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Expo Parkway Behavioral Healthcare Hospital (P13-011) 
Addendum (Revised) to a Mitigated Negative Declaration 

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

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

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

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

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

 
Table 1 

Project GHG Emissions 

 
Annual CO2 emissions 

(MTCO2e) 

2013 Construction Emissions1  163.3 

2014 Construction Emissions2 801.3 

Operational Emissions 1,966.0 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
d)   Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerable 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

December 3, 2013   
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Antonio Ablog

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

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

Subject: Expo Parkway Behavioral Hospital

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

October 1, 2013 

Mr. Antonio Ablog 

Associate Planner 

Sacramento Planning & Design 

300 Richards Blvd. 

Sacramento, CA 95811 

Dear Mr. Ablog, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely Yours, 

Thomas Powell 

(916) 549-9110 

unfinityorbust@gmail.com

cc

mayor@cityofsacramento.org

aashby@cityofsacramento.org

awarren@cityofsacramento.org

scohn@cityofsacramento.org

shansen@cityofsacramento.org

jshenirer@cityofsacramento.org

kmccarty@cityofsacramento.org

dfong@cityofsacramento.org

bpannell@cityofsacramento.org

rhooper@thatchlaw.com

metro@sacbee.com

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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