned above, it is illegal for owners of any property, including historic structures, to 
intentionally neglect their property. City Code Title 8, “Health and Safety,” prohibits nuisance 
properties and requires appropriate maintenance or building exteriors and interiors for the 
purposes of public welfare. Because “demolition by neglect” is illegal, it is not considered a 
reasonably foreseeable outcome of the proposed 2035 General Plan. 

Impact 4.4-1 of the Draft MEIR (p. 4.4-5) concludes that proposed General Plan policies and 
environmental review processes would not prevent the demolition of historic properties and that 
the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. The MEIR’s analysis and conclusion 
discloses a potential for significant and unavoidable impact to historic structures despite the 
proposed General Plan policies; therefore, good faith full disclosure of the potential impact has 
occurred, consistent with CEQA requirements.  

The City welcomes further dialogue with the Capital City Preservation Trust regarding ways to 
further promote sound maintenance and protect historic properties. No further response is 
necessary. 

O7-2 See response to comment O7-1 above. 

O7-3 See response to comment O7-1 above. 
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Letter 
O8 

Response 
 

Community Groups & Individuals 
Multiple signatories 
9-25-14 

 

O8-1 The commenter provides a brief overview of the issues raised in the comment letter. Individual 
responses to each of the specific issues raised in the letter are provided below. No further 
response is necessary. 

O8-2 The commenter suggests several additional policies to support ER Goal 3.1 Urban Forest. These 
recommended policies will be provided to City Council for consideration as part of the staff report 
for the project decision. These comments relate to the merits of the project; they do not raise 
issues with the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

O8-3 The commenter recommends expanding the definition of Heritage Trees to encompass canopy 
trees. This recommendation will be provided for City Council for consideration as part of the staff 
report for the project decision. The commenter indicates that the MEIR may not adequately 
evaluate the impacts of the proposed 2035 General Plan related to tree canopy. This issue was 
addressed previously in response to comment I47-6. No further response is necessary.  

O8-4 The commenter indicates that the MEIR does not fully account for the difference between tree 
loss and tree replacement. As indicated in the Draft MEIR (p. 4.3-19) the City’s policy is to retain 
trees, whenever possible, regardless of size and the City protects Heritage Trees under 
ordinance. Several proposed General Plan policies, including ER 3.1.6 and 3.1.7, promote tree 
planting to increase the City’s tree canopy, which increases shade thereby reducing urban heat 
island effect and energy consumption. Other proposed policies, such as ER 3.1.8 and 3.1.9, 
focus on public education regarding the importance of trees and on providing adequate funding 
to maintain the city’s urban forest. The commenter does not indicate specifically how, given the 
extensive number of policies promoting an increase in trees, a “net removal” of trees might 
occur. Net removal of trees is not an expected outcome. Regarding the difference between tree 
loss and tree replacement, although this issue does not pertain to the Draft MEIR’s 
environmental analysis, new replacement trees would not immediately compensate for the 
benefits of large trees that cannot feasibly be retained; however, the proposed 2035 General 
Plan is based on a 20-year planning horizon, and replacement trees planted over 20 years would 
be at various stages of growth by 2035 and would include large, mature trees.  

O8-5 The commenter requests clarification for the basis of the conclusion that Impact 4.3-10 
(substantial reduction in the number of trees within the Policy Area) is less than significant. See 
responses to comments O8-4 and I47-6. Because the City’s policy is to retain trees, regardless of 
size, and because the proposed 2035 includes several policies to increase the City’s tree 
canopy, not to mention the City’s current protection of Heritage and City trees, a substantial loss 
in the number of trees is not reasonably foreseeable. No further response is necessary. 

O8-6 The commenter requests that the MEIR quantify losses of tree canopy that could result from 
implementation of the proposed General Plan. Because City policy is to retain trees whenever 
possible, regardless of size, and because several General Plan policies promote tree planting to 
increase the tree canopy, it is not anticipated that any net loss would occur. Even if it was 
assumed that no additional trees would be planted, it is not possible to quantify potential tree 
removal associated with future development under the proposed 2035 General Plan because 
the number of trees removed would depend on the specific design of the development. 
Furthermore, aside from the Subsequent Projects (See Draft MEIR Table 2-2), it is unknown 
where specific developments will occur within the Policy Area, or what specific type of 
development within the designated land use might be proposed. See responses to comments 
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O8-4 and I47-1. A substantial loss in the number of trees is not reasonably foreseeable. No 
further response is necessary.  

O8-7 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard as it relates 
to funding. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” 
changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master 
Response 4.1.1. 

O8-8 The comment raises issues related to consistency of the proposed park service level standard 
with other goals and policies in the General Plan. As described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks 
Service Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland service level standard are no longer 
proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

O8-9 The commenter indicates that a reduction in parkland may reduce the tree canopy. As described 
in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the parkland 
service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 

O8-10 The comment raises issues with the proposed change to park service level standard. As 
described in Master Response 4.1.1, “Parks Service Level Master Response,” changes to the 
parkland service level standard are no longer proposed. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.1. 
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Letter 
O9 

Response 
 

Parker Homes Neighborhood Association 
Gary Collier 
9-25-14 

 

O9-1 The commenter identifies issues related to the City’s notification process and responsiveness to 
issues. The comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of 
the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided 
to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included 
as an appendix to the staff report. 

O9-2 The commenter raises an issue with a specific park in the neighborhood. The comment does not 
raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further 
response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers for 
consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff 
report. 

O9-3 The commenter raises issues with street maintenance in the neighborhood. The comment does 
not raise environmental issues or issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no 
further response is necessary under CEQA. This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for consideration; City staff’s response to this comment will be included as an appendix to the 
staff report. 
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Letter 
O10 

Response 
 

Upper Land Park Neighbors Association 
Luree Stetson) 
9-25-14 

 

O10-1 The commenter states concern regarding the modification of Policy M 1.2.2 in the General Plan 
Update to include additional locations where LOS E and LOS F would be acceptable. The 
commenter goes on to state that these modifications conflict with neighborhood livability 
concerns. The commenter correctly states that the General Plan Update includes modifications 
to Policy M 1.2.2 that would result in additional roadway segments where LOS E and LOS F would 
be acceptable. Please refer to Master Response 4.1.2 for a detailed discussion regarding 
neighborhood livability and increase in traffic on neighborhood streets. The commenter also 
indicates that the proposed change in LOS would conflict with other policies. The issues with the 
internal policies do not raise issues with the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. However, these issues 
will be addressed in an appendix to the staff report provided to the decision makers for their 
consideration of project approval. No further response is necessary. 

O10-2 The commenter states concern regarding the modification of Policy M 1.2.2 in the General Plan 
Update to allow worse levels of service on key roadways surrounding Land Park, including 
Broadway, Freeport Boulevard, and Sutterville Road. The commenter goes on to state that higher 
traffic levels on these streets would result in additional cut-through traffic. The City recognizes 
that the appropriate level of traffic on a given roadway varies depending upon its role in the 
transportation system. The roadways listed by the commenter are designated as arterials, and 
are therefore designed to handle higher levels of traffic. This comment does not raise issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. 
Regarding, cut-through traffic on neighborhood streets, please refer to Master Response 4.1.2 
for additional information. 

O10-3 The commenter states that City staff make determinations regarding whether or not a project 
requires a traffic study, and that traffic studies may contain conditions of approval that alleviate 
project impacts. This comment is generally accurate; however, City staff does not arbitrarily 
select which projects undergo traffic studies. They follow guidelines to determine whether a 
project is likely to alter traffic operations such that adjustment is required. It is important to note 
that a project may be exempt from traffic evaluation under CEQA, but may still be required to 
undergo a traffic study. It is also important to note that traffic-related conditions of approval are 
often applied to projects outside of the CEQA process. The comment does not raise issues with 
the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

O10-4 The commenter states that the General Plan Update would expand areas where LOS F is 
acceptable to include Priority Investment Areas, and requests that the planned redevelopment of 
areas located in Upper Land Park not be included as part of this designation. The planned 
redevelopment of the Alder Grove and Marina Vista developments are not included within the 
boundaries of any of the three Priority Investment Areas evaluated as part of the General Plan 
Update. The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No 
further response is necessary. 

O10-5 The commenter states that Vallejo Way should not be classified as a minor collector between 5th 
Street and Riverside Boulevard. The City considers this segment of Vallejo Way to be a minor 
collector as it is the only east-west roadway located south of Broadway that provides a direct 
connection between the public segment of 5th Street (5th Street is closed to through traffic south 
of Vallejo Way) and Riverside Boulevard (which is a major collector), and, therefore, serves a 
critical role in providing access and mobility in the northwestern portion of the Land Park 
neighborhood. Vallejo Way is correctly classified as a minor collector in the Draft MEIR Circulation 
Diagram (Exhibit 4.12-1). 
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O10-6 The commenter reiterates previous comments. Please refer to responses to comments O10-1 
through O10-6. The commenter also specifically calls upon the City to retain X Street as the 
southern boundary of the Core Area identified in Policy M 1.2.2, and not to adjust this boundary 
to Broadway. The modification of Policy M 1.2.2 to extend the Core Area south by one block to 
Broadway recognizes the multimodal nature of the Broadway corridor, because it is a critical 
street for all modes of transportation including pedestrians, bicyclists and transit. Broadway is 
served by the busiest bus route in the Regional Transit (RT) system (Route 51), and contains the 
Broadway Light Rail Station. The City recognizes that maintaining lower levels of vehicle delay on 
this corridor may conflict with goals to improve conditions for other travel modes and may limit 
the viability of potential streetscape modifications designed to improve conditions for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. Public comments received during the course of the 
General Plan Update indicated support for this modification. For these reasons, Policy M 1.2.2 
was modified as part of the General Plan Update to include Broadway as part of the Core Area. 
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Letter 
O11 

Response 
 

Woodlake Neighbors Creating Transparency 
Jane Macaulay, President 
9-25-14 

 

O11-1 The commenter raises issues related to flooding and flood protection and indicates that the 
policies fail to address maintenance of drainage infrastructure and understate the flooding 
potential within the city. The commenter seeks to associate drainage/local flooding issues with 
potential for regional-scale, 200-year flooding caused by levee/dam failure. The proposed 2035 
General Plan includes several policies associated with maintenance of drainage facilities: 

 Policy U 1.1.1: Provision of Adequate Utilities. The City shall continue to provide and maintain 
adequate water, wastewater, and stormwater drainage utility services to areas in the city, 
and shall provide and maintain adequate water, wastewater, and stormwater drainage utility 
services to areas in the city that do not currently receive these City services upon funding 
and construction of necessary infrastructure.  

 Policy U 1.1.2: Citywide Level of Service Standards. The City shall establish and maintain 
service standards [Levels of Service (LOS)] for water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, and 
solid waste services.  

 Policy U 1.1.6: Infrastructure Finance. The City shall develop and implement a financing 
strategy and assess fees to construct needed water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, and 
solid waste facilities to maintain established service levels and to mitigate development 
impacts to these systems (e.g., pay capital costs associated with existing infrastructure that 
has inadequate capacity to serve new development). The City shall also assist developers in 
identifying funding mechanisms to cover the cost of providing utility services in infill areas.  

 Policy U 4.1.2: Master Planning. The City shall implement a master plan program to: 

 identify facilities needed to prevent 10-year event street flooding and 100-year event 
structure flooding; 

 ensure that public facilities and infrastructure are designed pursuant to approved basin 
master plans; 

 ensure that adequate land area and any other elements are provided for facilities subject 
to incremental sizing (e.g., detention basins and pump stations); and 

 consider the use of “green infrastructure” and Low Impact Development (LID). 

 Policy U 4.1.3: Regional Stormwater Facilities. The City shall coordinate efforts with 
Sacramento County and other agencies in the development of regional stormwater facilities. 

The comment relates to proposed 2035 General Plan policies and does not raise issues 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft MEIR. No further response is necessary. 

O11-2 The commenter voices concern regarding traffic levels on Canterbury Road in the Woodlake 
neighborhood, and states that “[t]his issue will have to be undertaken at some time using a more 
immediate planning timeline.” The comment does not raise environmental issues or issues 
related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. 
This comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to 
this comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 
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O11-3 The commenter voices concern regarding traffic calming measures (presumably half-street 
closure) present in portions of the Midtown neighborhood that result in longer trip lengths and 
increased motor vehicle emissions. This comment does not raise issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment will be 
provided to the decision makers for their consideration. 

O11-4 The commenter provides recommended revisions to the proposed urban agriculture policies in 
the 2035 General Plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues or issues related to 
the adequacy of the Draft MEIR, and no further response is necessary under CEQA. This 
comment will be provided to the decision makers for consideration; City staff’s response to this 
comment will be included as an appendix to the staff report. 
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Letter 
O12 

Response 
 

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
Gene Whitehouse, Chairman 
10-8-14 

 

O12-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding development within aboriginal territory and 
requests that the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) of the Auburn Rancheria continue to 
be provided copies of environmental documents and that the UAIC be contacted if any Native 
American cultural resources are found. Draft MEIR Section 4.4, “Cultural Resources,” evaluates 
potential impacts related to archaeological resources and human remains. The comment does 
not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft MEIR City staff will continue to provide the 
UAIC with notice of environmental documents. The UAIC is included on the list of contacts if 
cultural resources are discovered. In addition, the City continues coordinate with Native 
American groups, including the UAIC, to improve efforts of project review with Native American 
groups. No further response is necessary. 
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5 CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT MEIR 

The City of Sacramento prepared a Final Master EIR that included all written comments received regarding the 
Draft Master EIR, including Chapter 5, changes to the text of the proposed 2035 General Plan and Master EIR 
that had been made following the public comment review period. The Final EIR was posted to the City’s web 
site (http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports) as 
part of this process.  

Since the preparation of the Final Master EIR the City has identified additional changes in general plan policies 
that will be proposed. This Restated Chapter 5 includes an updated discussion of the proposed changes and 
their relationship to the Master EIR. Chapter 5 has been restated in its entirety. The text presented here does 
not identify changes that have been made to the original Chapter 5. As in the original Chapter 5, changes to 
the Draft Master EIR identified below are shown in double underline for additions and strikethrough for 
deletions. 

 

This chapter presents specific text changes made to the Draft MEIR since its publication and public review. 
These revisions include both staff-initiated text changes and text modifications in response to public comments 
made on the Draft MEIR (see Chapter 4, “Draft MEIR Comments and Responses”). The text revisions contain 
clarification, amplification, and corrections that have been identified since publication of the Draft MEIR.  

The changes are presented in the order they appear in the original Draft MEIR and are identified by the Draft 
MEIR page number. Text deletions are shown in strikethrough (strikethrough), and text additions are shown 
in double underline (double underline). None of the changes identified below would alter the conclusions of 
the Draft MEIR. 

5.1 REVISIONS TO “EXECUTIVE SUMMARY” 

Page ES-1 of the “Executive Summary” is revised as follows to reflect the change in previously proposed 
parkland service level standard to retain the currently adopted standard: 

 Update Parkland Service Level Goals: The current park acreage service level goal of 5 acres per 
1,000 residents exceeds what the City provides. Currently, the citywide average is 3.4 acres 
per1,000 residents and lower in the Central City. The 2035 General Plan adjusts parkland 
dedication requirements to maintain feasible levels of actual parkland availability.  

Staff noticed a typo in the second row in Table ES-1 on page ES-14, which is revised as follows: 

4.12-3: Potential adverse effects to roadway segments located in 
adjacent jurisdictions resulting from planned development under 
the 2035 General Plan, such that the jurisdictions minimum 
acceptable level-of-service thresholds are not met. 

None Policies M 1.2.2, M 1.3.1, 
M 1.3.2, M 1.3.3, M 1.3.5, 
M 1.3.6, M 1.4.1, and 
M 1.4.2. 

S 4.1214-1 Widen 
47th Avenue from 4 
to 6 Lanes.  

SU 

 

5.2 REVISIONS TO CHAPTER 1, “INTRODUCTION” 

The first two sentences of the fourth paragraph in Section 1.8, “Public Review of Draft MEIR and Lead 
Agency Contact,” on page 1-6 are revised as follows: 

http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports
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The public review and comment period is 45 days, from August 11July 18, 2014 through September 
25, 2014. All written public comments on the Draft MEIR must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. 
on Thursday Tuesday, September 25, 2014.  

5.3 REVISIONS TO CHAPTER 2, “PROJECT DESCRIPTION” 

Page 2-8 is revised as follows to reflect the change in previously proposed parkland service level standard to 
retain the currently adopted standard: 

 Update Parkland Service Level Goals. The current park acreage service level goal of 5 acres per 
1,000 residents exceeds what the City provides. Currently, the citywide average is 3.4 acres per 
1,000 residents and lower for the Central City. The 2035 General Plan adjusts parkland 
dedication requirements to maintain feasible actual parkland availability.  

Page 2-24 is revised as follows to reflect the change in previously proposed parkland service level standard 
to retain the currently adopted standard: 

 Develop and maintain 1.75 acres (per 1,000 population) of neighborhood and community parks 
within the Central City and 3.5 acres (per 1,000 population) of neighborhood and community 
parks outside the Central City. (ERC 2.2.4) These goals differ from the goals established by the 
2030 General Plan, which were 5 acres of neighborhood and community parks and recreational 
facilities per 1,000 population for the entire city. 

The Project Description in the Draft MEIR discusses subsequent projects. See Table 2-2 beginning at page 2-
28 of the Draft Master EIR. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (PRC §21157[b] and CCR 
§15176[b]) requires a Master EIR to identify subsequent projects that are anticipated to be undertaken 
during the time the general plan is in effect. Inclusion of a project in the table does not indicate that the 
particular project has been formally approved, designed, or funded. Future approval of projects identified in 
Table 2-2 would require project-specific environmental review under CEQA. Table 2-2 includes a reference to 
the Sacramento River Crossing and refers to potential crossings at Broadway, Marina View, or Sutterville 
Roads. Sutterville Road was included in the potential locations because it has appeared in the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP), the regional master planning document that is the basis for long-range 
transportation planning.  The City Council has, however, concluded that any future crossing would not be 
located at Sutterville Road. See City Council Resolution No. 2011-577. 

Table 2-2 of the Draft MEIR is hereby corrected to exclude the reference to Sutterville Road: 

 

Although it was identified in Table 2-2, the Sutterville Road River Crossing was not included in the traffic 
model prepared for the Draft MEIR. Therefore, deletion of Sutterville Road from the potential locations of 
river crossings does not affect the Draft Master EIR’s impact analysis for transportation. This change is a 

Table 2-2 City Of Sacramento 2035 General Plan Subsequent Projects  

Name Location PIA Description Budget/Funding 

Sacramento River Crossing Either Broadway or 
Marina View, or Sutterville 
Road 

CBD New Southern Bridge: from Sacramento to West 
Sacramento across the Sacramento River. Includes: auto, 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The Sacramento 
River Crossings Alternatives Study analyzed a new crossing 
at either Broadway or Marina View, or Sutterville Road, but 
final alignment options will be studied in subsequent 
planning efforts. 

$251,423,681 
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minor clarification to the Draft Master EIR’s project description and does not constitute substantial new 
information.  

5.3.1 Changes to 2035 General Plan Text Not Stated in the Draft MEIR: 

After release of the public Draft Master EIR, additional edits were made as a part of the ongoing policy 
refinement process to some proposed 2035 General Plan policies and other text that were not specifically 
stated in the Draft Master EIR project description or elsewhere in the Draft Master EIR.  These edits are now 
included in the proposed 2035 General Plan. The changes to 2035 General Plan policy and text are 
described below. These changes do not alter the Draft Master EIR analysis and conclusions. 

City staff inserted the following introductory paragraph on page 1-1 of the 2035 General Plan in order to 
provide additional clarity regarding general plan consistency determinations: 
 

The 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.  
In all instances, in making a determination of consistency, the City may use its discretion to balance 
and harmonize policies with other complementary or countervailing policies in a manner that best 
achieves the City’s overall goals. 

 

City staff, in response to direction from Planning and Design Commission, revised General Plan Policy ER 
3.1.2, as follows, to provide a policy mechanism for monitoring and maintenance of the tree canopy: 

ER 3.1.2 Manage and Enhance the City's tree canopy.  The City shall continue to plant new trees, 
ensure new developments have sufficient right-of-way width for tree plantings, manage and care for 
all publicly owned trees, and work to retain healthy trees. The City shall monitor, evaluate and report, 
by community plan area and city wide, on the entire tree canopy in order to maintain and enhance 
trees throughout the City and to identify opportunities for new plantings. (RDR/MPSP/SO) 

City staff initiated the following revision to Policy LU 4.5.5 to provide flexibility related to provision of transit 
stops.  Regional Transit is the responsible agency who normally plans the location of transit stops depending 
on transit demand and supply within the project vicinity: 

LU 4.5.5  Connections to Transit. The City shall require encourage new neighborhoods to include 
transit stops that can be connected to and support a citywide transit system and are within a ½-mile 
walking distance of all dwellings. (RDR/MPSP) 

 

5.4 REVISIONS TO SECTION 4.3, “BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES” 

The text in Table 4.3-1 on page 4.3-4 of the Draft MEIR is revised as follows:  

Nests primarily in riparianlarge trees and forages in open fields (annual grasslands, fallow fields, dry 
and irrigated pasture). Most nesting recorded along the Sacramento River.  

The text on page 4.3-9 of the Draft MEIR is revised as follows: 

 Policy ER 3.1.3: Trees of Significance. The City shall require the retention of City trees and 
Heritage Trees by promoting stewardship of such trees and ensuring that the design of 
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development projects provides for the retention of these trees wherever possible. Where tree 
removal cannot be avoided, the City shall require tree replacement or appropriate remediation. 
(RDR/MPSP)  

5.5 REVISIONS TO SECTION 4.7, “HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY” 

After release of the Draft Master EIR, City staff revised Policy EC 2.1.11 to provide clarity regarding broader 
consistency with State laws requiring 200-year flood protection. This revision ensures consistency with State 
law requiring 200-year flood protection and does not alter the effectiveness of this policy for regulating new 
development with respect to flood protection.  

 Policy EC 2.1.11: New Development. The City shall require evaluation of potential flood hazards 
prior to approval of development projects and shall regulate development in urban and 
urbanizing areas per state law addressing 200-year level of flood protection. to determine 
whether the proposed development is reasonably safe from flooding and consistent with 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Urban Level of Flood Protection Criteria. The 
City shall not approve new development or a subdivision or enter into a development agreement 
for any property within a flood hazard zone unless the adequacy of flood protection specific to 
the area has been demonstrated.  

After release of the Draft Master EIR City staff determined that Policy EC 2.1.17 should be removed because 
ownership is not necessary, and instead the City will acquire an easement as part of private development 
applications. The text on page 4.7-10 of the Draft Master EIR is deleted as follows:  

 Policy EC 2.1.17: Dedication of Levee Footprint. The City shall require new development 
adjacent to a levee to dedicate the levee footprint in fee to the appropriate public agency.  

After release of the Draft MEIR City staff revised Policy EC 2.1.20 (formerly EC 2.1.21) to apply more broadly 
than to just the roadway system in areas protected by levees. 

 Policy EC 2.1.201: Roadway Systems as Escape Routes. The City shall require that roadway 
systems for areas protected from flooding by levees be designed to provide multiple escape 
routes for residents and access for emergency services in the event of a levee or dam failure.  

Due to the revisions made to Policy EC 2.1.11, the Draft MEIR discussion under Impact 4.7-3 (p. 4.7-17) also 
requires text revision to maintain consistency with the revised policy text. Page 4.7-17 is hereby revised as 
follows:  

Government Code Section 65302 further requires that general plans establish a set of 
comprehensive goals, policies, and feasible implementation measures to avoid or minimize the risk 
of flooding, especially to new development and essential public facilities. The Environmental 
Constraints Element includes Goal EC 2.1, Policies EC 2.1.1 through EC 2.1.28, and Implementation 
Programs 2 through 9. These goals, policies, and implementation measures minimize flood-related 
impacts to existing and new city residents and essential public facilities. Most notably, Policy EC 
2.1.13 requires the City to work with SAFCA to achieve by 2025 local-certification of levees for 200-
year flood protection. And Policy EC 2.1.11 requires evaluation of potential flood hazards prior to City 
approval of development projects in order to determine whether the and regulation of proposed 
development is reasonably safe from flooding and for flood protection consistent with State law, 
including but not limited to DWR Urban Level of Flood Protection Criteria, which is the level of 
protection that is necessary to withstand a 200-year flood. The policy goes on to state that the City 
shall not approve new development or a subdivision or enter into a development agreement for any 
property within a flood hazard zone unless the adequacy of flood protection specific to the area has 
been demonstrated.  
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In addition, the influence of global climate change, including sea level rise and potential changes in 
precipitation rates and snow pack, will alter flood risks in the future. Although it is not possible to 
predict the specific changes to flood risk in the Sacramento River Basin that may occur, flood risk will 
likely increase, because of an greater potential for conditions that are conducive to occasional, large 
rain events. To address these risks, the 2035 General Plan includes Policy EC 2.1.28, which requires 
the City to partner with relevant organizations and agencies when updating critical flood plans 
(including FEMA and DWR flood hazard maps; the City’s Comprehensive Flood Management Plan; 
and the County-wide Local Hazard Mitigation Plan) to consider of the impacts of urbanization and 
climate change on long-term flood safety and long-term flood event probabilities.  

As described above, policies proposed under the 2035 General Plan include levee requirements, 
new development evaluations, and regional flood management planning efforts (Policies EC 2.1.1 
through 2.1.28). Development projects would not be approved unless flood risk is consistent with 
plans that are aimed to provide State law requirements related to a 200-year flood protection 
standard for the entire city (Policy EC 2.1.11) and would be consistent with on-going planning 
associated with the CVFPB, as well as on-going planning to address flooding-related effects of Global 
Climate Change. As a result, the flood risk impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

Because revisions to Policy 2.1.11 do not diminish the effectiveness of the policy and ensure consistency 
with State law requiring 200-year flood protection, the text changes to the Draft Master EIR analysis do not 
alter the conclusions of the Draft MEIR. No new significant impact or substantial increase in the significance 
of an impact would result; therefore, these minor text changes do not constitute substantial new 
information.  

5.6 REVISIONS TO SECTION 4.8, “NOISE AND VIBRATION” 

The text on page 4.8-2 (last paragraph) of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

In 20042013, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) published updated the 
Transportation-and Construction-Induced Vibration Manual… 

The source of Table 4.8-1 on page 4.8-2 of the Draft Master EIR is revised as follows: 

Section 4.8 “Noise and Vibration”: p. 4.8-2 (Table 4.8-1): Source: Caltrans 20042013 

5.7 REVISIONS TO SECTION 4.9, “PARKS AND RECREATION” 

Draft Master EIR Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation,” is revised to reflect the change in previously proposed 
parkland service level standard to retain the currently adopted standard. Revised Section 4.9 is provided in 
its entirety at the end of this chapter under heading 5.11. Other text changes described in Chapter 4 have 
also been included in revised Section 4.9, including changes directed by Planning and Design Commission. 

5.8 REVISIONS TO SECTION 4.12, “TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION” 

Following circulation of the Draft Master EIR, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research released a 
draft document (Updating Transportation Impact Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines). This document includes 
potential amendments to the CEQA Guidelines related to traffic thresholds of significance, which may utilize 
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a threshold based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT). In anticipation of the potential amendment the 
Guidelines, City staff is revising Section 4.12 of the Draft Master EIR to provide VMT information in order to 
better inform future decisions related to projects that are consistent with the general plan. These changes 
provide information that was used for the Master EIR’s climate change analysis and is therefore not new 
information, but provides additional clarity for traffic-related VMT discussions.  

The text on page 4.12-3 and 4.12-4 is revised as follows (although not shown below, this change requires 
renumbering of all subsequent tables): 

Vehicular Roadway System 
The transportation analysis for the roadway system followed the methodology described below. Daily 
conditions were evaluated for 260 roadway segments located throughout the city and in adjacent 
jurisdictions. 

Detailed land use forecasts established allocations of future land uses for both the 2035 No Project 
and 2035 General Plan scenarios by transportation analysis zone (TAZ) for year 2035 conditions. 
The 2035 General Plan land use forecasts within the City maintain consistency with the citywide 
growth projections developed by SACOG and incorporated into the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) for the region. The TAZs represent geographic 
areas used to organize land use input data for the regional travel demand model (TDM). The TAZs 
are defined by natural borders, such as roads, waterways, and topography, and typically represent 
areas of relatively homogenous travel behavior. The 2035 General Plan land use forecasts refined 
the allocation of growth to the TAZ system within the City based upon projected development 
patterns between existing conditions and year 2035. 

As part of the 2035 General Plan update, modifications were made to the land use and mobility 
elements. These changes resulted in the planned VMT growth reported in Table 4.14-1 below. This 
VMT is based on trips that have origins or destinations in the City. Consistency with the general plan 
for mobility and climate change purposes shall be based on the results in Table 4.14-1. 

Table 4.14-1 2035 General Plan Growth Assumptions and Activity Data within City of Sacramento 
 2005 2008 2011 2020 2035 2050 

Population1,2,3 457,837 457,702 472,178 528,866 640,381 751,896 

Employment3  299,732  324,027 390,112 456,197 

Housing2,3 178,699 192,352 190,911 219,110 260,699 302,288 

VMT1,4 11,439,120 11,245,084 11,600,739 12,588,131 14,233,785 15,879,439  

VMT/capita 25.0 24.6 24.6 23.8 22.2 21.1 
Notes: VMT = vehicle miles traveled estimated using SACMET travel demand model calculated according to “Origin-Destination” method. 
Data for 2020 and 2050 were interpolated and extrapolated, respectively, based on the remaining dataset. 

Sources:  
1 City of Sacramento 2012. 
2 US Census Bureau 2013. 
3 Mintier Harnish 2013.  
4 Fehr & Peers 2014. 

 

City staff also identified revisions to mobility Policy M 1.2.2 to provide better consistency with the City traffic 
evaluation process and to provide flexibility in circumstances for which maintenance of LOS standards are 
determined to be infeasible or in conflict with other City goals. Policy M 1.2.2 is generally used as the basis 
for the City’s LOS standards and therefore provides one basis for the Draft Master EIR threshold of 
significance for traffic. As part of the change to Policy M 1.2.2, the basic policy concept expressed in Policy 
1.2.5 to limit expansion of the physical capacity of the roadway system, is moved to Policy M 1.2.2 and 
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Policy 1.2.5 has been deleted to eliminate redundancy. Volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios identified in Policy 
1.2.2 are removed because City staff determined that the v/c ratios are extraneous with respect to the LOS 
standards identified. For this reason, Policy M 1.2.6, which refers to the v/c ratios in Policy 1.2.2, is also 
removed. To reflect the change to General Plan Policy M 1.2.2, Policy M 1.2.5, and Policy M 1.2.6 on pages 
4.12-8, 4.12-11, and 4.12-12 are hereby revised, as follows:  

 Policy M 1.2.2.     Level of Service (LOS) Standard. The City shall implement a flexible context- 
sensitive Level of Service (LOS) standard, and will measure traffic operations against the vehicle 
LOS thresholds established in this policy. The City will measure Vehicle LOS based on the 
methodology contained in the latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) published 
by the Transportation Research Board. The City’s specific vehicle LOS thresholds have been 
defined based on community values with respect to modal priorities, land use context, 
economic development, and environmental resources and constraints.  As such, the City has 
established variable LOS thresholds appropriate for the unique characteristics of the City’s 
diverse neighborhoods and communities. The City will strive to operate the roadway network at 
LOS D or better for vehicles during typical weekday conditions, including AM and PM peak hour 
conditions with the following exceptions described below and mapped on Figure M-1: 

A.  Core Area (Central City Community Plan Area)  - LOS F allowed 

B.  Priority Investment Areas – LOS F allowed 
C. LOS E Roadways - LOS E is allowed for the following roadways because expansion of the 

roadways would cause undesirable impacts or conflict with other community values.   
 65th Street: Elvas Avenue to 14th Avenue 
 Arden Way: Royal Oaks Drive to I-80 Business 
 Broadway: Stockton Boulevard to 65th Street 
 College Town Drive: Hornet Drive to La Rivera Drive 
 El Camino Avenue: I-80 Business to Howe Avenue 
 Elder Creek Road: Stockton Boulevard to Florin Perkins Road 
 Elder Creek Road: South Watt Avenue to Hedge Avenue 
 Fruitridge Road: Franklin Boulevard to SR 99 
 Fruitridge Road: SR 99 to 44th Street 
 Howe Avenue: El Camino Avenue to Auburn Boulevard 
 Sutterville Road: Riverside Boulevard to Freeport Boulevard 

  
LOS E is also allowed on all roadway segments and associated intersections located within ½ 
mile walking distance of light rail stations. 
 
D.  Other LOS F Roadways - LOS F is allowed for the following roadways (up to the identified 

volume/capacity ratio shown below) because expansion of the roadways would cause 
undesirable impacts or conflict with other community values. 
 47th Avenue: State Route 99 to Stockton Boulevard (V/C: 1.01) 
 Arcade Boulevard: Marysville Boulevard to Roseville Road (V/C: 1.27) 
 Carlson Drive: Moddison Avenue to H Street (V/C: 1.50) 
 El Camino Avenue: Grove Avenue to Del Paso Boulevard (V/C: 1.01) 
 Elvas Avenue: J Street to Folsom Boulevard (V/C: 1.35) 
 Elvas Avenue/56th Street: 52nd Street to H Street (V/C: 1.04) 
 Florin Road: Havenside Drive to Interstate 5 (V/C: 1.03) 
 Florin Road: Freeport Boulevard to Franklin Boulevard (V/C: 1.06) 
 Florin Road: Interstate 5 to Freeport Boulevard (V/C: 1.01) 
 Folsom Boulevard: 47th Street to 65th Street (V/C: 1.26) 
 Folsom Boulevard: Howe Avenue to Jackson Highway (V/C: 1.20) 
 Folsom Boulevard: US 50 to Howe Avenue (V/C: 1.64) 
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 Freeport Boulevard: Sutterville Road (North) to Sutterville Road (South) (V/C: 1.05) 
 Freeport Boulevard: 21st Street to Sutterville Road (North) (V/C: 1.23) 
 Freeport Boulevard: Broadway to 21st Street (V/C: 1.08) 
 Garden Highway: Truxel Road to Northgate Boulevard (V/C: 2.22) 
 H Street: Alhambra Boulevard to 45th Street (V/C: 1.08) 
 H Street 45th: Street to Carlson Drive (V/C: 1.53) 
 Hornet Drive: US 50 Westbound On-ramp to Folsom Boulevard (V/C: 1.06) 
 Howe Avenue: US 50 to Fair Oaks Boulevard (V/C: 1.47) 
 Howe Avenue: US 50 to 14th Avenue (V/C: 1.05) 
 Raley Boulevard: Bell Avenue to Interstate 80 (V/C: 1.06) 
 South Watt Avenue: US 50 to Kiefer Boulevard (V/C: 1.19) 
 West El Camino Avenue: Northgate Boulevard to Grove Avenue (V/C: 1.14) 

 
E.   If maintaining the above LOS standards would, in the City’s judgment, be infeasible and/or 

conflict with the achievement of other goals, LOS E or F conditions may be accepted 
provided that provisions are made to improve the overall system, promote non-vehicular 
transportation, and/or implement vehicle trip reduction measures as part of a development 
project or a city-initiated project.  Additionally the City shall not expand the physical capacity 
of the planned roadway network to accommodate a project beyond that identified in Figure 
M4 and M4a (2035 General Plan Roadway Classification and Lanes). 
 

 Policy M 1.2.5: Ultimate Roadway Network. If development projects would cause or exacerbate 
unacceptable LOS E or F conditions, the City shall not expand the physical capacity of the 
planned roadway network to accommodate the project beyond that identified in Figure M4 and 
M4a (2035 General Plan Roadway Classification and Lanes). To maintain acceptable LOS E or F 
conditions, the City may require applicable vehicle trip reduction measures and physical 
improvements that increase transit use, bicycling, or walking and traffic operational 
improvements.  

 Policy M 1.2.6: Maximum Volume/Capacity Ratios. The City shall limit the application of the 
maximum daily volume/capacity ratios identified in Policy 1.2.2 to development projects 
requiring a General Plan Amendment.  

To remain consistent with Policy M 1.2.2, the Draft MEIR Thresholds of Significance (pp. 4.12-17 through 
4.12-19) are also hereby revised as follows:  

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
One of the policy changes in the proposed 2035 General Plan Update is the modification of Policy M 
1.2.2 relating to level of service (LOS). This policy calls for the City to implement a flexible context-
sensitive LOS standard. The City’s specific vehicle LOS thresholds have been defined based on 
community values with respect to modal priorities, land use context, economic development, and 
environmental resources and constraints. As such, the City has established variable LOS thresholds 
appropriate for the unique characteristics of the City’s diverse neighborhoods and communities. The 
City will strive to operate the roadway network at LOS D or better for vehicles during typical weekday 
conditions, including AM and PM peak-hour conditions with exceptions where LOS E or LOS F is 
allowed. 

The 2030 General Plan included policies that established LOS E as the standard in multi-modal 
districts and LOS D as the standard for all areas outside of multi-modal districts. Proposed Policy 
M 1.2.2, listed above, applies the LOS D standard citywide, and makes the standard more lenient, 
i.e., allowing LOS E or F within the Core Area (Central City Community Plan Area), Priority Investment 
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Areas, light rail station areas, and other specifically identified roadways for which facility expansion 
to reduce congestion would cause unacceptable impacts (e.g., considerable right-of-way acquisition, 
land use displacement). Policy M 1.2.2 is essential for the proposed Mobility Element, and the Draft 
Master EIR uses the proposed change in LOS standards (defined in detail below) as the threshold of 
significance for roadways within the Policy Area that are under City jurisdiction. By moving away from 
automobile-oriented congestion and travel-time standards for mobility, this policy change also aligns 
with the goals of recent state legislation, i.e., Senate Bills (SB) 375, 226, and 743, which promote 
infill development, reduction of vehicle miles traveled, and/or multi-modal mobility for purposes of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction and other environmental benefits of more compact, urban, and 
transit-served development. Subsection E of Policy M 1.2.2 does not establish a separate LOS 
threshold, but could be applied in individual circumstances as warranted. In any such case, however, 
the threshold to be applied would be LOS D, and deterioration in such a case to LOS E or F would be 
viewed as a significant effect. 

(See Section 4.1616 “Climate Change” for a detailed discussion of the 2035 General Plan 
consistency with SB 375, 226, and 743.) 

For the purposes of this Master EIR, impacts on transportation and circulation are considered 
significant, if the proposed General Plan would: 

 cause a roadway facility in the City of Sacramento to degrade from LOS D or better to LOS E 
during typical weekday conditions, including a.m. and p.m. peak-hour conditions with the 
following exceptions where LOS E or F is allowed as indicated below. (Exhibit 4.12-2 shows the 
boundary of each vehicle LOS exception area.) 

A. Core Area (Central City Community Plan Area) – LOS F allowed 

B. Priority Investment Areas – LOS F allowed 

C LOS E Roadways - LOS E is allowed for the following roadways because expansion of the 
roadways would cause undesirable impacts or conflict with other community values. 

 65th Street: Elvas Avenue to 14th Avenue 
 Arden Way: Royal Oaks Drive to I-80 Business 
 Broadway: Stockton Boulevard to 65th Street 
 College Town Drive: Hornet Drive to La Rivera Drive 
 El Camino Avenue: I-80 Business to Howe Avenue 
 Elder Creek Road: Stockton Boulevard to Florin Perkins Road 
 Elder Creek Road: South Watt Avenue to Hedge Avenue 
 Fruitridge Road: Franklin Boulevard to SR 99 
 Fruitridge Road: SR 99 to 44th Street 
 Howe Avenue: El Camino Avenue to Auburn Boulevard 
 Sutterville Road: Riverside Boulevard to Freeport Boulevard 

LOS E is also allowed on all roadway segments and associated intersections located within ½ 
mile walking distance of light rail stations. 

D. Other LOS F Roadways - LOS F is allowed for the following roadways (up to the identified 
volume/capacity ratio shown below) because expansion of the roadways would cause 
undesirable impacts or conflict with other community values.  

 47th Avenue: State Route 99 to Stockton Boulevard (V/C: 1.01) 
 Arcade Boulevard: Marysville Boulevard to Roseville Road (V/C: 1.27) 
 Carlson Drive: Moddison Avenue to H Street (V/C: 1.50) 
 El Camino Avenue: Grove Avenue to Del Paso Boulevard (V/C: 1.01) 
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 Elvas Avenue: J Street to Folsom Boulevard (V/C: 1.35) 
 Elvas Avenue/56th Street: 52nd Street to H Street (V/C: 1.04) 
 Florin Road: Havenside Drive to Interstate 5 (V/C: 1.03) 
 Florin Road: Freeport Boulevard to Franklin Boulevard (V/C: 1.06) 
 Florin Road: Interstate 5 to Freeport Boulevard (V/C: 1.01) 
 Folsom Boulevard: 47th Street to 65th Street (V/C: 1.26) 
 Folsom Boulevard: Howe Avenue to Jackson Highway (V/C: 1.20) 
 Folsom Boulevard: US 50 to Howe Avenue (V/C: 1.64) 
 Freeport Boulevard: Sutterville Road (North) to Sutterville Road (South) (V/C: 1.05) 
 Freeport Boulevard: 21st Street to Sutterville Road (North) (V/C: 1.23) 
 Freeport Boulevard: Broadway to 21st Street (V/C: 1.08) 
 Garden Highway: Truxel Road to Northgate Boulevard (V/C: 2.22) 
 H Street: Alhambra Boulevard to 45th Street (V/C: 1.08) 
 H Street 45th: Street to Carlson Drive (V/C: 1.53) 
 Hornet Drive: US 50 Westbound On-ramp to Folsom Boulevard (V/C: 1.06) 
 Howe Avenue: US 50 to Fair Oaks Boulevard (V/C: 1.47) 
 Howe Avenue: US 50 to 14th Avenue (V/C: 1.05) 
 Raley Boulevard: Bell Avenue to Interstate 80 (V/C: 1.06) 
 South Watt Avenue: US 50 to Kiefer Boulevard (V/C: 1.19) 
 West El Camino Avenue: Northgate Boulevard to Grove Avenue (V/C: 1.14) 

 Cause the roadway facility in unincorporated Sacramento County to degrade from LOS E or better 
to LOS F or worse. For facilities that are already worse than LOS E without the project, a 
significant impact occurs if the project increases the V/C ratio by 0.05 or more on a roadway. 

 Cause the roadway facility in the City of Elk Grove to degrade from LOS D or better to LOS E or 
worse. For facilities that are already worse than LOS D without the project, a significant impact 
occurs if the project increases the V/C ratio by 0.05 or more on a roadway. 

 Cause a freeway segment to change from LOS A, B, C, D, or E under the 2035 No Project 
scenario to LOS F, or 

 Add 100 trips to a freeway segment already operating at LOS F under the 2035 No Project 
scenario. 

 Adversely affect existing and planned public transit facilities or services, or fail to adequately 
provide access to transit. 

 Adversely affect existing and planned bicycle facilities or fail to adequately provide access by 
bicycle. 

 Adversely affect existing pedestrian facilities or fail to adequately provide access by pedestrians. 

The Draft Master EIR concludes that potential to adversely affect non-auto mobility and roadway LOS within 
the policy area are less-than-significant impacts. (See Draft Master EIR, Impact 4.12-1 and Impact 4.12-2) 
The revised threshold text does not change the LOS standards, but allows flexibility for applying the 
standards to individual future projects. Because the actual LOS standards would not change, the Draft 
Master EIR’s impact analysis does not require revision, and the Draft Master EIR’s conclusion--impacts to 
roadways within the Policy Area are less than significant--remains unchanged. Therefore, the above-
described alteration to Policy M 1.2.2 would not result in new impacts or substantial increase in severity of 
impacts already identified in the Draft Master EIR. This change does not constitute significant new 
information. 

City staff also made minor adjustments to Exhibits 4.12-1 and 4.12-2. Staff has recently developed a 
detailed GIS map of the 2035 General Plan’s roadway classifications and existing/planned lanes that will be 
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used for implementation. In doing so, staff was able to zoom into areas of the City to confirm, at a more 
specific level, the road classifications as well as the existing and future number of lanes envisioned in the 
General Plan. Table 5-1 illustrates the changes to Exhibit 4.12-1. Exhibit 4.12-2 is revised to clarify the 
southern and eastern boundaries of the Central City vehicle LOS exception areas. Revised Exhibit 4.12-1 and 
4.12-1 Inset are shown below. These changes added a finer level of detail to the exhibit, but did not result in 
any changes to the Draft Master EIR analysis or conclusions. 

Table 5-1 Changes to Draft MEIR Exhibit 4.12-1 
Street Original Draft MEIR Exhibit 4.12-1 Revised Exhibit 4.12-1 

W. Elkhorn Blvd. (Powerline Rd. to Highway 99) Indicated as a planned arterial. Now an arterial 

Natomas Central Dr. (Del Paso Rd. to El Centro Rd.) Indicated as a local road. Now an arterial. 

Natomas Crossing Drive (Cashaw Way to Truxel Rd.) Indicated as a planned arterial Now an arterial. 

South Land Park Drive (Windbridge Dr. to Greenhaven Dr.) Indicated as a major collector. Now a local road. 

Broadway (65th St. to Redding Ave.) Not indicated Now indicated as a planned arterial. 
Source: City of Sacramento 2014 
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Exhibit 4.12-1 2035 General Plan Roadway Classification and Lanes 
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Exhibit 4.12-1 Inset 2035 General Plan Roadway Classification and Lanes 
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 Exhibit 4.12-2 Level of Service Policy Exception Areas 
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5.9 REVISIONS TO SECTION 4.13, “VISUAL RESOURCES” 

Staff initiated minor revisions to Policies LU 2.2.3 and LU 2.3.2. The text on page 4.13-2 of the Draft MEIR is 
revised as follows: 

 LU 2.2.3 Improving River Development and Access. The City shall require new development 
along the Sacramento and American Rivers to use the natural river environment as a key feature 
to guide the scale, design, and intensity of development, and to maximize visual and physical 
access to the rivers, subject to the public safety requirements of the Local Maintaining Agencies 
(LMA) and the Central Valley Flood Protection District (CVFPB). (RDR/MPSP) 

 LU 2.3.2 Adjacent Development. The City shall require that development adjacent to parks and 
open spaces complements and benefits from this proximity by: 

 preserving physical and visual access 

 requiring development to front, rather than back, onto these areas 

 using single-loaded streets along the edge to define and accommodate 

 public access 

 providing pedestrian and multi-use trails 

 augmenting non-accessible habitat areas with adjoining functional parkland 

 extending streets perpendicular to parks and open space and not closing off visual and/or 
physical access with development 

 addressing the operations, maintenance, and public safety needs of the Local Maintaining 
Agencies (LMA). (RDR) 

5.10 REVISIONS TO CHAPTER 5, “ALTERNATIVES” 

The second paragraph on page 5-3 is revised as follows to reflect the change in previously proposed 
parkland service level standard to retain the currently adopted standard: 

The proposed 2035 General Plan is a “technical update” of the current 2030 General Plan, which 
means a refinement and update that generally follows the existing policy directions. Therefore, the 
differences between the two plans, overall, are minor (i.e., no substantial changes to the 2030 
General Plan land use diagram, only minor changes to the densities, incorporation of Climate Action 
Plan actions, minor policy changes including the change in traffic and parks level of service [LOS]). In 
addition, most of the significant impacts associated with the proposed 2035 General Plan were also 
identified in the 2009 MEIR as significant for the 2030 General Plan. Because of these similarities, 
the City reviewed the list of Alternatives considered in the 2009 MEIR for the 2030 General Plan to 
determine if any of the alternatives should be considered as part of the environmental evaluation of 
the proposed 2035 General Plan. 
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5.11 REVISIONS TO CHAPTER 7, “REFERENCES” 

The text on page 7-3 of the Draft MEIR is revised as follows: 

Chapter 7, “References”: p. 7-3: California Department of Transportation. 20042013. 
Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual. Sacramento, CA: Noise, 
Vibration, and Hazardous Waste Management Office. Prepared by Jones & Stokes. Page 524. 

5.12 REVISIONS TO DRAFT MEIR APPENDIX C, “BACKGROUND REPORT” 

The text on page 4-5 of the Background Report is revised as follows:  

3. The Capitol Area Plan is a master plan of proposed state facilities in the greater downtown 
area. The State Department of General Services has agreed to mitigate the additional sewage 
flows from State facilities by funding certain new pipeline construction in the combined system 
as new State facilities are constructed. Mitigation for the increased sewer flows from the Capitol 
Area Plan projects contained in the Capitol Area Plan will be made on a project-by-project basis. 
Payment of any and all fees by the State Department of General Services (DGS) will be paid 
based on the development’s fair share of costs to implement such a project. 

As requested by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board, a new diagram is provided in the Background 
Report showing the critical facilities with an overlay of the FIRM Designations. The following diagram is 
inserted into the Environmental Hazards section of the Background Report immediately following Figure 7.2 
on page 7-19. The Table of Contents of the Background Report will be updated to reflect this change. 

5.13 REVISED DRAFT MEIR SECTION 4.9 “PARKS AND RECREATION” 

City staff initiated a change to proposed policy ERC 2.2.4 to retain the currently adopted parkland service 
level standard. This change is described in detail under Master Responses 4.1.1. Draft MEIR Section 4.9, 
“Parks and Recreation,” is revised to reflect the change in previously proposed parkland service level to 
retain the currently adopted standard. Other text changes described in Chapter 4 have also been included in 
revised Section 4.9, which is provided in its entirety below. 

4.9 PARKS AND RECREATION 

4.9.1 Introduction 

This section evaluates the effects of adoption and implementation of the proposed 2035 General 
Plan on parks and recreation, and discusses relevant plans and policies. The 2035 General Plan 
includes policies in the Education, Recreation, and Culture Element and the Land Use and Urban 
Design Element that reflect the importance of parks and open space to the health of its citizenry and 
economy. The policies also address the need to establish small public spaces, such as plazas and 
pocket parks, in high density areas while preserving the city’s unique physical characteristics - two 
major rivers, a creek system, watersheds, and agricultural history.  

One comment letter was received in response to the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix B) 
concerning parks and open space. The comment requested establishment of a funding mechanism 
for the full implementation of the regional park in North Natomas. 
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4.9.2 Environmental Setting 

A detailed Environmental Setting is provided in the Background Report (BR) included as Appendix C 
of this Draft MEIR. See Section 5.3, “Parks and Recreation,” in BR Section 5, “Public Services.” As 
noted in the BR, the city currently contains 222 developed and undeveloped park sites, 88 miles of 
road bikeways and trails, 21 lakes/ponds or beaches, over 20 aquatic facilities, and extensive 
recreation facilities in the City parks. The 222 parks comprise 3,108 acres. Of these, 1,573 acres 
are neighborhood and community parks and the remaining are city and non-city regional parks. The 
City currently provides approximately 3.4 acres of neighborhood and community park per 1,000 
persons residents citywide.  

4.9.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

METHODS OF ANALYSIS 
The 2035 General Plan as originally circulated for public comment included policies that established 
park acreage service levels at 1.75 acres of neighborhood and community parks per 1,000 
population for the Central City, and 3.5 acres for the remainder of the City. These service levels differ 
from those established by the 2030 General Plan, which calls for 2.5 acres each of neighborhood 
and community parks per 1,000 population citywide. The proposed service levels generated 
substantial comment, and the 2035 General Plan in this regard has been revised to call for 5 acres 
of neighborhood and community parks per 1,000 population. 

The 2030 General Plan includes Table ERC 1, which identifies various types of facilities that are 
provided under the general category of parks and recreation. As part of the 2035 General Plan 
process, it was determined that this level of detail was not productive for general plan and long-
range planning purposes. The proposed 2035 General Plan thus includes policies that identify park 
service level acreages for neighborhood and community parks (see Policy ERC 2.2.4) and 0.5 miles 
of linear park facilities per 1,000 population (Policy ERC 2.4.1) but otherwise has approached the 
ongoing efforts provide adequate park facilities to general policy statements. 

The General Plan would establish park acreage Service Level Goals for areas within the Central City 
and for areas outside the Central City, as follows: 

 Within the Central City: 1.75 acres of neighborhood and community parks per 1,000 population. 

 Outside the Central City: 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community parks per 1,000 population. 

 Table ERC1 in the general plan identifies service level goals for other types of parks and 
recreational amenities. 

These goals differ from the goal established in the 2030 General Plan, which was 5 acres of 
neighborhood and community parks and recreational facilities per 1,000 residents for the entire city. 
This change in service level goal is based on the City’s experience in identifying, acquiring, and 
operating park facilities. In particular, parkland acquisition, especially in developed urban areas, is 
often not feasible due to the scarcity of available land and the resources needed to develop and 
operate park facilities. Common challenges are that dedicated sites may be too small to create a 
park of meaningful size, other vacant land may be in short supply, or park development costs 
(including in-lieu park fees) may make projects infeasible. In the Central City, the proposed new goal 
is based on the amount of vacant or underutilized land that is appropriate for parkland acquisition 
relative to the projected future population in the Central City, and was developed after considering 
downtown park service level goals of other cities.  
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An additional consideration is that park service levels are related to the fees charged to developers 
for park land acquisition and improvement. The revised service levels are intended to generate 
charges that can be defended as reasonably related to the services the City actually provides. 

Table 4.9-1 shows the number of new park acres that would be required to serve development 
proposed in the 2035 General Plan to achieve the identified service levels. Impacts on bike and 
pedestrian facilities are discussed in Section 4.12, “Transportation and Circulation.” 

Table 4.9-1 Future Parkland Acquisition Based on City Service Level Goals 
Location of Park City Goals1 Projected Population in 20352 Total Required New Park Acres by 2035 

Central City 1.75 acres per 1,000 population 109,312 17 ac 
Outside Central City 3.5 acres per 1,000 population 531,069 406 ac 
Note: 
1  As defined in General Plan Policy ERC 2.2.4. 
2 The population growth attributed to the 2035 General Plan is approximately 165,000 new residents.  

 

Full buildout of the General Plan would result in Sacramento’s population growing to approximately 
640,400 by 2035. This is an increase of approximately 165,000 residents when compared to the 
estimated population of 475,500 in 2012 (U.S. Census 2012). Land dedicated to the City for park 
development as part of the development process contributes toward meeting the Service Level 
Goals for parks. Land that may be developed in the future for parks and recreation uses, but not 
under the City’s jurisdiction, would not be considered a contribution towards meeting the Service 
Level Goal. 

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN POLICIES 
The following goals and policies from the proposed 2035 General Plan are relevant to parks and 
open space within the entire Policy Area. Policies 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 reflect changes in text that have 
been made since the original circulation of the Draft MEIR for public comment. 

Education, Recreation, and Culture 
Goal ERC 2.1: Integrated Parks and Recreation System. Provide an integrated system of parks, open 
space areas, and recreational facilities that are safe and connect the diverse communities of 
Sacramento. 

 Policy ERC 2.1.1: Complete System. The City shall develop and maintain a complete system of 
parks and open space areas throughout Sacramento that provide opportunities for both passive 
and active recreation.  

 Policy ERC 2.1.2: Connected Network. The City shall connect all parts of Sacramento through 
integration of recreation and community facilities with other public spaces and rights-of-way (e.g., 
buffers, medians, bikeways, sidewalks, trails, bridges, and transit routes) that are easily 
accessible by alternative modes of transportation. 

Goal ERC 2.2: Parks, Community and Recreation Facilities and Services. Plan and develop parks, 
community and recreation facilities and services that enhance community livability; improve public 
health and safety; are equitably distributed throughout the city; and are responsive to the needs and 
interests of residents, employees, and visitors. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.1: Parks and Recreation Master Plan. The City shall maintain and implement a 
Parks and Recreation Master Plan to carry out the goals and policies of this General Plan. All new 
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development will be consistent with the applicable provisions of the Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan.  

 Policy ERC 2.2.2: Timing of Services. The City shall ensure that the development of parks and 
community and recreation facilities and services keeps pace with development and growth 
within the city. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.3: Service Level Radius. The City shall strive to provide accessible public park or 
recreational open space within one-half mile of all residences.  

 Policy ERC 2.2.4: Park Acreage Service Level Goal. The City shall strive to develop and maintain 
1.75 5 acres of neighborhood and other community parks and recreational facilities/sites per 
1,000 population. in the Central City, and 3.5 acres of neighborhood and community parks and 
recreational facilities per 1,000 population in the remainder of the city.  

 Policy ERC 2.2.5: Meeting Service Level Goal. The City shall require new residential development 
to meet its fair share of the park acreage service level goal by either dedicating land for new 
parks, paying a fair share of the costs for new parks and recreation facilities, and/or pay a fair 
share for rehabilitation or renovation of existing parks and recreation facilities. For new 
development in urban areas where land dedication or acquisition is constrained by a lack of 
available suitable properties is not reasonably feasible (e.g., the Central City), the City shall 
require new development to shall either construct improvements or pay fees for existing park 
and recreation facility enhancements to address increased use. Additionally, the City shall 
identify and pursue the best possible options for park development such as joint use, regional 
park partnerships, private open space, acquisition of parkland, and use of grant funding. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.6: Urban Park Facility Improvements. In urban areas where land dedication is not 
reasonably feasible (e.g., the Central City), the City shall explore creative solutions to provide 
neighborhood park and recreation facilities (e.g., provision of community-serving recreational 
facilities in regional parks) that reflect the unique character of the area. (MPSP) 

 Policy ERC 2.2.7: Public Parkland Preservation. The City shall ensure that any public parkland 
converted to non-recreational uses is replaced to serve the same community, consistent with 
California’s Public Park Preservation Act of 1971 (Public Resources Code Section 5401).  

 Policy ERC 2.2.8: Capital Investment Priorities. The City shall give priority to the following parks 
and recreation capital investments: 

 Acquiring land for or constructing parks and recreation facilities where adopted Service Level 
Goals are not being met.  

 Acquiring, restoring and preserving large natural areas for habitat protection and passive 
recreation use such as walking, hiking, and nature study. 

 Acquiring and developing areas for recreation use and public access along the banks of the 
American and Sacramento Rivers. 

 Building and improving parks and facilities to ensure safety for users and adjacent 
properties.  

 Policy ERC 2.2.9: Small Public Places for New Development. The City shall allow new 
development to provide small plazas, pocket parks, civic spaces and other gathering places that 
are available to the public, particularly in infill areas, to help meet recreational demands. 
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 Policy ERC 2.2.10: Range of Experience. The City shall provide a range of small to large parks 
and recreational facilities. Larger parks and complexes should be provided at the city’s edges 
and along the rivers as a complement to smaller sites provided in areas of denser development.  

 Policy ERC 2.2.11: On-Site Facilities. The City shall promote and provide incentives such as 
density bonuses or increases in building height for large-scale development projects to provide 
on-site recreational amenities and gathering places that are available to the public. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.12: Compatibility with Adjoining Uses. The City shall ensure that the location and 
design of all parks, recreation, and community centers are compatible with existing adjoining 
uses. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.13: Surplus or Underutilized Land. The City shall consider acquiring or using 
surplus, remnant, vacant, or underutilized parcels or abandoned buildings for public recreational 
use. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.14: Youth “Friendliness.” The City shall provide parks and facilities for youth 
between the ages of 10 and 18 to ensure safe gathering places for their recreation.  

 Policy ERC 2.2.15: Aging Friendly Community. The City shall develop facilities that support 
continuing engagement, foster the personal enrichment and independence of older residents, 
and reflect the needs of Sacramento’s aging population within the community. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.16: Organized Sports Facilities. The City shall develop facilities (e.g., multi-field 
complexes) for a variety of organized sports. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.17: Joint Use Facilities Co-Located. The City shall support the development of 
parks and recreation facilities co-located with public and private facilities (e.g., schools, libraries, 
and detention basins). 

 Policy ERC 2.2.18: Private Commercial Recreational Facilities. The City shall encourage the 
development of private commercial recreational facilities to help meet recreational interests of 
Sacramento’s residents, workforce, and visitors. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.19: Municipal Golf Courses. The City shall maintain and reinvest in municipal golf 
courses, to foster a sense of community pride, ensure the City’s courses remain competitive in 
the marketplace, and encourage play. 

 Policy ERC 2.2.20: Responsiveness to Community. The City shall work with affected 
neighborhoods in the design of parks and recreational facilities to meet the unique needs and 
interests of residents (e.g., providing for cultural heritage gardens and teen centers). 

Goal ERC 2.3: Recreational Programs. Support recreation and community service programs that 
promote wellness, fun, lifelong learning, skill development, personal enrichment, and positive 
relationships. 

 Policy ERC 2.3.1: Interpretation and Celebration. The City shall provide recreation programming, 
special events and venues, and educational opportunities that honor, interpret, and celebrate 
the diversity, history, cultural heritage, and traditions of Sacramento. 

Goal ERC 2.4: Rivers, Creeks, and Natural Resource Areas. Provide positive recreational experiences 
and enjoyment of nature through the development, maintenance, patrol, and preservation of the 
rivers, creeks, and natural resource areas, while maximizing the use of these areas through 
partnerships with other agencies. 
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 Policy ERC 2.4.1: Service Levels. The City shall provide 0.5 linear mile of parks/parkways and 
trails/bikeways per 1,000 population. 

 Policy ERC 2.4.2: Waterway Recreation and Access. The City shall work with regional partners, 
State agencies, private land owners, and developers to manage, preserve, and enhance the 
Sacramento and American River Parkways and urban waterways and riparian corridors to 
increase public access for active and passive recreation.  

 Policy ERC 2.4.3: Connections to Other Trails. The City shall maintain existing and pursue new 
connections to local, regional, and state trails. 

 Policy ERC 2.4.4: Setbacks from Rivers and Creeks. The City shall ensure adequate building 
setbacks from rivers and creeks, increasing them where possible to protect natural resources. 

Funding 
Goal ERC 2.5: Funding. Secure adequate and reliable funding for the acquisition, development, 
rehabilitation, programming, and maintenance of parks, community facilities, recreation facilities, 
trails, parkways, and open space areas. 

 Policy ERC 2.5.1: Multiple Tools. The City shall use a broad range of funding and economic 
development tools to ensure high-quality development, maintenance, and programming of the 
City parks and recreation system. 

 Policy ERC 2.5.2: River Parkways. The City shall coordinate with Sacramento County and other 
agencies and organizations to secure funding to patrol, maintain, and enhance the American 
River and Sacramento River Parkways. 

 Policy ERC 2.5.3: Property Acquisition. The City shall secure funding for property acquisitions that 
can be accessed quickly to respond to opportunities. 

 Policy ERC 2.5.4: Capital Funding. The City shall fund the costs of acquisition and development 
of City neighborhood and community parks and community and recreation facilities through land 
dedication, in lieu fees, and/or development impact fees. 

Implementation Program 2: The City shall review and update the Park Development Impact Fee 
Program and Quimby Ordinance to reflect the parks and recreation standards of the General Plan 
and the anticipated need for existing facility rehabilitation and renovation, higher parkland 
construction costs, and development of active sport areas. (FB) 

Implementation Program3: The City shall, at least every five years, review and update, as necessary, 
the Park Development Impact Fee Program and Quimby ProgramOrdinance to address existing 
facility rehabilitation and renovation and anticipated parkland land acquisition and construction 
needs/costs. The City may also (or alternatively) select to appropriate other funds to address 
facilities rehabilitation and renovation on a case-by-case basis. (FB) 

Land Use and Urban Design 
Goal LU 9.1: Open Space, Parks, and Recreation. Protect open space for its recreational, agricultural, 
safety, and environmental value and provide adequate parks and open space areas throughout the city. 

 Policy LU 9.1.1: Open Space Preservation. The City shall place a high priority on acquiring and 
preserving open space lands for recreation, habitat protection and enhancement, flood hazard 
management, public safety, water and agricultural resources protection, and overall community 
benefit.  
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 Policy LU 9.1.2: New Parks and Open Spaces. The City shall ensure that sufficient parks, open 
space, water corridor parkways, and trails planned throughout the city, to ensure adequate 
facilities are available to existing and future residents. 

 Policy LU 9.1.3: Connected Open Space System. The City shall ensure that new development 
does not create barriers to the connections among the various parts of the city’s parks and open 
space systems. 

 Policy LU 9.1.4: Open Space Buffers. The City shall use traditional, developed parks and employ 
innovative uses of open space to “soften” the edges between urban areas and the natural 
environment. 

 Policy LU 9.1.5: Private Boat Docks and Marinas. The City shall discourage development along 
the rivers of privately-owned boat docks and marinas that are not available to the general public. 

 LU 9.1.6 American River Parkway Plan. The City recognizes the American River Parkway Plan as 
an important state approved State land use and policy document prepared through the Urban 
American River Parkways Preservation Act (Public Resources Code 5840, et al). (RDR/MPSP)  

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
For the purposes of this Draft MEIR, impacts on parks and open spaces are considered significant if 
the proposed General Plan would 

 cause or accelerate a substantial physical deterioration of existing area parks or recreational 
facilities; or 

 result in new facilities, the construction and operation of which could cause substantial adverse 
effects on the physical environment. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact  
4.9-1 

Potential physical deterioration of existing parks or recreational facilities due to increased use. 

Applicable Regulations City of Sacramento City Code Chapter 18.44 Park Development Impact Fee 

Proposed SGP Policies that Reduce Impacts ERC 2.1.1, ERC 2.2.1 through ERC 2.2.8, ERC 2.2.11, ERC 2.2.17, ERC 2.2.18, ERC 
2.4.1, ERC 2.4.2, ERC 2.5.1, ERC 2.5.4 

Significance after Implementing SGP Policies Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures None required 
 

An increase in population resulting from implementation of the 2035 General Plan could result in 
higher demand on area parks or recreational facilities, with resulting physical deterioration of these 
facilities. 

An additional 165,000 residents are anticipated with development that could occur under the 2035 
General Plan. General plan policies have been proposed to ensure that adequate parks and 
recreational facilities are provided to accommodate the increase in new residents. For example, 
Policy ERC 2.1.1 requires the City to develop and maintain a complete system of public parks and 
open space areas throughout Sacramento that provides opportunities for both passive and active 
recreation. Policy ERC 2.5.4 requires the City to fund the costs of acquisition and development of 
neighborhood and community parks and community and recreation facilities through land 
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dedication, in lieu fees, and/or development impact fees. In highly urbanized areas where land 
dedication is not feasible, such as the Central City, Policy 2.2.5 requires new development to 
construct improvements or pay fees for facility enhancement and/or maintenance of existing parks. 

The existing city-wide, neighborhood and community-serving parks comprise 1,573 acres. The 
existing neighborhood and community-serving parks outside of the Central City comprise 
approximately 1,452 acres (1,573 acres citywide – 121 in Central City = 1,452 outside the Central 
City). The 2010 population estimate for the area outside the Central City is approximately 379,361, 
which provides approximately 3.83 acres per 1,000 residents. This meets the proposed general plan 
service level goal of 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents outside of the Central City. 

Proposed General Plan policies would provide assurances that appropriate park facilities would be 
provided and maintained. For instance, Policy ERC 2.2.6 requires new residential development to 
dedicate land or pay in-lieu fees for parks or recreation facilities. Therefore, new residential 
development would be required to ensure that adequate parkland is provided or applicable fees paid 
to the City to purchase additional park facilities. Policy ERC 2.4.1 also requires the City to maintain 
service levels to provide linear parks/parkways and trails/bikeways. The expansion, planning, 
development, and use of joint facilities are additional means to achieve required service levels and 
to offset needs of park and recreational facilities. The policies set forth in the proposed 2035 
General Plan are designed to ensure that future development within the Policy Area would not create 
a need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond what was anticipated in the 
General and/or Community Plans. 

Funding for acquisition of new park acreage, and generation of funds committed to maintenance 
and operation of parks and recreational facilities, are ongoing activities of the City. A combination of 
funding sources, including the Quimby Act, support these activities. The funding is adequate on an 
ongoing basis to maintain the existing parks and recreational facilities, and those that would be 
constructed in the future. Implementation of the policies proposed in the General Plan would ensure 
that increased demand associated with an increase in population would not significantly accelerate 
the deterioration of existing park areas or recreational facilities on a citywide basis, outside of the 
Central City. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant outside the Central City. 

One of the ongoing themes, clearly established in the 2030 General Plan and continued in the 
policies of the 2035 General Plan, is a focus on increasing density within the city limits, and 
especially the Central City, to encourage reduction in vehicle miles traveled, one of the primary 
generators of greenhouse gas emissions. The City’s efforts have included policies that increase 
allowable density, encouragement of mixed-use development, and investment in projects that 
provide meaningful residential, employment, and recreational opportunities for those residing in the 
Central City. During the period the 2035 General Plan is being considered by the community, for 
example, work on the downtown entertainment and sports center, funded in part by the City, is 
beginning. In addition, work is starting on a mixed-use development on K Street, with financial 
support from the City.  

As part of its review of the park service levels, the City conducted a review of sites in the Central City 
that could serve as potential park sites. The City identified 17 acres of vacant properties. When 
combined with the existing 121 acres of park sites in the Central City and the 55 acres to be 
dedicated with the Township 9 and Railyards projects (for a total of 174 acres), the total acreage 
results in approximately 1.75 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, based on the projected 
population in the Central City in 2035. In reducing the Central City’s park service level, the City is 
acknowledging that there is a need for an urban park service level goal in the Central City that 
reconciles the planned increase in population with the limited supply of vacant land that could be 
developed for neighborhood and community park purposes. 
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The City’s commitment to increasing densities in the Central City, however, remains a key policy and 
development approach. Increasing the population as supported by the general plan policies will 
increase the usage of the parks in the Central City, and this is a significant impact.  

The 2030 General Plan, and the proposed 2035 General Plan, each recognize the importance of parks 
and recreation facilities. The City’s long-term commitment to infill development, with an attendant 
reduction in vehicle miles traveled and reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, is also a prominent 
theme in the general plan. The increase in productive use of vacant properties, and intensification of 
use in other properties, will result in an increase in population and will likely result in increased 
demand for park and recreation facilities, both existing and planned for acquisition and development in 
the future. This is a significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 
One of the basic features of parks in the city is space: sometimes this is an open grass area, shaded by 
trees, or it might consist of baseball fields, basketball courts or walking paths. The City is committed to 
providing recreational opportunities to its residents, but the availability of land to support such open 
space in the Central City is limited, as discussed above. To respond to the potential for increased 
demand that leads to increased usage and deterioration, the City must develop new approaches to the 
use of existing park facilities, cooperate with other recreational providers, and generate funds that can 
be used for facility maintenance, renovation and programs. 

The policies and implementation programs of the 2035 General Plan will support such efforts. The 
City’s efforts will be guided by the overall goal established in this regard:  

Goal ERC 2.5: Funding. Secure adequate and reliable funding for the acquisition, 
development, rehabilitation, programming, and maintenance of parks, community 
facilities, recreation facilities, trails, parkways, and open space areas. 

Residential development is required to contribute money or land to provide recreational resources to 
meet new demand. This model works well in areas where there is land available for new facilities and 
the focus of development is on residential uses. In an area such as the Central City, however, land is 
scarce and development includes a mix of commercial and residential uses, with the residential uses 
coming in various forms, including condominiums and apartments. The approaches used elsewhere 
must be tailored to fit the specific requirements of the Central City. 

The 2035 General Plan includes implementation measures that will support these efforts:  

Implementation Program 2: The City shall review and update the Park Development 
Impact Fee Program to reflect the parks and recreation standards of the General 
Plan and the anticipated need for existing facility rehabilitation and renovation, 
higher parkland construction costs, and development of active sport areas. (FB) 

Implementation Program3: The City shall, at least every five years, review and 
update, as necessary, the Park Development Impact Fee Program and Quimby 
Program to address existing facility rehabilitation and renovation and anticipated 
parkland land acquisition and construction costs. The City may also (or alternatively) 
select to appropriate other funds to address facilities rehabilitation and renovation 
on a case-by-case basis.(FB) 

The general plan policies, goals and implementation measures will not increase the supply of vacant 
land in the Central City. They will, however, provide a foundation for City efforts to generate substantial 
funds that can be used to protect the existing park resources, improve facilities so that they can be 
used by more residents, and support programming that provides residents with meaningful access to 
the facilities and programs. 
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The City’s focus in the Central City must also be on maximizing other recreational opportunities for 
residents. The general plan supports such efforts. For example: 

Policy ERC 2.5.2: River Parkways. The City shall coordinate with Sacramento County 
and other agencies and organizations to secure funding to patrol, maintain, and 
enhance the American River and Sacramento River Parkways. 

The Central City is located in close proximity to a host of recreational amenities. The American River 
Parkway is noted in Policy 2.5.2, but it is just one of many resources. The Sacramento River, Old 
Sacramento Historic State Park, Sutter’s Fort, Capitol Park, and the short walk over the Tower Bridge to 
Raley’s Field are evidence of accessibility to additional recreational opportunities. The City’s vision of 
new economic and recreational activity in the downtown area is a reasonable basis for planning and 
commitment, and can be expected to provide opportunities for recreation that may differ from those in 
more suburban areas, but are meaningful nonetheless. 

The adoption and implementation of the goals, policies and implementation measures of the 2035 
General Plan will provide resources to protect and enhance the existing park facilities, and to provide a 
well-rounded recreational experience for downtown residents. With this support for the City’s efforts, 
the impact on Central City park facilities will be reduced to less than significant.  

Impact  
4.9-2 

Potential to increase need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities.  

Applicable Regulations State Public Park Preservation Act, Quimby Act, City of Sacramento Municipal Code Chapter 
12.72, 16.64, and 18.44 

Proposed SGP Policies that Reduce Impacts ERC 2.1.1, ERC 2.2.1 through ERC 2.2.8, ERC 2.2.11, ERC 2.2.17, ERC 2.2.18, ERC 2.4.1, ERC 
2.4.2, ERC 2.5.1, ERC 2.5.4 

Significance after Implementing SGP Policies Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures None required 
 

The identification, acquisition, planning, funding, development and operation of parkland is an 
ongoing process, and can extend over many years. The process includes coordination by the City with 
neighborhoods and other governmental agencies. The potential impacts of construction and 
operation are intimately related to location, timing and design of specific facilities. The park planning 
process is designed to account for, and minimize, impacts on residents and businesses who could 
be affected by the park facilities. These efforts assist in reducing impacts. 

The potential for significant impacts would increase if residential growth resulted in unexpected 
demand and the need for construction and operation of additional facilities. The 2035 General Plan 
has designated various areas of the city for development in residential land uses of various 
densities, and the growth projections based on these designations, and anticipated economic activity 
during the general plan period, include development of park facilities. The general plan policies 
identified above support the City’s ongoing program of planning, funding, developing and operating 
park facilities to serve the City’s residents. 

The adoption and implementation of the 2035 General Plan would not result in unplanned 
development of new park facilities, and the impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 
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