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THE CORE NATOMAS (P18-011) 

MND Comments and Responses 

August 21, 2018 

 

The City of Sacramento circulated the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) for The Core Natomas project (P18-011) for public comments. The comment 
period closed August 20, 2018.  

Four written comments were received, and are attached to this Memorandum: 

 Lozeau Drury, August 2, 2018: The comment asserts that the environmental 
document prepared and circulated for comment is not adequate and does not 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The comment 
does not identify any specific area or issue as inadequate and a detailed 
response is therefore not possible. The comment reserves the right to submit 
additional information at a later date. The City acknowledges the comment, 
but feels the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration comply with 
CEQA requirements.  
 

 California Water Boards, August 9, 2018: The Water Boards comment 
provides information regarding the regulations under the jurisdiction of the 
agency that may apply to the project. The comment is acknowledged. 

 
 SMUD, August 15, 2018: The comment confirms that SMUD maintains 

facilities in the project area, and that the document should include coverage 
of issues of importance to SMUD, including energy efficiency, climate change 
and cumulative impacts. The MND discusses these issues and references the 
Master EIR certified by the City as well as the policies of the 2035 General 
Plan. SMUD also indicates that additional infrastructure may be required to 
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serve the project, depending on the type of loading/infill proposed. No further 
response is required. 

 
 River Oaks Community Association, August 20, 2018:  
 

 
Traffic: The letter asserts that the analysis compared the traffic to the prior 
project and concluded that no new significant effects would occur, and 
asserts that the MND should have analyzed traffic, including cumulative 
effects, and identified effects and mitigation. Reliance on the prior traffic 
evaluation was appropriate. The prior document referenced the Master EIR, 
which remains relevant, and concluded that the project would not have 
significant effects. That conclusion remains valid. The baseline for 
environmental review was existing conditions, and the commenter is correct 
in that regard—the City used that baseline but used the prior traffic evaluation 
for analysis purposes. 
 
The comment suggests several actions that could be taken to address traffic 
conditions, including, for example, establishing areas for future bus stops. 
While the City may consider such suggestions as part of the project planning 
process, CEQA does not authorize imposition of such conditions in the 
absence of a significant effect. The commenter also mentions vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) as a metric for impact analysis; while the environmental 
document here utilized level of service (LOS), the City is engaged in planning 
for use of VMT as a metric for impact analysis in the future.  
 
Biology: The comment encourages completion of protocol surveys required 
by the Natomas Basin HCP. Those surveys will be conducted as required. 
 
Air Quality: The comment encourages the City to consider impacts of air 
quality on new residents, and the City does so consistent with the general 
plan. The California Supreme Court has held that the CEQA document should 
focus on project impacts on the environment, and the air quality impacts of 
the project construction and operation have been covered in the document.  
 
Climate Change: The 2035 General Plan serves as the City’s current climate 
action plan, and has been considered in project planning and review. 
 

The written comments do not require changes in the analysis or conclusions of the 
mitigated negative declaration. Recirculation of the document is not required. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15088.5. 
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