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File #: 2016-01346    Consent Item 02    
 

 

 
Title:  (Pass for Publication) The Park Mixed Use Project (P15-048)  
 
Recommendation:  1) Review a Resolution adopting an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
and Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP); 2) review a Resolution amending General Plan 
designation from Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD) and Suburban Neighborhood 
Medium Density (SNMD) to Urban Corridor Low Density (UCLD); 3) review an Ordinance 
Rezoning from Multi-Unit Dwelling Executive Airport Overlay (R-2A-R-EA-4 & R-2A-EA-4) zone 
and Single-Unit or Duplex Dwelling Executive Airport Overlay (R-1A-EA-4) zone to General 
Commercial Executive Airport Overlay (C-2-EA-4) zone; 4) review a Resolution approving The 
Park Project that includes entitlements with Tentative Map, a Conditional Use Permit, Site Plan 
and Design Review, and a Sign Variance; and 5) pass for Publication (PFP) the ordinance title 
as required by Sacramento City Charter section 32(c) to be adopted on November 22, 2016. 
 
Location: 4700 Freeport Blvd, District 4 
 
Contact: Elise Gumm, Development Project Manager, (916) 808-1927; Antonio Ablog, Senior 
Planner, (916) 808-7702, Community Development Department 
 
Presenter:  None 
 
Department: Community Development Department 
 
Attachments: 
01-Description/Analysis 
02-Recommended Planning and Design Commission ROD 
03-Recommended Resolution for CEQA Review 
04-Exhibit A (CEQA Findings of Facts) 
05-Exhibit B (Mitigation Monitoring Plan) 
06-Recommended Resolution for General Plan Amendment 
07-Exhibit A (General Plan Amendment Exhibit) 
08-Recommended Resolution for Rezone 
09-Exhibit A (Rezone Exhibit) 
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10-Recommended Resolution for the Project 
11-Exhibit A (Tentative Map) 
12-Exhibit B (Site Plan) 
13-Exhibit C (Floor Plans & Elevations) 
14-Exhibit D (Circulation & Line of Sight Exhibits) 
15-Exhibit E (Landscaping Plans) 
16-Exhibit F (Perspective Drawings) 
17-Comments from Neighborhood Groups 
18-Support Letters from Neighbors 
19-Concern Letters from Neighbors 
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Description/Analysis 

Issue Detail:  The applicant proposes to demolish a former plant nursery and two single unit 
dwellings and construct a new 108,165 square foot commercial center on approximately 9.9 
acres in the General Commercial, Single-Unit Dwelling, Single-Unit or Duplex Dwelling, and 
Multi-Unit Dwelling zones (C-2, C-2-EA-4, R-1, R-1-EA-4, R-1A-EA-4, R-2A-R-EA-4, R-2A-EA-
4) with Executive Airport Overlay (EA) and Review (R) zone designations.  The center includes 
a 55,000 square foot anchor tenant and six commercial pads ranging from 6,000 to 11,900 
square feet.  The request requires a General Plan Amendment, Rezone, a Tentative Map, a 
Conditional Use Permit for a retail use that is over 40,000 square feet, Site Plan and Design 
Review for the overall shopping center and a variance for the relocation of an existing neon 
sign for the anchor tenant. 

Policy Considerations:  The 2035 General Plan Update was adopted by City Council on 
March 3, 2015.  The 2035 General Plan’s goals, policies, and implementation programs define 
a roadmap to achieving Sacramento’s vision to be the most livable city in America.  Although a 
majority portion of the project site was used as nursery for many decades, the existing zoning 
and general plan designations are not representative of the previous commercial use resulting 
in mixed commercial and residential designations.  The eastern portion of the site of the 
proposed commercial project is designated as Urban Corridor Low in the 2035 General Plan, 
but the western portion is designated as Suburban Residential Low & Medium Density.  In 
order to develop the proposed commercial center, the applicant is requesting to amend the 
General Plan designation of approximately 4.6 acres designated Suburban Neighborhood Low 
Density (SNLD) Designation and 0.6 acres designated Suburban Neighborhood Medium 
Density (SNMD) Designation to 5.2 acres designated Urban Corridor Low Density (UCLD) 
Designation. The General Plan recognizes that the UCLD designation will often exist adjacent 
to neighborhoods and low intensity single-use residential development.  The Urban Corridor 
Low designation provides for a mix of horizontal and vertical mixed-use development and 
single-use commercial and residential development that includes the following: 

 Retail, service, office, and residential uses 
 Gathering places such as plazas, courtyards, or parks 
 Compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses 

 Large-scale development should include a mix of nonresidential and residential uses 
with more intense development near major intersections 

In addition, per our 2013-2021 Housing Element, the zones that provide land capacity for 
above-moderate and moderate income units exceeds our Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
by 2,514 homes.  The proposed rezone from R-1 to C-2 will not affect the City’s ability to meet 
its Regional Housing Needs Allocation for 2013-2021.  Moreover, Revitalization of the subject 
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site can provide economic benefits to the neighborhood and can set a precedent for 
streetscape improvements along Freeport Boulevard. 

Staff believes the proposed project meets the 2035 General Plan goals and policies, in that the 
proposed project 1) includes design features such as enhanced landscaping design with large 
public gathering spaces and  high quality materials; 2) provides uses that are compatible with 
the surrounding residential and commercial uses and supports the revitalization of Freeport 
commercial corridor; 3) will improve the pedestrian and bicycle traffic environment by 
constructing an additional signalized crossing of Freeport and providing pedestrian-friendly 
streetscape improvements along the project’s street frontage; and 4) will revitalize and 
enhance this infill commercial site by providing appropriate transitions to adjoining residential 
areas and contributing positively to the existing neighborhoods and surrounding communities. 

Economic Impacts:  None. 

Environmental Considerations:  As part of compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), the City prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
Land Park Commercial Center project. The DEIR includes measures to mitigate identified 
significant effects and feasible alternatives to the proposed project. This “Project EIR,” was 
prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California 
Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et 
seq.), and the City’s procedures for implementing CEQA.  

The City determined that the DEIR should address the following technical issue areas: 
aesthetics/light and glare, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse 
gases, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology, water quality, and drainage, noise and 
vibration, public services and utilities, transportation and circulation.  The EIR evaluated a 
range of alternatives for the proposed project. The alternatives considered include the No 
Project/No Build Alternative; No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative; Alternative Site Plan 
Alternative; and Reduced Intensity Alternative.  

The Draft EIR along with a Final EIR that includes written comments and responses, as well as 
any changes in the text of the Draft EIR, and appropriate Findings (pursuant CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091), will be provided to the City Council prior to final action on the project.  Both 
Draft and Final EIR are available on the City’s website at:  

http://www.cityofsacramento.org/ Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports 

Sustainability:  Not applicable. 

Commission/Committee Action:  The Park Project was heard by the Planning and Design 
Commission on October 20, 2016.  32 members of the public spoke on the items, and 
majorities of them were in favor of the project.  Few raised their concerns about traffic, noise, 
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and future tenants of the proposed project.  At the close of public testimony, the Commission 
voted (12 ayes and 1 no) to forward staff recommendation of approval of the Project to the City 
Council with the following formal requests: 

 Evaluate modifying hours of construction 
 Evaluate modifying truck deliveries for larger trucks 
 Explore additional methods to reduce noise including constructing an overhang or 

extending the wall height or through other operational measures. 
 Provide notification to residents living w/in 400’ of the Raley’s store that specifies 

conditions Raley’s and the overall project must adhere to and identify who to contact if 
there is a violation 

 Set up outreach meetings with those individuals and neighborhood groups that will be 
affected by construction and operations. 

In addition to the formal requests above, but a request was made by a commissioner to 
forward the comment that the Freeport Boulevard elevations could be improved by moving 
main entries of the shops buildings from the rear of the buildings to the Freeport side of the 
buildings. 

Rationale for Recommendation:  The proposed commercial project is consistent with the 
goals of the General Plan that A) will redevelop an underutilized site and an active and lively 
commercial center that can transform Freeport Boulevard, B)  has been designed to be 
compatible with the surrounding properties and incorporates features to minimize the effects of 
noise, light, and visual intrusion, C) has been found not to have any significant effects that 
cannot be addressed with appropriate mitigation, and D) will improve bicycle, pedestrian, and 
vehicle circulation in the immediate vicinity. 

Financial Considerations:  None. 

Local Business Enterprise (LBE):  Not applicable. 

Background: The subject site is occupied by a former plant nursery.  Capital Nursery had 
operated on the site since 1931, but closed down and sold the nursery property to Raley’s in 
2012.  Currently, Raley’s has a store that has operated since 1958 just to the south at 4850 
Freeport.  Raley’s purchased two single family home lots facing Wentworth Avenue from 
Capital Nursery in 2014.  Three other small parcels on Wentworth Avenue that are currently 
used as overflow parking for the existing Raley’s were purchased in 1984 by Raley’s and by 
MGM Limited Partnership in 2015.  MGM Limited Partnership is the main developer of this 
proposed commercial center and Raley’s will be the anchor tenant in this commercial center.  
West and North of the project site are mainly single family homes.  Across the street from 
Freeport Blvd there is a Chase Bank and a few commercial services shops.  There are two 
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banks (Bank of America & EastWest Bank) located on the same side of Freeport Blvd on the 
same block. 

Public/Neighborhood Outreach 

Staff routed the proposal to various neighborhood groups and associations, including 
the Land Park Community Association, Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association, 
Freeport Renovation On the Move, College Plaza Neighborhood Association, South 
Land Park Neighborhood Association, Sierra Curtis Neighborhood Association, 
Environmental Council of Sacramento, Walk Sacramento, and the Sacramento Area 
Bicycle Advocates.  Staff also mailed out early notification of the project to property 
owners within 500 feet when the application was submitted to the City in September of 
last year.  Staff has received numerous comments on the project.  These comments 
were included on the staff report for the Planning and Design Commission Review & 
Comment meeting on June 2, 2016.  The applicant team has also conducted outreach 
efforts to various neighborhood groups and businesses near the project site which 
began well before they submitted the application to the City in 2015.  After the Planning 
and Design Commission Review & Comment on June 2, 2016, applicant team again 
met with various neighborhood associations to discuss the alternative designs of the 
project and explain the reasons for the final design of the project. 

The groups listed above, and all property owners within 500 feet of the project site were 
sent a notice of the Planning and Design Commission hearing on October 20, 2016.  
The project site is posted with a notice announcing this public hearing as well.  During 
the Planning and Design Commission hearing on October 20, 2016, Commission, 
applicant, and neighbors continued discussing issues and solutions that were raised 
through the review process.  These comments are summarized below with responses 
from both applicant and staff: 

Policies 

 Catalyst site on Freeport - Revitalization Vs. Protection of Existing 
Neighborhood 

Discussion: The subject site is a former plant nursery located on Freeport 
Boulevard, one of Sacramento’s prominent commercial corridors. Though the site 
was a former commercial use, it was a low intensity use on a large site in close 
proximity to several established neighborhoods. While developing the site would 
be consistent with economic development goals related to redevelopment and 
revitalization of an existing commercial corridor, goals related to the protection of 
the surrounding neighborhood must also be considered. 

Response: The former Capital Nursery site is located along one of Sacramento’s 
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major commercial corridors in close proximity to the well-established South Land 
Park, Hollywood Park, and Land Park Neighborhoods. This corridor houses vital 
service and retail opportunities. The current project proposes to redevelop an 
underutilized site with a significant commercial project. While policies related to 
economic development and revitalization support such development, the projects 
effect on the surrounding neighborhood must be considered.  

The effects of infill development on an existing neighborhood often relate to 
traffic, noise, visuals/aesthetics, and light spillover. These potential effects were 
addressed though the City’s review of the project including the project’s 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) which concluded that there are no impacts 
that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

To address these potential effects of the project includes, or has been 
conditioned to include: 

 Significant vehicle circulation improvements including a new signalized 
intersection at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way, improvements to the 
existing signalized intersection at Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth 
Avenue/Stacia Way, a new left turn pocket on Freeport boulevard into the 
site, a raised pedestrian crossing on Wentworth Avenue, and the removal of 
vehicle parking on the west side of Freeport in order to provide a 6-foot 
buffered bike lane.  

 A 12-foot solid wall at the property boundaries shared with residential 
development. Additional tree plantings will be provided at the west property 
line. 

 Full cutoff light fixtures to limit light spillover from adjacent properties 
 Low parapet height of 24 feet at the west elevation of the anchor tenant space 

to reduce visual intrusion. 
 Green screening on the rear elevation of the anchor tenant building. 
 Operational measures limiting the idling of trucks in the loading area, limiting 

the testing of emergency generators, and providing an electrical connection 
for trucks in the loading area. 

 Commercial Project vs. Mixed-use project  
Discussion: Should the project be a commercial project only or a mixed-use 
project that includes residential uses as a buffer between commercial buildings 
and surrounding residences 

Responses:  The applicant has maintained that the economics of constructing a 
vertical mixed-use commercial/residential project would not make such a project 
viable at the subject site. Additionally, the limited size of the site is not sufficient 
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to accommodate a commercial development with a major anchor store and a 
separate residential component as a buffer to the existing neighborhood without 
significantly detracting from the site plan that includes a number of dedicated 
outdoor plazas for eating and gathering. Furthermore, vertical, mixed-use 
development inevitably have invasive views onto the neighbors below. 

 Auto Oriented Design vs. Walkability / Pedestrian Friendly Design 
Discussion: Staff has received a number of comments related to access to the 
site for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

Responses: The Freeport corridor has long been dominated by vehicle oriented 
design. On-street parking combined with strip shopping centers that are 
inconsistent with today’s maneuvering and landscaping standards make for a 
streetscape that could be much improved in terms of bicycle and pedestrian 
access, bicycle and pedestrian safety, and street presence.  

In response to comments related to pedestrian and bicycle access to the site, the 
applicant has worked with staff to revise the site plan and create conditions of 
approval to improve access to the site. The most significant improvement will be 
the construction of a new, fully signalized intersection just to the north of the site 
at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way. Other intersections improvements will 
include improvements to the intersection at Freeport and Wentworth including a 
new raised median extending from Freeport Boulevard to the Wentworth Avenue 
entrance to the site. Improvements at the Wentworth entrance will also include a 
new, raised pedestrian crosswalk. 

In breaking from the existing commercial development pattern on Freeport 
Boulevard, the proposed project will get rid of on-street parking on the west side 
of Freeport Boulevard. Replacing the parking will be a 6-foot wide bike lane with 
a 3-foot buffer area between the bike lane. In keeping with the City’s pedestrian 
oriented streetscape standards, the project will provide separated sidewalks with 
a street-side landscape planter along Freeport Boulevard. 

Land Use 

 Retaining the R-1 zone as a buffer between the proposed commercial center 
and the existing neighborhood to the west and to the north. 

Discussion:  Property owners on Marion Ct. have commented that the R-1 zone 
portion of the project site should remain as a buffer to future commercial 
development. 

Reponses:  The project site was formerly occupied by Capital Nursery and was 
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used for commercial purpose for over 50 years. A total of 4.6 acres of the 9.9 
gross acre site is being requested to rezone from residential to commercial use. 
The proposed General Commercial (C-2) zone is not considered incompatible 
adjacent to residentially zoned parcels, in fact, the Zoning Code anticipates such 
situations and contains use limitations and development standards to address 
such compatibility concerns. In terms of use limitations, the Zoning Code 
prohibits many industrial uses in the C-2 zone, allows manufacturing only on a 
limited basis (less than 6,400 square feet), and requires that many noise 
generating operations to be conducted indoors and only between the hours of 
6:00am and 10:00pm. On top of these use limitations are development standards 
that require a 15-foot rear setback adjacent to residentially zoned lots, a solid 
wall separation between commercial and residential uses, and height standards 
that require a building step down from a general C-2 height limit of 65 feet down 
to 45 feet for any portion of a building located less than 40 feet from a residential 
zone. 

Staff supports the Rezone request single-family housing adjacent to the C-2 zone 
is not an unusual situation. In this case, the EIR has shown that this development 
will have no significant environmental impacts, and the project has been 
designed to limit noise from loading trucks, light intrusion, and that has a reduced 
visual impact with its low profile along the rear property line. 

In its recommendation to the City Council, the Planning and Design Commission 
included a request for staff and the application to explore the following: 

 Evaluate modifying hours of construction 
 Evaluate modifying truck deliveries for larger trucks 
 Explore additional methods to reduce noise including constructing an 

overhang or extending the wall height or through other operational measures. 
 Provide notification to residents living w/in 400’ of the Raley’s store that 

specifies conditions Raley’s and the overall project must adhere to and 
identify who to contact if there is a violation 

 Set up outreach meetings with those individuals and neighborhood groups 
that will be affected by construction and operations. 
 

 C-1 Zone vs. C-2 Zone (Allowed uses & Development standards) 
Discussion: Would the Limited Commercial (C-1) zone for the project site offer 
better compatibility with the existing development surrounding the site? 

Responses: The C-1 Zone is intended for small lots surrounded by residential 
development for the provision of certain offices, retail stores, and commercial 
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service establishments that are compatible with residential developments. The 
key differences between the C-1 and C-2 zones are as follows: 

 The C-1 Zone is intended for lots several acres in size or smaller. 
 The C-2 allows drive-through uses, and auto uses, with the issuance of a 

Conditional Use Permit, these uses are prohibited in the C-1 zone.  
 The C-1 zone limits building heights to 35 feet whereas the C-2 Zone allows 

heights up to 65-feet when further than 80 feet from any residential Zone. 
Permitted uses in C-1 and C-2 zones are similar as both zones allow anchor 
retail stores greater than 40,000 square feet with the issuance of a conditional 
use permit. While there are auto and drive through uses allowed in the C-2 zone 
that are prohibited in the C-1 zone, these uses are not proposed with this project 
and would be subject to the issuance of a CUP if such uses were proposed with 
future development. 

The project site is at the vital location of the Freeport commercial corridor where 
commercial properties are in the C-2 zone.  Moreover, the subject site is almost 
10 acres and is significantly larger than the typical C-1 lot that is several acres or 
less. Although the height limit in C-2 zone allows for a maximum of 65 feet 
compared to the 35 feet height limit in the C-1 zone, the proposed project has a 
maximum roof height of 37 feet with an overall height of 40 feet, well within the 
height limit of the C-2 zone and only slightly higher than the C-1 height 
allowance. Thought the tallest structure on site is proposed to be 40 feet tall, this 
structure will be located more than 150 feet away from the nearest residential 
property. To respect the adjacent properties, a majority of the main anchor 
building is proposed with a 25-foot overall height, well within the height limit of 
even the R-1 zone that allows a maximum height of 35 feet. 

 Provide community beneficial uses (Jobs Opportunities) 
Discussion: Can the project create more youth job opportunities or other 
community beneficial uses? 

Responses: The applicant expects the center to create approximately 235 jobs.  
The proposed project would affect the local economy through the construction of 
a new retail center anchored by a state of the art Raley’s store.  The center will 
encourage people to stay in the neighborhood to take advantage of the 
restaurant and shopping opportunities in a neighborhood oriented shopping 
center. The proposed project represents a significant commercial investment that 
can spur the redevelopment and revitalization of other commercial properties 
along the Freeport corridor. 
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 New Raley’s vs Old Raley’s (“Flagship” store roughly same size as existing 
store) 

Discussion: Why a new Raley’s is needed if its size is similar to the old one next 
door? 

Responses: The existing Raley’s is an aging store; it has been expanded multiple 
times and combines multiple structures. Raley’s finds that its layout is very 
inefficient.  Raley’s purpose in constructing a new store is to resolve these issues 
and provide a much better shopping experience by providing a state of the art 
store that will create a more modern shopping experience for their customers. 
The new store be finished with high quality and the surrounding center will 
incorporate open plazas and tenant spaces that will complement the anchor 
store’s flagship status. The Raley’s anchor will provide more food offerings, 
updated displays, and abundant natural light in the center of the store. Raley’s 
concept is to be fresh, modern and invigorating. The proposed Raley’s store will 
not be a flagship due to its size, but due to its high quality design and overall 
shopping experience. 

Site Design 

 Location of main building (place anchor store close to Freeport) 
Discussion:  Some have suggested the anchor tenant be placed close to 
Freeport 

Responses:  The applicant has drafted a several site alternatives including the 
alternative depicted below that was formally analyzed in the EIR. Staff and the 
applicant have concluded that the current site plan, as attached to this report, is 
the most appropriate plan for the site. While the anchor store will draw the most 
customers to the site, placing the anchor at the street will not necessarily result in 
a more active streetscape. 
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The above scenario was presented as an alternative design in the EIR. The EIR 
concluded that the impacts of this alternative would not differ greatly than the 
selected plan. Visual impacts would be reduced for those properties to the west 
as the large building mass would be placed further away. Additionally, noise 
impacts would be reduced for properties to the west as the anchor tenant loading 
area would be shifted to the east. Though these impacts could potentially be 
reduced, this alternative places a large amount of incoming traffic in close 
proximity to the residential properties to the north. This alternative also greatly 
reduces the possibility of a left-turn pocket into the property as the driveway 
placement would be too close to the intersection with Meer Way. 

The rationale behind placing buildings at the street is to a) promote easy access 
to pedestrians and bicyclists, and b) create active streetscapes. Staff does not 
believe that placing the anchor tenant building at the street is a better solution for 
this site. Staff questions how “active” an anchor tenant storefront can be when a 
large majority of customers will arrive by vehicle and enter the store at the west 
side of the building. 

Staff believes placing smaller buildings with active elevations and outdoor patios 
to be a superior solution. Instead of simply entering and exiting a retail store at 
the street, the smaller pads provide opportunities for patrons to take advantage 
of outdoor seating to activate the streetscape. Additionally, the smaller pad 
buildings lend themselves to periodic tenant changes that can bring new and 
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invigorating tenants to the boulevard.  

Placing the store to the rear of the center provides access to the largest parking 
field in front of the center and creates a noise buffer from the residents along the 
property lines. The site has been designed to minimize the area where trucks will 
not be able to circulate around the entire rear of the shopping center.  With active 
entrances and public spaces along the Freeport Blvd frontage and multiple 
locations for outside seating and dining, the shop space and restaurants will 
bring life and energy to the center and belong in the front of the center along 
Freeport Blvd. The proposed plan maximizes the shopping experience at the 
center and is a more pedestrian-friendly solution. 

 Site Design reflective of suburban commercial site planning 
Discussion:  Some have commented that the site design is more reflective of 
suburban commercial shopping. 

Responses:  The scale of the buildings and design of the site is generally 
consistent with the surrounding neighborhood where detached single-family 
homes are the dominant land use. Though the massing and scale of the 
buildings do reflect the low-rise nature of their surroundings, the proposed plans 
bring a number of significant urban design changes to the Freeport corridor: 

 Buildings are pushed up against Freeport and Wentworth with outdoor 
programmed spaces in full view of the public street, activating the 
streetscape. 

 Bicycle and pedestrian safety and experience is prioritized with the removal of 
on-street parking on Freeport and the addition of a buffered bike land. 
Additionally, a separated sidewalk with enhances street-side planters is 
proposed. 

 Smaller, pedestrian scale buildings with patios are planned along the highly 
visible Freeport frontage. 

 Significant outdoor spaces and programmed plazas throughout the site that 
promote gathering and an active and lively atmosphere. 

 Buildings with high quality contemporary design and finished with a mix of 
contemporary and classic materials such as steel, wood/wood composite, 
brick and stone 

 A Class A commercial center with Class A buildings that will attract quality 
tenants. 

Though the proposed design is suburban in scale, the building and site design 
represent high quality architecture that that not only transforms and underutilized 
infill commercial site, but will transform the Freeport Boulevard streetscape and 
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can act as a catalyst for future revitalization efforts along the corridor. 

One of the Planning Commissioners commented that the street facing elevations 
could be improved and that the street fronting pads should orient the front entries 
to the street. 

 Connections to the existing residential neighborhood at the current dead-end 
streets of Babich Avenue and Sherwood Avenue. 

Discussion:  Why are no connection proposed between the shopping center and 
existing neighborhood streets. 

Responses:  The applicant was open to connecting the center to the surrounding 
neighborhood. When asked, the surrounding community provided strong 
feedback that an opening to the shopping center through the existing streets that 
border the center was undesirable, even if the access was limited to pedestrians 
only. The residents were worried open access points would create additional foot 
traffic from people outside of the neighborhood and could potentially affect crime 
and personal safety as such connections would create spaces with low visibility 
that would be difficult to monitor. 

 Parking 
Discussion:  Parking ratio and how the proposed parking ratio compares to other 
similar centers 

Responses:  The proposed parking ratio is 4 spaces for every 1000 square feet 
(4/1000), which is one (1) space per 250 square feet (1 space/250sf).  The 
Safeway at R Street is 3.5 spaces for every 1000 square feet (3.5/1000), which is 
one (1) space per 285 square feet (1 space/285sf).  The Safeway on Del Paso 
Road in North Natomas provides the same parking ratio as the proposed project.  
Steff believes that the proposed parking ratio is appropriate given the low density 
character of the surrounding neighborhoods. Though customers will be able to 
walk or bike to the proposed center, a majority of customers are still expected to 
arrive by car. 

Building Design 

 Save Raley’s Pylon sign – incorporate into new project. 
Discussion:  Many comments have requested the preservation of the existing 
pylon sign at the old Raley’s store. 

Responses:  The applicant is requesting the Variance and Site Plan and Design 
Review necessary to move the sign from the current Raley’s site to the new on. 
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Currently, the relocation of the sign has included and the applicant is working on 
the technical feasibility of moving the whole pylon sign to the new site. 

 Context of architectural style/materials 
Discussion:  how and why the project was designed with current design context 

Responses:  After applicant’s very first meetings with the LPCA, it became clear 
that they did not want another Mediterranean shopping center, but instead 
wanted a design that would be embraced by the community and speak to the 
quality of the neighborhood.  As a result, architect came up with an architectural 
vernacular that combined both traditional and contemporary styles.  The 
buildings are designed to have their own identities and appear as if they “grew 
up” in the neighborhood. The buildings are designed with high quality materials 
including brick, stone, metal and wood, with steel and glazing to provide a more 
contemporary feel.  The color palette includes tan, gold, brown, gray, red brick 
and neutral stone.  Additional architectural features include metal and wood 
lattices; metal canopies; green-screen walls with vines; and architectural arbors.  
Freestanding buildings with multiple exposures propose architectural detailing on 
all visible sides.  Applicant felt that it was important to relate to the neighborhood, 
and a great way to express this relationship was through the landscape plan.  
The surrounding neighborhood has an abundance of matures trees and lush 
planting. Consequently, site plan proposes an extensive landscape design with 
over 250 trees featuring several native trees and plants. 

Impacts 

 Noise (Trucks/loading vehicles, Garbage pickup, Truck back up, 
HVAC/Mechanical Units) 

Discussion:  What are the plans to minimize noise impacts to the adjacent 
neighbors? 

Responses:  Impacts related to noise have been a chief concern of residents and 
property owners adjacent to the subject site. A noise analysis was completed as 
part of the EIR and noise concerns were kept in mind as staff reviewed the 
project. 

Loading and deliveries for Raley’s grocery store would originate from the 
Wentworth Avenue site entrance. A depressed loading dock on the southern side 
of the grocery store will be provided for larger trucks. Raley’s anticipates that 
approximately two to three trucks per day would access the site for deliveries.  
To minimize noise, the dock will be screened with a 12-foot high concrete block 
wall separating the residences to the west.  When a truck enters the service 
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area, it will make one back-up to enter the grocery loading dock. The truck will 
need to back up approximately 80 feet to enter the dock.  At one mile per hour, a 
truck will take approximately one minute to back up.  Therefore, there may be 
two or three times per day when for one minute a truck is entering the loading 
dock. Additional measures to reduce noise related to truck deliveries will include 
signs limiting truck idling to 5 minutes, and electrical outlets accessible to trucks 
in the loading dock. 

The following elements will also be incorporated to minimize noise of roof-
mounted mechanical units on the grocery and shops buildings adjacent to 
residential properties:  1) mechanical units with lower noise ratings will be 
selected with fans to operate at peak efficiency; 2) the equipment will be 
mounted to the roof with vibration-reducing curbs/blocks; 3) the units will be 
mounted as far away from the edge of the building as possible, and the interior 
side of the parapet screen wall will contain an acoustical absorptive material. In 
addition to the roof-mounted mechanical equipment, the anchor tenant store will 
employ an emergency back-up generator that will require periodic testing. The 
project has been conditioned to limit testing of the generator to one 30-minute 
period per month during normal business hours. 

Commission also asked staff and applicant to explore the following to see if the 
impact could be minimized more. 

 Evaluate modifying hours of construction 
 Evaluate modifying truck deliveries for larger trucks 
 Explore additional methods to reduce noise including constructing an 

overhang or extending the wall height or through other operational measures. 
 Light Pollution 
Discussion:  light spillover from the proposed center could negatively affect the 
surrounding neighborhood homes 

Responses:  As stated previously, there will be 12-foot high concrete block wall 
separating the adjacent residences and the center. All lighting for parking lot and 
loading area illumination will be downward facing with a requirement for full-cutoff 
light fixtures to limit glare an light trespass to adjacent residences. Additionally, 
on-building lighting will be limited to a maximum height of 12 feet for building 
elevations facing the western property boundary. 

 Visual impacts of building height (to existing neighbors to the back) 
Discussion:  what would neighbors see to their backyard. 

Responses:  The applicant will be constructing 12-foot high concrete block wall 
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separating the adjacent residences and the center. For properties to the north of 
the proposed center, the anchor tenant building will be set back more than 80 
feet from the property line and evergreen trees will be planted at the property line 
to provide additional screening.  

A 40-foot setback is proposed from the anchor tenant building to the western 
property line. Heavy evergreen tree screening and a vined wall that will be 
installed at the rear of the Raley’s building.  The exhibit shows the line of sight 
from houses at Marion Court. This exhibit shows that the screen trees will 
obscure much of the view of the proposed building and even without the screen 
trees, only the upper portion of the building wall would be visible. 

 

 

 

 

 Traffic Congestion (increase vehicle traffic to surrounding residential streets) 
Discussion:  What will the traffic impacts be to surrounding streets. 

Responses:  A full traffic study was complete for the proposed project and 
concluded that the project would not generate any significant traffic impacts.  The 
study recommended several improvements be implemented as part of the project 
to improve the traffic operation within the project vicinity.  The applicant is 
required to install a full traffic signal at the intersection of Meer Way and Freeport 
Blvd to improve pedestrian/ bicycle connectivity. Additionally, the applicant is 
required to construct full street frontage (sidewalk and planter area) on Freeport 
Blvd and provide a protected bike lane.  Additionally, the applicant will also 
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enhance the existing traffic signal at the intersection of Wentworth and Freeport 
and provide a raised cross walk midblock along Wentworth.  Staff believes the 
proposed DEIR mitigation monitoring program and the conditions of approval 
address the traffic issues with minimal impacts to the existing neighborhoods. 

 Circulation 
Discussion: SABA & WalkSacramento want to ensure the project will provide 
safe access for pedestrian and bicyclists. 

Responses:  Based on the conclusions of the traffic study, multiple discussions 
with SABA and WalkSacramento, and coordination between City Staff and the 
applicant, the final site plan provides multiple points of access with clear paths 
and signals to patrons who will be coming from different direction of the 
neighborhoods in close proximity of the site.  Below are the circulation plans 
identify the path of travel for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

 

Tenant spaces 

 Drive-through restaurants 
Discussion:  Staff has heard concerns related to the potential for drive-through 
restaurants in the future. 
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Responses:  There are no drive through uses proposed at this time and the 
applicant does not foresee providing drive-thru opportunities in the future.  
Applicant believes drive-through restaurants will lessen the quality of the tenants 
attracted to the center. The proposed plan allows for a number of dine-in options 
with ample dedicated outdoor seating areas. Should drive through uses be 
proposed for the site in the future, they would be subject to Design Review and 
the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. 

Staff continue working with the applicant to review Commission’s recommendations 
and look for feasible solutions to address those concerns and provide feedback on 
the next report or at the Council hearing on October 22, 2016. 

Land Use/Zoning 

The project site is currently zoned with four zoning designations: 2.0 acres currently 
zoned Single-Unit Dwelling (R-1), 1.7 acres zoned Single-Unit Dwelling Executive 
Airport Overlay (R-1-EA-4), 0.5 acres zoned Single-Unit or Duplex Dwelling 
Executive Airport Overlay (R-1A-EA-4), and 0.4 acres zoned Multi-Unit Dwelling 
Executive Airport Overlay and Review (R-2A-EA-4 & R-2A-R-EA-4). The applicant is 
requesting to Rezone the residentially zoned portions of the site to the General 
Commercial Executive Airport Overlay (C-2-EA-4) zone and the General 
Commercial (C-2) zone.  The proposed rezone from R-1 to C-2 will not affect the 
City’s ability to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation for 2013-2021. 

The General Commercial C-2 zone is meant to provide for the sale of goods and the 
performance of services.  Rezoning the property to General Commercial (C-2) zone 
is compatible with the surrounding uses and will work in concert with the General 
Plan Amendment to allow for the existing commercial site to develop the proposed 
commercial project and be consistent with the Freeport commercial corridor.  Retail 
stores, restaurants, and commercial services and typical uses found within the C-2 
zone 

In addition, the southern half of the project site is also within the Executive Airport 
Overlay (EA-4) zone.  The overflight zone (EA-4) is not within the approach-
departure zone and is the least restrictive of the overflight zones.  Retail stores, 
restaurants, and commercial service are all permitted uses in the EA-4 overlay and 
are allowed with no restrictions. 

Tentative Map 

Map Design:  The Tentative Map entitlement proposes to subdivide the almost 10-
acre project site, total of 7 existing parcels, into 5 parcels for the development of the 
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commercial center.  The proposed lot size range from 0.59 acre to 4.4 acre.  Each 
new parcel will have public street access and easements will provide cross access 
between the new parcels 

Vehicular Circulation:  The project site is located at the west of Freeport Blvd 
between Wentworth Avenue & Meer Way.  The project site will have vehicular 
access from both Freeport Blvd & Wentworth Avenue.  The applicant is required to 
construct a full traffic signal at the intersection of Meer Way and Freeport Blvd.  The 
applicant is also required to upgrade the existing traffic signal at the intersection of 
Freeport Blvd & Wentworth Avenue for signalized pedestrian and bicycle crossing. 

Pedestrian Circulation:  The project is required to construct standard subdivision 
improvements per City standards including a five (5) foot separated sidewalk, six 
and a half foot (6.5) foot landscape planter, and marked bicycle lane.  The proposed 
sidewalk will connect to the existing sidewalk on Freeport Blvd. 

Walls, Fencing & Trees:  The existing fence at all property line adjacent to existing 
residential homes will be conditioned to be replaced with twelve (12) foot masonry 
wall. 

The City Arborist surveyed the existing trees on the site and determined that all of 
them could be saved or removed at the developer’s discretion.  City services are 
available to serve all of the proposed parcels and all improvements shall be 
designed and constructed to the satisfaction of the Development Engineering 
Division. 

Subdivision Review Committee:  On October 5, 2016, the Subdivision Review 
Committee voted unanimously to recommend approval of the proposed Tentative 
Map subject to the recommended Findings of Fact and Conditions of Approval listed 
in Attachment 5 

Site Plan 

The Park Commercial Center will be a contemporary styled neighborhood shopping 
center and will be a primary gathering center for the Land Park, South Land Park, 
and Hollywood Park Communities.  A total of 457 parking stalls will be provided on 
site to accommodate the range of retail, service, and restaurant uses resulting in a 
parking ratio of 4 spaces per 1000 square feet of building area.  The parking ratio 
meets the minimum 1 space per 2000 square feet parking requirement of 109 
spaces.  A total of 68 bicycle parking spaces are provided meeting the minimum 
bicycle parking requirement.  There will be total of 6 commercial pad buildings, 
ranging from 6,000 square feet to 12,000 square feet plus one anchor retail building 
of approximately 55,000 square feet, totaling of 108,165 square feet of commercial 
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space. 

The main vehicle and pedestrian entrance from Freeport Blvd will feature wide 
sidewalks with ample room for outdoor seating areas and enhanced paseo areas 
between the two pad buildings facing Freeport Blvd.  These two pad buildings also 
create an active pedestrian experience on Freeport Boulevard and screen the large 
parking area between these buildings and the anchor tenant building.  These 
buildings will be small multi-tenant pads that are will provide commercial service and 
restaurant space. 

These two buildings will serve as gateway to the shopping center and the outdoor 
seating/plaza areas are envisioned as a prominent gathering place for the 
community.  Though both buildings are 6,000 square feet, the elevations are not 
identically.  Each building has its own color theme and materials to provide variation 
on the Freeport commercial corridor. 

The main building of the commercial center is the 55,000 square foot grocery store, 
which is partially two story high building, sitting at the back of the site away from 
Freeport Blvd.  Two pad buildings are proposed next to the anchor retail that will 
screen the loading area from street views.  There will be a courtyard outdoor seating 
area at one of the pad buildings.  The area behind these two pad buildings is the 
loading area for Raley’s.  There will be no public access through that area except 
loading trucks and fire trucks. 

There are two other pad buildings proposed at the shopping center.  One building of 
approximately 11,000 square feet in size is proposed behind the existing Bank of 
America building at the middle of the site.  The other is an approximately 8,000 
square-foot building facing Wentworth Avenue at the south end of the site.  Both pad 
buildings propose outdoor seating area and pedestrian connections to the anchor 
tenant building.  These two buildings are intended for small multi-tenant commercial 
service and restaurant uses.  The color theme and materials of each pad building 
echo to the anchor tenant the other pad buildings.  The two existing commercial 
buildings (Bank of America & Eastwest Bank) that access from Freeport Blvd are not 
part of the project and their vehicle access are not connected with the proposed 
shopping center. 

Architectural Design 

The overall architecture will be contemporary in nature featuring flat roof forms; 
clean, geometric lines; and a mix of traditional and modern materials including 
plaster, wood/wood composite, brick/stone veneer, and metal. The base colors will 
be earth tones in various shades of beige to be contrasted with the metal finishes on 
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the louvers, canopies, and awnings. These architectural features will be carried 
throughout the commercial center. 

The applicant has provided architectural elevations for all proposed buildings. As 
tenants for most of the buildings have yet to be selected, most of the elevations are 
presented as typical elevations only. Staff expects that the final building designs will 
have minor tenant requested color and design modifications. Such modifications 
would be subject to review for consistency with the overall materials, design, and 
colors within the center. 

Landscaping/Pedestrian Amenities 

The site plan includes landscaped and pedestrian amenities throughout the site in 
addition to six dedicated plaza areas.  Pedestrian paths will be provided throughout 
the site with paths through the parking areas and in front of the proposed 
commercial spaces. Though not readily apparent from the site plans, widened 
sidewalks will be provided in front of the major in-line tenant spaces and anchor 
buildings. With a width of up to 30 feet in some places, the applicant proposes 
outdoor seating/waiting areas and mini plazas throughout the site.  All parking areas 
and driveways are conditioned to meet the tree shading requirements in Title 17. 

Signage – Variance for Old Raley’s Sign 

The applicant has not submitted a sign program for the project at this time.  There is 
some interest however, by the applicant, historic preservation and neighborhood 
groups in relocating the existing historic Raley’s neon, pylon sign at their current 
location to the Freeport Blvd. frontage of the subject site.  The street frontage along 
Freeport Blvd. at the new site is 70 feet which would allow one 70 square foot 
detached sign.  In addition, the maximum height permitted for a detached sign in the 
C-2 zone is 35 feet.  The existing 49-foot high and 21.5-foot wide Raley’s sign 
exceeds these requirements, therefore a variance is required to relocate the existing 
sign. 

Conclusion 

Staff finds that: A) The proposal is consistent with the goals of the General Plan that 
will redevelop an underutilized site and an active and lively commercial center that 
can transform Freeport Boulevard, B)  Has been designed to be compatible with the 
surrounding properties and incorporates features to minimize the effects of noise, 
light, and visual intrusion, C.) Has been found not to have any significant effects that 
cannot be addressed with appropriate mitigation, and D) Will improve bicycle, 
pedestrian, and vehicle circulation in the immediate vicinity. 
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Attachment 1

Record of Decision of 
Planning & Design Commission 
for The Park Project (P15-048)

A. The Planning and Design Commission has reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project in 
making the recommendations set forth in Attachment 2.

B. The Planning and Design Commission recommends approval and forwards to the 
City Council the Mitigation Monitoring Plans (MMP) for the Park Project as set forth 
in Attachment 2, Exhibit 2A.

C. The Planning and Design Commission recommends approval and forwards to the 
City Council the General Plan Amendment for the Park Project based on the 
findings set forth in Attachment 3.

D. The Planning and Design Commission recommends approval and forwards to the 
City Council the Rezone for the Park Project based on the findings set forth in 
Attachment 4.

E. The Planning and Design Commission recommends approval and forwards to the 
City Council the Tentative Map, Conditional Use Permit, Site Plan and Design
Review, and the Variance for Signage for the Park Project based on the findings 
and subject to the conditions of approval set forth in Attachment 5.

F. The Planning and Design Commission recommends to the City Council continue 
exploring solutions on the following items:

 Evaluate modifying hours of construction

 Evaluate modifying truck deliveries for larger trucks

 Explore additional methods to reduce noise including constructing an overhang 
or extending the wall height or through other operational measures.

 Provide notification to residents living w/in 400’ of the Raley’s store that 
specifies conditions Raley’s and the overall project must adhere to and identify 
who to contact if there is a violation

 Set up outreach meetings with those individuals and neighborhood groups that 
will be affected by construction and operations.
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Attachment 2 – Recommended Resolution for CEQA

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

November 22, 2016

CERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

AND ADOPTING THE MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
FOR THE PARK PROJECT (P15-048)

BACKGROUND

A. On October 20, 2016, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public 
hearing on the Park Project, and

B. On November 22, 2016, the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which 
notice was given pursuant Sacramento City Code Section 17.200.010(C)(1) (a), 
(b), and (c) (publication, posting, and mail (500 feet)) and received and considered 
evidence concerning the Park project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The City Council finds that the Environmental Impact Report for Land Park 
Commercial project (herein EIR) which consists of the Draft EIR and the 
Final EIR (Response to Comments) (collectively the “EIR”) has been 
completed in accordance with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines and the 
Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures.

Section 2. The City Council certifies that the EIR was prepared, published, circulated 
and reviewed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State 
CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures, 
and constitutes an adequate, accurate, objective and complete Final 
Environmental Impact Report in full compliance with the requirements of 
CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local 
Environmental Procedures.

Section 3. The City Council certifies that the EIR has been presented to it, that the City 
Council has reviewed the EIR and has considered the information contained 
in the EIR prior to acting on the proposed Project, and that the EIR reflects 
the City Council’s independent judgment and analysis.

Section 4. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, and in support 
of its approval of the Project, the City Council adopts the attached Findings 
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of Fact in support of approval of the Project as set forth in the attached 
Exhibit A and Table A of this Resolution.

Section 5. Pursuant to CEQA section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines section 15091, 
and in support of its approval of the Project, the City Council adopts the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to require all reasonably feasible mitigation 
measures be implemented by means of Project conditions, agreements, or 
other measures, as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan as set forth in 
Exhibit B of this Resolution.

Section 6. The City Council directs that, upon approval of the Project, the City Manager
shall file a notice of determination with the County Clerk of Sacramento
County and, if the Project requires a discretionary approval from any state 
agency, with the State Office of Planning and Research, pursuant to the 
provisions of CEQA section 21152.

Section 7. Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the documents and other 
materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City 
Council has based its decision are located in and may be obtained from, the 
Office of the City Clerk at 915 I Street, Sacramento, California.  The City 
Clerk is the custodian of records for all matters before the City Council.

Table of Contents:

Exhibit 2A - CEQA Findings of Fact

Exhibit 2B: Mitigation Monitoring Plan
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed 
Land Park Commercial Center Project (Project) in the City of Sacramento (City). The Project 
includes development of a neighborhood-serving retail center that would include a 55,000 square 
foot grocery store and 53,165 square feet (sf) of additional retail uses on an approximately 10-acre 
site located in the South Land Park neighborhood. 
 
These findings have been prepared to comply with requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.). These findings refer to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) or Final 
EIR (FEIR) where the material appears in either of those documents. Otherwise, references are to 
the Draft EIR (DEIR).  
 
CEQA generally requires that a lead agency must take reasonable efforts to mitigate or avoid 
significant environmental impacts when approving a project. In order to effectively evaluate any 
potentially significant environmental impacts of a proposed project, an EIR must be prepared. The 
EIR is an informational document that serves to inform the agency decision-making body and the 
public in general of any potentially significant environmental impacts. The preparation of an EIR 
also serves as a medium for identifying possible methods of minimizing any significant effects 
and assessing and describing reasonable alternatives to the project.  
 
The EIR for this Project was prepared by the City as the “lead agency” in accordance with CEQA 
and has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated effects of the Project. The City, as the 
lead agency, has the principal responsibility for approval of the Project.   
 

II. TERMINOLOGY OF FINDINGS 
 

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require that, for each significant environmental effect identified 
in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one 
or more of the three allowable conclusions:  
 

1. Changes or alterations which avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects 
as identified in the EIR have been required or incorporated into the project;  
 

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and not the agency making the finding, and such changes have been 
adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency; 
or  
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3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
consideration for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified 
in the DEIR.  

 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a)(1)-(3); CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a)(1)-
(3).)  
 
For purposes of these findings, the terms listed below will have the following definitions:  
 
 “Mitigation measures” shall constitute the “changes or alterations” discussed above.  

 
 “Avoid” refers to the effectiveness of one or more mitigation measures to reduce an 

otherwise significant effect to a less than significant level.  The term “substantially lessen” 
refers to the effectiveness of such measure or measures to substantially reduce the severity 
of a significant effect, but not to reduce that effect to a less than significant level. 

 
 “Feasible,” pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, means capable of being accomplished in a 

successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.  

 
When the City of Sacramento City Council (City Council) finds a measure is not feasible, it will 
provide evidence for its decision and may adopt substitute mitigation that is feasible, and designed 
to reduce the magnitude of the impact. In other cases, the City Council may decide to modify 
proposed mitigation. Modifications generally update, clarify, streamline, or revise a measure to 
comport with current engineering practices, budget conditions, market conditions or existing City 
policies, practices, and/or goals. Modifications achieve the intent of proposed mitigation without 
reducing the level of protection.  

 
III. DEFINITIONS AND ACRONYMS 

 
Unless otherwise stated, these findings use the same definitions and acronyms used in the EIR.  
 

IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

A. PROJECT SITE HISTORY 
 

The majority of the project site was previously developed as a plant nursery and operated as a 
nursery for over 70 years from approximately 1936 through 2012. The former nursery site along 
with one residence (the other residence was previously owned by Raley’s) was purchased in 2012 
by Raley’s Fine Foods for construction of a new grocery store. The approximately 60,000-square-
foot Raley’s store has been at its current location on Freeport Boulevard for over 57 years and has 
outgrown the space. This project site was selected as the new Raley’s location due to its proximity 
to the existing store, to remain in the community, and for the ability to provide more retail 
opportunities.  
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B. PROJECT SITE 
 

The project site is located south of downtown Sacramento in the South Land Park neighborhood. 
The project site is situated near the intersection of Wentworth Avenue and Freeport Boulevard. 
Existing access to the site is from Freeport Boulevard. 

The project site includes the following Assessor Parcel numbers (APNs) 017-0121-001, -006, -
007, -008, -009, and -010, which includes 4700 Freeport Boulevard, 2009 Wentworth Avenue, 
1929 Wentworth Avenue, 1927 Wentworth Avenue, 1919 Wentworth Avenue, and 1913 
Wentworth Avenue.  

 
C. EXISTING LAND USE DESIGNATIONS AND ZONING 

 
The project site is located within the Land Park Community Plan Area and is designated Suburban 
Neighborhood Low Density, Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density and Urban Corridor Low 
Density in the City’s 2035 General Plan. Executive Airport is located approximately three miles 
to the south; therefore, a portion of the project site is within the Executive Airport (EA) overlay 
zone.  

The site is zoned Residential Single Family (R-1), Residential Single Unit or Duplex (R-1A-EA-4), 
General Commercial (C-2, C-2EA-4), and Residential Multi-Unit Dwelling(R-2A-R-EA-4/R-2A-EA-
4). 

Land surrounding the project site is designated in the City’s 2035 General Plan Suburban 
Neighborhood Low Density to the west, north and south; Suburban Neighborhood Medium 
Density to the south, and Urban Corridor Low to the east, north and south.  

 
D. PROJECT SETTING AND ADJACENT USES 

 
The project site is located in an existing developed area of the City along a neighborhood retail 
corridor on the site of a former nursery (Capital Nursery). The project site is bounded by an existing 
residential neighborhood to the west, Freeport Boulevard and commercial uses to the east, a small 
retail area and residences to the north, two banks (Bank of America and East West Bank) a grocery 
store (Raley’s) and residences to the south.  

The project site contains vacant buildings, sheds, and greenhouses that were part of the former 
nursery, Capital Nursery, which occupied the site from roughly 1936 through 2012. Prior to 1936, 
the project site included stables and the land in the area, including the project site, was used to grow 
crops. There are two single-family homes located along Wentworth Avenue (1919 Wentworth 
Avenue, and 1913 Wentworth Avenue) and a parking lot that are also included within the project 
site. The homes are currently vacant and were constructed in 1938 and 1950, respectively. All of 
the buildings on the site including both homes would be demolished as part of the project.  

The project site is flat and does not contain any streams, waterways or wetland areas. A variety of 
non-native grasses and weedy or ornamental plant species are present throughout the site. The site 
contains a few ornamental trees located in the center of the site, but no trees that would be protected 
under the City’s tree ordinance are present on the site.  
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The project site is currently 36% developed with impervious surfaces (e.g., parking lot, structures) 
with the remaining 64% of the site undeveloped.  

 
E. THE PROJECT 

 
The project includes development of a mix of retail uses on an approximately 10-acre site in the 
South Land Park neighborhood. The project includes a 55,000-square-foot (sf) full service Raley’s 
grocery store (including a pharmacy) to be occupied by the existing Raley’s grocery store currently 
located just south of the project site at 4850 Freeport Boulevard. The new Raley’s store would be 
approximately 5,000 sf smaller than the existing store and would be designed as a “flagship” store 
that showcases the best of everything Raley’s has to offer. It would include décor and merchandise 
that is state-of-the-art with the most modern and innovative displays and equipment of any store 
in the chain. The exterior would include high-quality building materials unique to this location. In 
addition to a Raley’s grocery store the project proposes to construct an additional six buildings to 
include 53,165 sf of retail space for a total of 108,165 sf, as shown in the table below.  

Proposed Project Land Use  

Proposed Buildings Square Footage 
Grocery Store 55,000 
Shops 1 9,282 
Tenant Building 12,000 
Shops 2 11,903 
Shops 3 6,000 
Shops 4 6,000 
Shops 5 7,980 
Total 108,165 
Proposed Parking Spaces 
Vehicles 457 
Bicycles 
Short term 57 
Long term (lockers) 11 

 

Immediately adjacent to the project site on the southeast corner of Wentworth Avenue and Freeport 
Boulevard are two existing banks - East West Bank and Bank of America. The project applicant 
has purchased the parcel leased by East West Bank, but no changes to this property are proposed 
as part of this project. The project applicant currently owns one residence at 1919 Wentworth 
Avenue and has purchased a second residence, located at 1913 Wentworth Avenue. Both 
residences would be removed to accommodate the project.  

The existing Raley’s grocery store would close and relocate to the new site. The project developers are 
working with Raley’s to secure a new tenant for the existing space to ensure the existing retail center 
remains an active part of the community. The targeted replacement tenant would have a use that is 
complementary to Raley’s, such as a health club or a large format soft goods retail or hardware store. 

Page 31 of 317



 

Page | 6 
 

However, changes to the existing store are not a part of this project and would be subject to its own 
review and entitlement process once a new tenant is identified. 

A small retail building is proposed adjacent to Wentworth Avenue (Shops 5); two other retail 
buildings are proposed adjacent to Freeport Boulevard (Shops 3 and 4); and the other four buildings, 
including the Raley’s grocery store, are proposed internal to the site. The retail shops adjacent to 
Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue would be designed to provide access from internal to 
the site as well as from the adjacent roadways.  

The EIR also analyzed a slight variation to the site plan to accommodate the inclusion of Bank of America 
if, in the future, the bank wishes to be included within the project boundary (Scheme B). Although the 
potential impacts of Scheme B were analyzed in the EIR, the applicant is seeking the City’s approval of 
Scheme A. 

To minimize noise and to provide privacy for the adjacent residences, the project includes a 40-
foot-wide setback for the proposed Raley’s store along the western boundary of the site. Within 
this area a paved driveway would be provided behind the Raley’s store for emergency vehicle 
access along with a 12-foot-high masonry block wall adjacent to the western boundary. For 
security reasons, a locked gate and an 8-foot-high fence would be located on the north and south 
sides of the Raley’s store to eliminate access to the setback area (the west and north sides of the 
building). Access would only be provided for fire trucks in the event of an emergency or fire, using 
a “knox box.” The fence would be constructed of tubular steel or another similar material that is 
vandal resistant. 

Along the northern boundary there would be an 82-foot setback and a 10 to 12-foot-high masonry 
wall along with trees planted adjacent to the wall. A 95-foot setback would be provided between 
the project driveway along Wentworth Avenue and the closest residence to the south. Creeping 
ivy is proposed on the back side of the Raley’s grocery store that would soften the appearance of 
the wall. In addition, trees are proposed adjacent to the wall along the western boundary of the site 
to provide additional privacy for adjacent residences.  

The loading area for Raley’s grocery store would include a depressed loading dock that includes 
two truck bays for larger trucks and a compactor. The loading dock would be recessed 4-feet on 
the southern side of the building. To minimize noise, the loading dock would be screened with a 
12-foot-high masonry wall separating the residences to the west. The closest residence is 
approximately 50 feet from the loading dock area. Currently Raley’s receives 30-40 deliveries per 
week with a majority of the deliveries occurring between 6 a.m. and noon. It is anticipated a similar 
number of deliveries would occur for the new store. Trucks in the loading area would be instructed 
by Raley’s not to leave their engines idling and to turn off their vehicles. Electrical hookups would 
be provided in the loading docks for use by trucks needing electricity.  

To provide power in the event of a power outage, one generator would be located near the Raley’s 
loading dock. The generator would be designed with a “LEVEL 2” aluminum housing that 
provides protection from the elements and sound attenuation as well as a catalytic converter to 
reduce air emissions. The generator is required to run for 30 minutes once a month to ensure it is 
operating properly. The monthly test would occur between the hours of 10 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday 
through Friday.  
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The remaining Shops tenants would be serviced by small delivery trucks either at the front or side 
of the building. No loading docks would be required for these other retail uses.  

Trash and recycling containers would be contained within a 10-foot by 18-foot space enclosed 
within a 6-foot-high concrete block wall. A total of four trash and recycling enclosures would be 
located throughout the project site. The trash enclosures would be located on the north side of 
Shops 4 and 5, the west side of Shops 3, the south side of Shops 2, and near the loading dock on 
the south side of the Raley’s store. 

Raley’s currently employs 115 people at its Freeport Boulevard location and at this time does not 
anticipate increasing the number of employees. Store hours would remain 6 a.m. to 11 p.m. seven 
days a week. An additional 120 employees is assumed for the associated retail space for a total of 
235 employees. 

Project Revisions 

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

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

 A more defined pedestrian/bike pathway is included adjacent to the west side of the project 
driveway off of Wentworth Avenue. 

 The revised site plan Figure 2-4, Revised Scheme A and landscape plan Figure 2-7, 
Revised Landscaping Plan are attached to the FEIR. 

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

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

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

Access, Circulation, and Parking 

Vehicle access would be provided by the main project entrance, a driveway off of Freeport 
Boulevard that would provide both ingress and egress to the site. A left turn lane is proposed from 
Freeport Boulevard to allow access for vehicles traveling north. A secondary access point would 
be provided along Wentworth Avenue. This would be the primary access for delivery trucks 
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entering the site for deliveries to Raley’s and the other retail uses located in the southern portion 
of the site.  

Vehicle circulation throughout the site would be provided via striped on-site drive lanes that would 
permit vehicle access and parking. 

A total of 457 surface parking spaces would be provided. The City requires 1 space per 2,000 sf 
restaurant or retail uses. Additional on-street public parking is also available along Wentworth 
Avenue. The project also includes bicycle parking consistent with the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance. Long-term Class I and short-term Class III parking would be provided throughout the 
site. Class I parking would be provided by 11 secure bike lockers with an additional 57 bike spaces 
provided in bike racks throughout the project site. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 

Pedestrian access would be provided from a 6-foot-wide pedestrian and bike pathway along the 
west side of the driveway that accesses the project site from Wentworth Avenue. A sidewalk would 
connect the project site to Freeport Boulevard and would provide pedestrian access through the 
parking lot to the Raley’s store and Shops located in the western half of the project site. Sidewalks 
and pedestrian plazas would provide pedestrian access throughout the site. The project also 
includes new sidewalks along the project frontage along Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth 
Avenue consistent with City standards. Figure 2-6 illustrates the project’s plan for pedestrian and 
bicycle access.  

Bicycle access would be provided along all internal driveways within the project site. Signs would 
be included encouraging bicyclists to walk their bikes on the pedestrian sidewalks. 

Public Spaces, Lighting and Landscaping  

The project includes approximately 17.600 sf in outdoor public spaces, including a public 
gathering space in front of Shops 2 with seating and landscape features.  This gathering space 
would provide a small outdoor plaza and places for people to sit and gather. The project may also 
include public art or other architectural features (i.e., decorative paving materials) that would 
create visual interest. The most likely location for any public art would be in the plaza area in front 
of Shops 2. There would be no amplified speakers or programmed events within the public spaces. 

Project lighting would include building lights and parking lot lights. All lighting would conform 
to the City’s General Plan policy 6.1.12, which requires lighting be “shielded and directed 
downward to minimize impacts on adjacent residential uses.” Parking lot and driveway lighting 
would use pole-mounted, multi-head fully shielded fixtures approximately 25-feet tall (similar in 
height to the existing Raley’s parking lot light fixtures). The pole placement would provide 
security lighting throughout the site and fixture heads would be shielded to avoid light spillage 
into adjacent properties. Pedestrian and plaza lighting would incorporate ambient and decorative 
fully shielded fixtures for nighttime dining. Security lighting along the rear of the Raley’s store 
and the loading dock area would consist of wall-mounted fixtures mounted at between eight to ten 
feet above grade with cut-off shields and motion sensors to avoid light spillage into adjacent 
properties. Building lights on the Raley’s grocery store and the adjacent shops would be mounted 
at a height of between 10 feet to 14 feet. No separate lighting would be necessary for the enclosed 
trash and recycling containers. 
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The project includes an extensive landscaping plan that relies on drought tolerant species. A total of 
approximately 259 trees would be planted throughout the site. Species of trees includes Western 
Redbud, Italian Cypress, Crape Myrtle, Olive, Sycamore, Yew Pine and Southern Live Oak. Creeping 
ivy would be planted along the back side of the Raley’s grocery store. This would help soften the 
appearance of this wall for the surrounding neighbors.  

The project’s landscaping plan is designed to help blend the relationship between the project site and the 
mature landscaping that is prominent throughout Land Park and surrounding neighborhoods. The 
landscaping plan is consistent with the City’s Parking Lot Tree Shading Design and Maintenance 
Guidelines (City of Sacramento 2003) that require all new parking lots to include tree plantings designed 
to result in 50% shading of parking lot surface areas within 15 years. Landscaping would be irrigated 
using drip irrigation with “smart” irrigation controls to minimize water usage. 

Other landscape elements include decorative pots with seasonal plantings; raised planters with 
decorative walls; shade structures; decorative paving patterns using multiple materials and built-in 
seating areas. Hardscape areas may also introduce a mix of different paving applications, ranging 
from pavers, stamped concrete and possibly more pervious options such as decomposed granite. The 
goal is to create an environment that provides a mix of materials and textures.  

Building Design 

The buildings have been designed to ensure compatibility with the surrounding South Land Park, 
Land Park and Hollywood Park neighborhoods. The style of the buildings is contemporary with 
exterior materials that include composite siding, stucco, stone veneer, and brick veneer. The color 
palette includes tan, gold, brown, gray, red brick and neutral stone. Buildings would vary in height 
from 20 to 23 feet for Shops 2 through 5 and 25-feet for Shops 1 and the tenant building. The roof 
height of the grocery store would be 25 feet around the sides and rear of the building increasing to 
up to 40 feet at the highest point on the east side (front) of the building facing the parking lot. The 
increase in building height is due to architectural features on the front of the building. There is a 
small stone accent wall that increases the total height of the building to 40 feet.  Additional 
architectural features include metal and wood lattice; metal canopies; green walls with vines; and 
architectural arbors. Freestanding buildings with multiple exposures include architectural detailing 
on all visible sides. There are no windows proposed along the west or north facing sides of the 
Raley’s store. 

The primary HVAC unit for the Raley’s building would be located on the roof generally in the 
center. There would be an additional 3 or 4 smaller units required, but their location would depend 
on the final store layout. However, it is anticipated these units would be located closer to the 
northwest corner of the roof. The HVAC units for the remaining buildings (Shops 1 through 5) are 
centered over each tenant space along the central spine of the building’s roof.  

All building mounted signage would comply with the City’s zoning requirements and would 
include individually mounted and internally illuminated letters/signs. In accordance with City 
standards, “two attached (wall-mounted) signs are permitted for each occupancy. Such signs shall 
not exceed a total aggregate area of three square feet of sign area for each front foot of building 
occupancy” (City of Sacramento 2016a). The existing Raley’s neon sign will be incorporated into 
the project design at the location identified on the site plan as “Pylon Sign.” 
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Infrastructure and Energy Features 

Water 

The City of Sacramento has an existing public water system consisting of multiple public water 
mains adjacent to the project site in Wentworth Avenue, Sherwood Avenue, and Freeport Boulevard. 
The existing water mains vary in size from 6-inches to 10-inches in diameter. Existing public fire 
hydrants are distributed along the public roadways adjacent to the project site.  

The proposed project’s water infrastructure system would attempt to use existing water 
connections where feasible, and abandon any connections determined inadequate for the project. 
Water and irrigation would be metered with City approved backflow devices and in accordance 
with City standards. In accordance with City standards, individual domestic water service would 
be provided to each lot. It is anticipated pipe sizes would range from 2-inch to 4-inch in diameter, 
with connections to the existing water mainlines in Wentworth Avenue and Freeport Boulevard. 
A common irrigation system would be used to irrigate the entire site with service provided from 
the existing water main located in Wentworth Avenue.  

Water for fire services would also include approved backflow devices, but would not be metered 
in accordance with existing City polices. The project’s fire service water system would be a 
separate, private looped system, with multiple points of connection to the City’s system to increase 
on-site fire supply and pressure. The minimum lines would be 8-inches in diameter, with 
connections to the existing mainline in Wentworth Avenue, Freeport Boulevard, and Sherwood 
Avenue. On-site private fire hydrants and individual building fire sprinkler services would be 
served by the on-site system.  

Wastewater 

There are existing City sewer main lines ranging in size from 9-inches to 12-inches in diameter 
adjacent the project site in Wentworth Avenue, Sherwood Avenue and Freeport Boulevard. It is 
anticipated the proposed on-site improvements would be served by 8-inch sewer lines, with a 
single 8-inch connection to the city’s existing sewer mainline in Wentworth Avenue.  

Stormwater and Drainage 

Existing public storm drain main lines ranging in size from 12-inches to 42-inches in diameter are 
located adjacent to the project site. It is anticipated the proposed on-site stormwater and drainage 
system would be served by a network of on-site private storm drain pipes ranging in size from 10-
inches to 24-inches, with a single 24-inch service connection to the existing city public storm drain 
mainline located in Freeport Boulevard. 

The percent of the project area covered by impervious surfaces would increase from about 36% 
under existing conditions to 88% under the proposed project.  

The City of Sacramento requires all infill development comply with the City’s “Do No Harm” 
policy, which requires “drainage systems function as well, or better, as a result of the proposed 
construction, and that there is no increase in flooding or in water surface elevation with negative 
impacts to individuals, streets, structures, infrastructure, or property” (City of Sacramento 2009, 
p. 11-3). In order to comply with this standard, underground storage facilities through the use of 
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oversized pipes, storm vaults, or similar methods, would be incorporated into the project design to 
ensure adequate storm drainage is provided and there is no increase in stormwater.  

The project is also required to provide post construction stormwater quality treatment in 
accordance with current City requirements. Post construction treatment methods may include 
stormwater planters, vegetated swales, subsurface infiltration methods, and underground 
mechanical systems, as noted previously.  

Energy Efficiency Features 

The project has been designed to meet and exceed by 5% the current California Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards (Title 24 2013 standards). In addition, the project includes energy efficient 
features such as low flow plumbing fixtures; energy efficient HVAC systems; LED lighting; low 
VOC paints and adhesives; interior daylighting; and energy efficient building envelopes including 
windows and insulation, consistent with the California Green Building Code. The project would also 
comply with the CALGreen Tier 1 water efficiency and conservation standards.  

Off-Site Improvements 

Off-site improvements include new curb, gutter and sidewalk along Freeport Boulevard and 
Wentworth Avenue adjacent to the project frontage. In addition, the project applicant would install 
new street lighting along Freeport Boulevard and a new left turn lane on Freeport Boulevard to 
access the project site for vehicles traveling north (if feasible, per roadway safety standards). New 
water, sewer and storm drain connections would be required to tie into public mainlines located in 
Wentworth Avenue and Freeport Boulevard.  

 
F. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

 
The overarching goal of the proposed project is the development of an integrated neighborhood 
commercial center that meets the goals and policies of the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan, 
including the Land Park Community Plan, and is compatible with the aesthetic character of the 
South Land Park, Land Park and Hollywood Park neighborhoods. Accordingly, the project 
applicant has developed the following objectives for the proposed project: 

 Develop a Flagship grocery store and pharmacy along with a commercial center that 
includes a mix of small retail and restaurant uses that will support the Land Park, South 
Land Park, Hollywood Park, Curtis Park and other surrounding neighborhoods. 

 Provide a mix of retail services and uses along the block of Freeport Boulevard south of 
Sutterville Road and north of Wentworth Boulevard that complement the existing 
businesses, is proximate to residential neighborhoods, and minimizes disruption in service 
to existing customers of the Raley’s grocery store.  

 Provide for a welcoming neighborhood outdoor dining and gathering place for local 
residents that complements the existing urban fabric in the area. 

 Design aesthetically pleasing buildings that maximize natural light to the extent possible and 
provide a mix of landscaping that adds interest and color to this portion of Freeport Boulevard. 
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 Develop uses that are appropriate to the neighborhood and promote infill development 
consistent with the City’s 2035 General Plan and the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

 Create a pedestrian-friendly development that promotes pedestrian and bicycle use from the 
surrounding neighborhoods and provides bicycle and pedestrian access to other surrounding 
uses to reduce regional vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Locate buildings and parking areas to minimize potential noise disturbance to the majority 
of adjacent residences. 

G. PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 
 
The first phase of project construction would include removing all the buildings and clearing the 
site. This is anticipated to take approximately 4 months. Subsequent phases would include site 
grading and utility trenching, followed by building construction. It is anticipated that 
approximately 11,000 cubic yards of soil would be required to be exported off the project site.  

Construction staging, including equipment and construction worker vehicles would generally occur 
on site. Per City requirements, the project applicant is required to prepare a traffic management plan 
for construction vehicles and equipment that would be reviewed and approved by the City’s 
Department of Public Works prior to beginning any construction activities. Daily construction trips 
would range from 30 to 60 vehicle trips including construction deliveries and workers. The majority 
of traffic would be along Freeport Boulevard to Sutterville Road to access Interstate 5. Most of this 
traffic would be from construction workers arriving between 7:00 a.m. and 8 a.m., and leaving 
between 4 p.m. and 5 p.m. The roads used for access would be in the construction traffic management 
plan to be reviewed and approved by the city. 

Project Schedule 

If the project is approved in late 2016 project construction would commence in late Spring or early 
Summer 2017. All of the buildings would be constructed in the same phase and there would not 
be any phasing of project components. Construction is anticipated to take 14 months, with 
completion scheduled by August 2018. 

 
H. REQUIRED DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

 
The City of Sacramento requires the following discretionary actions for project approval: 

 Certification of the EIR and adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan. Before the City 
can approve the proposed project, it must certify that the EIR was completed in compliance 
with the requirements of CEQA, that the decision-making body has reviewed and considered 
the information in the EIR, and that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City of 
Sacramento. Approval of the EIR also requires adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring Program 
(MMP), which specifies the methods for monitoring mitigation measures required to eliminate 
or reduce the project’s significant effects on the environment. The City would also be required 
to adopt Findings of Facts part of project approval.  
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 Rezone. The project requires a rezone from Multi-Unit Dwelling Executive Airport Overlay 
(R-2A-R-EA-4 & R-2A-EA-4) zone and Single-Unit or Duplex Dwelling Executive Airport 
Overlay (R-1A-EA-4) to General Commercial Executive Airport Overlay zone (C-2-EA-4). 

 General Plan Amendment. The project requires redesignating the site from Suburban 
Neighborhood Low Density and Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density to Urban 
Corridor Low Density. 

 Conditional Use Permit for a retail store exceeding 40,000 gross square feet. 

 Site Plan and Design Review for the construction of a commercial center on a 9.87-acre site. 

 Tentative Map to subdivide six (6) parcels, total of 9.87 acres into five (5) commercial 
parcels that each contains a commercial building. 

Other Required Ministerial Permits 

Grading Permit and Stockpile Permit. The City regulates land disturbances, landfill, soil storage, 
pollution, and erosion and sedimentation resulting from construction activities. Prior to any earth-
disturbing activities directed by the project applicant, the project applicant will be required to 
obtain a permit from the City per the City’s grading ordinance (Sacramento City Code, Chapter 
15.88, City of Sacramento 2016b). All grading must be done in compliance with the conditions of 
grading approval. 

Conditions of Project Approval 

The City’s Conditions of Project Approval require the project applicant to install a new traffic 
light, with a “U-turn”, at Freeport Boulevard and Meer Way and add a raised striped pedestrian 
crossing of Wentworth Avenue near the project’s driveway off of Wentworth Avenue. This 
crossing would provide access to the future uses at the existing Raley’s store site, as well as to the 
sidewalk on the south side of Wentworth Avenue. A short median on Wentworth Avenue would 
also be constructed near the driveway to Bank of America. Traffic signal phasing at the intersection 
of Freeport Boulevard with Wentworth Avenue/Stacia Way would also be modified to improve 
pedestrian crossing of Freeport Boulevard.  

The City has also included a Condition of Project Approval for the applicant to make provisions 
for bus stops and shelters, etc. to the satisfaction of Regional Transit. These provisions would 
include improving the existing bus stop, located on the northeast corner of the property, to 
Regional Transit’s specifications and to meet current ADA requirements. 

The City has included a Condition of Project Approvals for the applicant to install signs prohibiting 
idling more than 5 minutes in the Raley’s loading dock area, and to maintain the public side of the 
block wall. In addition, the City has included the applicant prepare a security plan for the project 
site to the satisfaction of the Police Department. 

These are not mitigation measures and are not required to reduce any environmental effects.  The 
project applicant has voluntarily agreed to these conditions of approval as requested by the City.  
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Responsible and Permitting Agencies 

Responsible and permitting agencies are state and local public agencies, other than the lead agency, 
that have some authority to carry out or approve a project or that are required to approve a portion 
of the project for which a lead agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or Initial Study/Negative 
Declaration. A list of potential trustee, responsible and/or permitting agencies is included below. 
However, this list may be over-inclusive or under-inclusive and is not intended to represent an 
exhaustive list. While CEQA is not binding on federal agencies, and no federal agencies have been 
identified that would be required to take action on the project, any such agency may use the 
analysis in the EIR in order to assist with the preparation of their own analyses required by federal 
law. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). Ensures compliance with 
the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for any stormwater 
discharge associated with construction activity. 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). Oversees air quality 
and has the authority to require mitigation fees. 

Sacramento County Environmental Compliance Division. Oversees the removal or abandonment 
of septic systems and issues a Septic Tank Destruction Permit. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Responsible for protecting natural resources 
including protected plant and animal species.  

  
V. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

 
Notice of Preparation and Scoping 
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
circulated for public and agency review from November 12, 2015 to December 14, 2015.  The 
purpose of the NOP was to provide notification that an EIR for the proposed project was being 
prepared and to solicit guidance on the scope and content of the document. During the NOP 
circulation period, the Community Development Department sponsored an “open house format” 
Scoping Meeting on December 2, 2015 at the California Middle School. City staff, the 
environmental consultant, and the applicant team were in attendance. Approximately 30 members 
of the public attended the two-hour meeting.  In response to the NOP, the City received a total of 
21 letters. Comment letters were received from two public organizations including Hollywood 
Park Neighborhood Association and Sacramento Modern. A majority of the stated concerns related 
to noise and light pollution associated with the project in close proximity to residences, increased 
traffic on side streets resulting from vehicles avoiding Freeport Boulevard, and air quality 
associated with idling vehicles, construction and truck exhaust. 

The project also went before the City’s Planning and Design Commission (P&DC) for review and 
comment on June 2, 2016. There were a total of eight people that spoke before the commission 
and there was one letter received from the public prior to the meeting.  
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the lead agency held a public scoping meeting on 
December 2, 2015. Responsible agencies and members of the public were invited to attend and 
provide input on the scope of the EIR. 
 
In addition, the applicant held a number of public meetings on the project, including several 
meetings with Land Park Community Association and meetings with Hollywood Park 
Neighborhood Association, Walk Sacramento and Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates.  
 
 
DEIR and Public Review 
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, the DEIR was circulated for public review 
and comment for a period of 45 days beginning August 1, 2016 and ending September 15, 2016.  
 
FEIR 
 
The FEIR was released on October 14, 2016.  The FEIR includes written comments on the DEIR 
received during the public review period and the City’s responses to those comments. The FEIR 
also includes the Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) prepared in accordance with Section 
21081.6 of the Public Resource Code.  
 
The FEIR addresses any revisions to the DEIR made in response to agency or public comments. 
The DEIR and FEIR together comprise the EIR for the proposed project. 
 

VI. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
 
For the purposes of CEQA, and the findings herein set forth, the administrative record for the 
Project consists of those items listed in Public Resources Code section 21167.6, subdivision (e).  
The record of proceedings for the City’s decision on the Project consists of the following 
documents, at a minimum, which are incorporated by reference and made part of the record 
supporting these findings: 
 

 The NOP and all other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with the Project; 
 The DEIR for the Project and all documents relied upon or incorporated by reference; 
 All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the 45-day comment 

period on the DEIR; 
 All comments and correspondence submitted to the City during the public comment period 

on the DEIR, in addition to all other timely comments on the DEIR; 
 The FEIR for the Project, including the Planning Commission staff report, minutes of the 

Planning Commission public hearing; City Council staff report; minutes of the City 
Council public hearing; comments received on the DEIR; the City’s responses to those 
comments; technical appendices; and all documents relied upon or incorporated by 
reference; 

 The Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the Project; 
 All findings and resolutions adopted by the City in connection with the Project, and all 

documents cited or referred to therein; 
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 All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning documents relating 
to the Project prepared by the City, consultants to the City, or responsible or trustee 
agencies with respect to the City’s compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with 
respect to the City’s action on the Project; 

 All documents submitted to the City by other public agencies or members of the public in 
connection with the Project, up through the close of the public hearing on November 22, 
2016; 

 Any minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public meetings, and 
public hearings held by the City in connection with the Project; 

 Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the City at such information sessions, 
public meetings and public hearings; 

 All resolutions adopted by the City regarding the Project, and all staff reports, analyses, 
and summaries related to the adoption of those resolutions; 

 The City’s General Plan and applicable Specific Plans and all updates and related 
environmental analyses; 

 Matters of common knowledge to the City, including, but not limited to Federal, State, and 
local laws and regulations; 

 The City’s Zoning Code; 
 Any documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above; and 
 Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code 

section 21167.6, subdivision (e). 
 
Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the administrative record of these proceedings is located 
at, and may be obtained from, the Office of the City Clerk at 915 I Street, Sacramento, California.  
The City Clerk is the custodian of records for all matters before the City Council. 
 
The City Council has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decisions on the 
proposed project even if not every document was formally presented to the City Council or City 
Staff as part of the City files generated in connection with the Project.  Without exception, any 
documents set forth above not found in the Project files fall into one of two categories.  Many of 
them reflect prior planning or legislative decisions of which the City Council was aware in 
approving the Project.  (See City of Santa Cruz v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1978) 76 
Cal.App.3d 381, 391-391; Dominey v. Department of Personnel Administration (1988) 205 
Cal.App.3d 729, 738, fn. 6.) Other documents influenced the expert advice provided to City Staff 
or consultants, who then provided advice to the City Council as final decisionmakers. For that 
reason, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the City Council’s decisions 
relating to approval of the Project. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd. (e)(10); Browning-
Ferris Industries v. City Council of City of San Jose (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus 
Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 153, 155.) 
 

VII. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 
 
Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects 
as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]”  The same statute 
provides that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in 
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systematically identifying both the significant effects of projects and the feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” 
Section 21002 goes on to provide that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other 
conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual 
projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.” 
 
The mandate and principles announced in Public Resources Code section 21002 are implemented, 
in part, through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for 
which EIRs are required.  For each significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a 
project, the approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or more of three 
permissible conclusions.  The first such finding is that changes or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the FEIR.  The second permissible finding is that such changes 
or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the 
agency making the finding, and such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and 
should be adopted by such other agency.  The third potential conclusion is that 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 FEIR.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091.)  Public Resources Code section 
21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within 
a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and 
technological factors.”  CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: “legal” 
considerations.  (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 
565 (Goleta II).)   
 
The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or 
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project.  (City of Del Mar v. 
City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417 (City of Del Mar); Sierra Club v. County of 
Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1506-1509 [court upholds CEQA findings rejecting 
alternatives in reliance on applicant’s project objectives]; see also California Native Plant Society 
v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 (CNPS) [“an alternative ‘may be found 
infeasible on the ground it is inconsistent with the project objectives as long as the finding is 
supported by substantial evidence in the record’”] (quoting Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the 
Cal. Environmental Quality Act [Cont.Ed.Bar 2d ed. 2009] (Kostka), § 17.39, p. 825); In re Bay-
Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 
1143, 1165, 1166 (Bay-Delta) [“[i]n the CALFED program, feasibility is strongly linked to 
achievement of each of the primary project objectives”; “a lead agency may structure its EIR 
alternative analysis around a reasonable definition of underlying purpose and need not study 
alternatives that cannot achieve that basic goal”].)  Moreover, “‘feasibility’ under CEQA 
encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the 
relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.” (City of Del Mar, 
supra, 133 Cal.App.3d at p. 417; see also CNPS, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at p. 1001 [“an alternative 
that ‘is impractical or undesirable from a policy standpoint’ may be rejected as infeasible”] 
[quoting Kostka, supra, § 17.29, p. 824]; San Diego Citizenry Group v. County of San Diego (2013) 
219 Cal.App.4th 1, 17.)   
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For purposes of these findings (including the table described below), the term “avoid” refers to the 
effectiveness of one or more mitigation measures to reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less 
than significant level.  Although CEQA Guidelines section 15091 requires only that approving 
agencies specify that a particular significant effect is “avoid[ed] or substantially lessen[ed],” these 
findings, for purposes of clarity, in each case will specify whether the effect in question has been 
“avoided” (i.e., reduced to a less than significant level). 
 
CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to 
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. Project 
modification or alternatives are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible or where 
the responsibility for modifying the project lies with some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15091, subd. (a), (b).) 
 
With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, a 
public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency 
first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the 
agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects.”  (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21081, subd. (b).)  The California Supreme Court has stated, “[t]he wisdom of approving 
. . . any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily 
left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such 
decisions.  The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, 
and therefore balanced.”  (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.)  The EIR for the Land Park 
Commercial Center Project concluded the Project would not create any significant and 
unavoidable impacts; thus, no Statement of Overriding Considerations is required. 
 

VIII. LEGAL EFFECT OF FINDINGS 
 
These findings constitute the City’s best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy bases for its 
decision to approve the Project in a manner consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  To the 
extent that these findings conclude that various mitigation measures outlined in the FEIR are 
feasible and have not been modified, superseded or withdrawn, the City hereby binds itself to 
implement these measures.  These findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but rather 
constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into effect when the City adopts a resolution 
approving the Project. 
 

IX.    
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

 
A Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) has been prepared for the Project, and is being approved by 
the City Council by the same Resolution that has adopted these findings.  The City will use the 
MMP to track compliance with Project mitigation measures.  The Mitigation Monitoring Plan will 
remain available for public review during the compliance period.  The Final Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan is attached to and incorporated into the environmental document approval resolution and is 
approved in conjunction with certification of the EIR and adoption of these Findings of Fact. 
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X.  
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
The DEIR identified a number of potentially significant environmental effects (or impacts) that 
the Project will cause or contribute to.  All of these significant effects can be substantially lessened 
by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures.  Therefore, a statement of overriding 
considerations is not required.  In other words, the City need not consider whether overriding 
economic, social, and other considerations outweigh the significant, unavoidable effects of the 
Project, because the Project simply will not create any significant unavoidable effects. 
 
Table of Impacts, Mitigation Measures and CEQA Findings 
 
The City Council’s findings with respect to the Project’s significant effects and mitigation 
measures are set forth in the table attached to these findings (“Table A”). The findings set forth in 
the table are hereby incorporated by reference and the Council adopts all of the mitigation 
measures identified therein.  This table does not attempt to describe the full analysis of each 
environmental impact contained in the EIR.  Instead, the table provides a summary description of 
each impact, describes the applicable mitigation measures identified in the Draft or Final EIR and 
adopted by the City Council, and states the City Council’s findings on the significance of each 
impact after imposition of the adopted mitigation measures.  A full explanation of these 
environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Draft and Final EIRs, and these 
findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in those documents 
supporting the EIR’s determinations regarding mitigation measures and the Project’s impacts and 
mitigation measures designed to address those impacts.  In making these findings, the City Council 
ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into these findings the analysis and explanation in the Draft and 
Final EIRs, and ratifies, adopts, and incorporates in these findings the determinations and 
conclusions of the Draft and Final EIRs relating to environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 
expressly modified by these findings. 
 

XI.   
GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

 
As required by Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must discuss ways in which 
a proposed project could foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Also, the EIR must discuss 
the characteristics of the project that could encourage and facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. Growth can be induced 
in a number of ways, such as through the elimination of obstacles to growth, the stimulation of 
economic activity within the region, or the establishment of policies or other precedents that 
directly or indirectly encourage additional growth. Under CEQA, this growth is not to be 
considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of significant consequence. Induced growth 
would be considered a significant impact if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth, 
directly or indirectly, significantly affects the environment. 

In general, a project could foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a geographic area if 
the project removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public service, 
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the provision of new access to an area, or a change in zoning or General Plan amendment 
approval), or economic expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project (e.g., 
changes in revenue base, employment expansion). These circumstances are further described 
below. 

 Elimination of Obstacles to Growth: This refers to the extent to which a proposed project 
removes infrastructure limitations or provides infrastructure capacity, or removes regulatory 
constraints that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of project approval. 

 Economic Effects: This refers to the extent to which a proposed project could cause 
increased activity in the local or regional economy. Economic effects can include such 
effects as the “multiplier effect.” A “multiplier” is an economic term used to describe 
interrelationships among various sectors of the economy. The multiplier effect provides a 
quantitative description of the direct employment effect of a project, as well as indirect and 
induced employment growth. The multiplier effect acknowledges that the on-site 
employment and population growth of each project is not the complete picture of growth 
caused by the project. 

Elimination of Obstacles to Growth 

The elimination of either physical or regulatory obstacles to growth is considered to be a growth-
inducing effect, though not necessarily a significant one. A physical obstacle to growth typically 
involves the lack of public service infrastructure. The extension of public service infrastructure, 
including roadways, water mains, and sewer lines, into areas that are not currently provided with 
these services would be expected to support new development. Similarly, the elimination or change 
to a regulatory obstacle, including existing growth and development policies, could result in new 
growth. 

Removal of Infrastructure Limitations or Provisions of Capacity 

The elimination of physical obstacles to growth is considered a growth-inducing effect, though not 
necessarily a significant one. There are no known physical constraints to growth in the vicinity of 
the project site. 

The proposed project site has previously been used for residential and retails uses and includes 
existing on-site infrastructure to serve development approved under the project. Utility 
infrastructure is also stubbed to the site so no off-site connections would be required. The existing 
on-site infrastructure would be replaced to accommodate a larger, more intense use, but it would 
not remove an obstacle to permit additional growth. The project site is immediately adjacent to 
Freeport Boulevard to the east, which would preclude development immediately east of the site; 
and an existing residential neighborhood and retail/commercial development, as well as 
Wentworth Boulevard borders the project site to the south, north, and west which would preclude 
inducing growth in these areas. The connection to existing City infrastructure to serve the project 
site would not induce growth in this area. Due to the location of the project site, the proposed 
project would not eliminate any constraints that are currently obstacles to growth in this portion of 
the City that would hasten development of this area. 
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Economic Effects  

The proposed project would affect the local economy through the construction of a new retail 
center anchored by a grocery store that would be relocating from an adjacent site. This would help 
encourage people to stay in the City to take advantage of these facilities. 

Additional local employment can be generated through the multiplier effect, as discussed previously 
in this chapter. The multiplier effect tends to be greater in regions with larger, diverse economies due 
to a decrease in the requirement to import goods and services from outside the region. 

Two different types of additional employment are tracked through the multiplier effect. Indirect 
employment includes those additional jobs that are generated through the expenditure patterns of 
direct employment associated with the project. Indirect jobs tend to be in relatively close proximity 
to the places of employment and residence. 

The multiplier effect also calculates induced employment. Induced employment follows the 
economic effect beyond the expenditures of the residents within the project area to include jobs 
created by the stream of goods and services necessary to support residences within the proposed 
project. When a manufacturer buys or sells products, the employment associated with those inputs 
or outputs are considered induced employment. 

For example, when an employee of the project goes out to lunch, the person who serves the 
employee lunch holds a job that is indirectly related to the proposed project. When the server then 
goes out and spends money in the economy, the jobs generated by this third-tier effect are 
considered induced employment. 

The multiplier effect also considers the secondary effect of employee expenditures. Thus, it 
includes the economic effect of the dollars spent by those employees and residents who support 
the employees of the project. 

Increased future employment generated by employee spending ultimately results in physical 
development of space to accommodate those employees. It is the characteristics of this physical 
space and its specific location that will determine the type and magnitude of environmental impacts 
of this additional economic activity. Although the economic effect can be predicted, the actual 
environmental implications of this type of economic growth are too speculative to predict or 
evaluate, since they can be spread throughout the City, Sacramento County, and beyond. 

Impacts of Induced Growth 

The growth induced directly and indirectly by the proposed project could contribute to the 
environmental impacts in the City as well as the greater regional area. Any such environmental 
effects, however, are too diffuse and speculative to predict or describe with any particularity. 

In summary, the proposed project would not induce growth given its location as an infill project 
in a developed area of the City, on a site that is currently developed. Growth-inducing effects are 
less than significant. 

 
XII. 

 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
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Section 15126.2 (c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any significant irreversible 
environmental change that would be caused by the proposed project. Generally, a project would 
result in significant irreversible changes if:  

 The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar uses 
(such as highway improvement that provides access to a previously inaccessible area);  

 The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2(c)); 

 The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar 
uses; 

 The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any 
potential environmental accidents associated with the project; 

 The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; or 

 The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the 
wasteful use of energy). 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the long-term commitment of resources of 
the project site to urban land use. The development of the proposed project would likely result in 
or contribute to the following irreversible environmental changes: 

 Irreversible consumption of energy and natural resources associated with the future use of 
the site. 

Resources that would be permanently and continually consumed by project implementation 
include water, electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels. Wood products, asphalt, and concrete would 
be used in construction along with gas and diesel fuel. With respect to operational activities, 
compliance with all applicable state and local building codes, as well as mitigation measures, 
planning policies, and standard conservation features, would ensure that resources are conserved 
to the maximum extent possible. The project would incorporate a number of sustainable practices 
that reduce the consumption of energy. Nonetheless, construction activities related to the proposed 
project would result in an irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable energy resources, primarily 
in the form of fossil fuels, natural gas, and gasoline and diesel for automobiles and construction 
equipment.  

The CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of the potential for irreversible environmental 
damage caused by environmental accidents associated with the project. While the project would 
result in the use, transport, storage, and disposal of minor amounts of hazardous materials during 
project construction and operation, all such activities would comply with applicable local, state 
and federal laws related to the use, storage and transport hazardous materials, which significantly 
reduces the likelihood and severity of accidents that could result in irreversible environmental 
damage. The project itself does not include any uniquely hazardous uses that would require any 
special handling or storage. Further, the project does not contain any industrial uses that would 
use or store acutely hazardous materials.  
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Implementation of the proposed project would result in the long-term commitment of resources to 
urban development. The most notable significant irreversible impacts include the use of non-
renewable and/or slowly renewable natural and energy resources, such as lumber and other forest 
products and water resources during construction activities. Operations associated with future uses 
would also consume natural gas and electricity. These irreversible impacts, which are unavoidable 
consequences of urban growth, are described in detail in the appropriate sections of the EIR. 

 
XIII.  

MITIGATION MEASURES/CONDITIONS PROPOSED BY COMMENTERS 
 
A few commenters suggested additional conditions of approval, mitigation measures or 
modifications to the measures recommended in the DEIR.  In considering specific 
recommendations from commenters, the City has been cognizant of its legal obligation under 
CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental effects to the extent feasible. The 
City recognizes, moreover, that comments frequently offer thoughtful suggestions regarding how 
a commenter believes that a particular mitigation measure can be modified, or perhaps changed 
significantly, in order to more effectively, in the commenter’s eyes, reduce the severity of 
environmental effects.  The City is also cognizant, however, that the mitigation measures 
recommended in the EIR represent the professional judgment and long experience of the City’s 
expert staff and environmental consultants.  The City therefore believes that these 
recommendations should not be lightly altered.  
 
Thus, in considering commenters’ suggested changes or additions to the mitigation measures as 
set forth in the Draft and Final EIRs, the City, in determining whether to accept such suggestions, 
either in whole or in part, has considered the following factors, among others: (i) whether the 
suggestion relates to an environmental impact that can already be mitigated to less than significant 
levels by proposed mitigation measures in the DEIR; (ii) whether the proposed language represents 
a clear improvement, from an environmental standpoint, over the draft language that a commenter 
seeks to replace; (iii) whether the proposed language is sufficiently clear as to be easily understood 
by those who will implement the mitigation as finally adopted; (iv) whether the language might be 
too inflexible to allow for pragmatic implementation; (v) whether the suggestions are feasible from 
an economic, technical, legal, or other standpoint; and (vi) whether the proposed language is 
consistent with the Project objectives. 
 
As is often evident from the specific responses given to specific suggestions, City staff and 
consultants spent time carefully considering and weighing proposed or requested mitigation 
language.  In some instances, the City revised mitigation measures in accordance with the comments.  
In other instances, the City developed alternative language or proposed conditions of approval 
addressing the same issue that was of concern to a commenter.  In no instance, however, did the City 
fail to take seriously a suggestion made by a commenter or fail to appreciate the sincere effort that 
went into the formulation of suggestions.   
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XIV. 
FINDINGS REGARDING RECIRCULATION OF THE DEIR 

 
The City Council adopts the following findings with respect to whether to recirculate the DEIR.  
Under section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of an EIR is required when 
“significant new information” is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of 
the DEIR for public review but prior to certification of the FEIR.  The term “information” can 
include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as additional data or other 
information.  New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a 
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including 
a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.  
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 
 

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

 
(2)  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. 
 
(3)  A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

 
 (4) The DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 
 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5.)  
 
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  The above standard is “not 
intend[ed] to promote endless rounds of revision and recirculation of EIRs.”  (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132.)   
“Recirculation was intended to be an exception, rather than the general rule.”  (Ibid.) 
 
The City Council recognizes that the FEIR contains additions, clarifications, modifications, and 
other changes to the DEIR.  As noted above, some comments on the DEIR either expressly or 
impliedly sought changes to proposed mitigation measures identified in the DEIR and/or suggested 
additional mitigation measures or project conditions.   As explained in the FEIR (Text Revisions), 
some of the suggestions were found to be appropriate and feasible and were adopted in the FEIR.  
Where changes have been made, these changes do not change the significance of any conclusions 
presented in the DEIR.  
 
CEQA case law emphasizes that “‘[t]he CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the 
ultimate proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights 

Page 50 of 317



 

Page | 25 
 

may emerge during investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal.’” (Kings County Farm 
Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 736-737; see also River Valley 
Preservation Project v. Metropolitan Transit Development Bd. (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168, 
fn. 11.)  “‘CEQA compels an interactive process of assessment of environmental impacts and 
responsive project modification which must be genuine.  It must be open to the public, premised 
upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the scope, purposes, and effect of a consistently described 
project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen insights that emerge from the process.’ [Citation.]  
In short, a project must be open for public discussion and subject to agency modification during 
the CEQA process.”  (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 33rd Dist. Agricultural Assn. 
(1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936.)  Here, the changes made to the DEIR in the FEIR are exactly the kind 
of revisions that the case law recognizes as legitimate and proper. 
 
The City Council finds that none of the revisions to the DEIR made by, or discussion included in, 
the FEIR involves “significant new information” triggering recirculation because the changes do 
not result in any new significant environmental effects, substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects, or feasible project alternatives that would clearly lessen 
the environmental effects of the project.  Similarly, no documentation produced by, or submitted 
to, the City and relied on by the City Council after publication of the FEIR identifies any new 
significant effect, substantial increase in the severity of any environmental effect, or feasible 
project alternatives that would clearly lessen the environmental effects of the project. All project 
modifications were either environmentally benign or environmentally neutral and all additional 
documentation relied on by the City Council merely clarifies or amplifies conclusions in the EIR, 
and thus represent the kinds of common changes that occur and supplemental information that is 
received during the environmental review process as it works towards its conclusion.  Under such 
circumstances, the City Council finds that recirculation of the EIR is not required. 
 

XV. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
A.  BASIS FOR ALTERNATIVES 
 
CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to 
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur.  
Project modification or alternatives are not required, however, where significant environmental 
impacts will not occur. 
 
As is evident from the text of the EIR and the attached table describing the disposition of the 
significant effects of the Project, all significant effects of the Project have been avoided (that is, 
rendered less than significant) by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures.  There are no 
impacts that remain as significant and unavoidable.   
 
Under CEQA, project alternatives are developed in order to give agency decision-makers options 
for reducing or eliminating the significant environmental effects of proposed projects, while still 
meeting most if not all of the basic project objectives. “Alternatives and mitigation measures have 
the same function – diminishing or avoiding adverse environmental effects.”  (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 403.)  
Here, the adoption of mitigation measures set forth in the EIR are sufficient to reduce all significant 
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impacts to less than significant levels.  Under CEQA then, the City Council has no obligation even 
to consider the feasibility of the alternatives set forth in the EIR.  (Laurel Hills Homeowners 
Association v. City Council of City of Los Angeles (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521.)   
 
B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM FURTHER 

CONSIDERATION 
 
The purpose of an alternatives analysis is to develop alternatives to the proposed project that 
substantially lessen at least one of the significant environmental effects identified as a result of the 
project, while still meeting most, if not all, of the basic project objectives. Here, the project does 
not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts, but does result in impacts that, in the absence 
of mitigation, would be significant. Construction-related impacts identified that require mitigation 
include potential disturbance to nesting birds; soil disturbance and the potential to unearth any 
unknown archeological or historic resources, or evidence of soil contamination; noise from 
construction equipment; and an increase in construction vehicles and construction employees 
accessing the project site. The only impact associated with project operation was noise associated 
with back up warning devices on delivery trucks. 

Off-site alternative 

The proposed project site is located in close proximity to the existing Raley’s grocery store, 
approximately 400 feet to the south, and is considered an infill project. Replacing the existing 
Raley’s grocery store is dependent, in part, on location, meeting the needs of an existing customer 
base, providing a mix of uses along Freeport Boulevard that complements the existing businesses, 
and is close to residential neighborhoods. Based on a review of potential sites it was determined 
there are no sites within the South Land Park neighborhood slated for infill development that would 
be large enough to accommodate the project components and would meet the project objectives. 
The closest site is located further south at the corner of Freeport Boulevard and Florin Road. 
However, this site is not located near other existing retail uses or a residential neighborhood and 
lacks infrastructure. Other possible locations would be in the northern part of the City in the North 
Natomas neighborhood; however, this area would not be suitable because it would not be located 
along Freeport Boulevard and would not serve the neighborhoods in the vicinity of Land Park. 
Therefore, it would not meet the project objectives. Because no project sites would fulfill most of 
the project objectives or be suitable/feasible to accommodate the project, an off-site alternative 
was dismissed from further consideration.  

Mixed use alternative 

The project applicant team met with the Land Park Community Association (LPCA) starting in 2013 
and explored a variety of site plans including adding a mixed-use component. Based on input from the 
LPCA the option of increasing the project density to include a housing component was determined to 
not be suitable for this site. Therefore, this was dismissed from further consideration. 

Revised project site configurations 

A few different site configurations were also evaluated including locating the Raley’s store 
adjacent to Freeport Boulevard and the northern boundary of the project site (perpendicular to 
Freeport Boulevard) and locating the Raley’s store parallel to Freeport Boulevard with shops 
located in the western portion of the site. The alternative site plan to locate the Raley’s store 
adjacent to the northern boundary of the site was determined not suitable because it would create 
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a longer route for delivery trucks which would create more noise for adjacent residences to the 
west; would not allow for smaller freestanding shops to be included; and would eliminate the 
ability to create a left turn from Freeport Boulevard. This design would also not fully meet the 
City’s desire to have buildings that engage the street (Policy LU 2.7.7) and was determined to not 
be economically feasible. 

Re-use of existing Raley’s store 

Another alternative considered was re-use of the existing Raley’s store. However, this was 
dismissed as an infeasible option due to the extensive remodeling that would be required. 
Essentially, the existing building would need to be demolished and re-built in order to meet current 
building codes and space requirements for more modern grocery stores. This would require 
Raley’s to close for a minimum of 12 months in order to construct the new building. Raley’s has 
determined this would not be feasible and would be disruptive to their loyal customers. In addition, 
the existing site is not large enough to accommodate additional retail stores to provide more 
neighborhood retail opportunities (per the project objectives). Therefore, the re-use of the existing 
space was considered and determined to be infeasible.  

Alternatives suggested by commenters 
 
A few commenters proposed additional project alternatives in their comments.  One commenter 
requested the EIR analyze a project alternative that includes a plant nursery/gardening section 
along the western boundary of the project site, behind the proposed Raley’s store. One commenter 
suggested an alternative that relocates Shops 4 and 5 to the northeast side of the project.  Another 
requested an alternative site plan that locates the entire Raley’s store along the northern boundary 
of the site. Some commenters requested a residential or partially residential alternative.  CEQA 
does not require the alternatives analysis to evaluate these alternatives.  First, “[t]he pertinent 
statute and EIR guidelines require that an EIR describe alternatives to the proposed project.” (Big 
Rock Mesas Property Owners Assn. v. Board of Supervisors (1977) 73 Cal.App.3d 218, 227 
(original emphasis).) That requirement is “applicable only to the project as a whole, not to the 
various facets thereof, such as grading and access roads.” (Ibid.; see also A Local & Regional 
Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 16 Cal.App.4th 630, 642, fn. 8 [“the statutes do not require 
alternatives to various facets of the project”].)   
 
Second, as mitigated, the proposed project does not result in any potentially significant 
environmental impacts.  In the absence of a significant effect, CEQA does not require an 
examination of other project alternatives that impose additional mitigation measures that are not 
required to reduce any impacts.   Specifically, mitigation measures must be consistent with all 
applicable constitutional requirements.  Therefore, “[t]here must be an essential nexus (i.e. 
connection) between the mitigation measure and a legitimate governmental interest.  Nollan v. 
California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987).”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. 
(a)(4)(A).)  Furthermore, “[t]he mitigation measure must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts 
of the project.  Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994).  Where the mitigation measure is an 
ad hoc exaction, it must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of the project.  Ehrlich v. City of 
Culver City, (1996) 12 Cal.4th 854.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(B).)  These 
statements of constitutional principle, added to the CEQA Guidelines in 1998, essentially provide 
that, in fashioning mitigation measures, agencies should be careful to ensure that the mitigation 
actually relates to impacts caused by the project in question.  An applicant cannot be forced to 
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provide a generalized public benefit unrelated to the impacts of its project or to provide measures 
that would do more than fully mitigate the impacts of the project. 
 
Finally, as discussed in further detail in the FEIR, “alternatives and mitigation measures have the 
same function – diminishing or avoiding adverse environmental effects.”  (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 
403.)  Here, the adoption of mitigation measures set forth in the Project EIR are sufficient to reduce 
all significant impacts to less than significant levels.  Under CEQA then, the City has no obligation 
to consider the feasibility of the alternatives.  (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City 
Council of City of Los Angeles (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521; Sierra Club v. County of Napa 
(2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1507-1508).) 
 
For each of these reasons, CEQA does not require any further analysis of the alternatives identified 
by commenters. CEQA does not require that all possible alternatives be evaluated, only that “a 
range of feasible alternatives” be discussed so as to encourage both meaningful public participation 
and informed decision making. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (a).) “The discussion 
of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is 
subject to a construction of reasonableness. The statute does not demand what is not realistically 
possible given the limitation of time, energy, and funds. ‘Crystal ball’ inquiry is not required.” 
(Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286; see 
also CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (f)(3).)  
 
Indeed, as stated by the court in Village of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 134 
Cal.App.3d 1022, 1028, although there may be “literally thousands of “reasonable alternatives’ to 
the proposed project . . . ‘the statutory requirements for consideration of alternatives must be 
judged against a rule of reason.’” (Ibid., quoting Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural 
Heritage v. City and County of San Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893, 910.) “‘Absolute 
perfection is not required; what is required is the production of information sufficient to permit a 
reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned.’” (Id., at p. 1029.) 
The requirement has been fulfilled here; the FEIR examined a range of project alternatives in 
detail, exploring their comparative advantages and disadvantages with respect to the project. 
 
Lastly, the FEIR provides a comprehensive overview of all potential impacts associated with 
construction and operation of the proposed project and identifies no significant and unavoidable 
impact.  As all potential impacts of the proposed project have been reduced to a less than significant 
level, none of the project alternatives identified by commenters has the potential to substantially 
reduce or avoid any significant environmental impacts.  The City Council finds that this fact further 
supports its conclusion that the FEIR adequately responds to additional alternatives identified by 
commenters and that the alternatives analysis fully complies with CEQA. 
  
C. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE EIR 
 
CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to 
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. Project 
modification or alternatives are not required, however, where significant environmental impacts 
will not occur.   As is evident from the EIR, all significant effects of the project would be mitigated 
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to less than significant levels by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures. There are no impacts 
that remain as significant and unavoidable and which cannot be substantially lessened.  
 
The potentially significant impacts identified under the alternatives analysis are assumed to be 
fully mitigated through compliance with mitigation measures identified in Sections 4.1 through 
4.10 of the EIR 

The project alternatives analyzed in the EIR address the significant construction-related impacts 
(before mitigation) identified for the project including an increase in construction noise and 
construction-related traffic as well as concerns raised in response to the NOP regarding the height 
of the building and the density of the project. Thus, the alternatives developed for the project 
contemplate a smaller project to address these impacts as well as an alternative that includes a 
lower roof line and more public gathering space. In many instances, the impacts are virtually 
identical to the proposed project and are described as such. 

This Draft EIR has incorporated a reasonable range of project alternatives that, collectively, attain 
a majority of the project objectives in a reasonable manner while reducing the severity of the 
significant impacts (before mitigation) identified under the proposed project. As discussed above, 
the proposed project does not result in any significant impacts after mitigation. 

The alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in this Draft EIR are: 

 Alternative 1: No Project/No Development 

 Alternative 2: No Project/Existing Zoning  

 Alternative 3: Alternate Site Plan 

 Alternative 4: Reduced Intensity 

Each of the alternatives is described in more detail, below, followed by an assessment of the 
alternative’s impacts relative to the proposed Project.    
 
ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT/NO DEVELOPMENT 
 
Description 
 
CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the “No Project” alternative (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(1)). The No Project Alternative “shall discuss the existing 
conditions at the time the [NOP] is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 
time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur 
in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent 
with available infrastructure and community services” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(2)). 
“The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision makers to 
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 
proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e)(1)). 
 

The No Project/No Development Alternative considers the effects of forgoing the project entirely, 
and leaving the project site in its current condition with vacant buildings on the site of the former 
Capital Nursery, along with a parking lot and two vacant residences along Wentworth Avenue. 
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The No Project/No Development Alternative allows decision-makers to compare the impacts of 
the proposed project to retaining the existing condition of the site. The No Project/No Development 
Alternative describes the environmental conditions that exist at the time that the environmental 
analysis commenced (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (e)(2)).  

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 
 
The No Project/No Development Alternative would produce no changes on the project site, because 
the site would remain in its current condition. The existing vacant buildings would not change 
resulting in the potential for the site to be characterized as blight. There would be no air emissions 
associated with project construction and operation and there would be no change in the visual 
environment, or increase in the number of vehicles or delivery trucks accessing the site and on area 
roadways and intersections. There would be no changes in ambient noise levels.  

 
Relationship to Project Objectives 
 
The No Project/No Development Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives. 

 
Feasibility of the No Project/No Development Alternative 
 
Although the City is not required by law to consider the feasibility of the No Project/No 
Development Alternative, the City Council nevertheless does so and rejects the Alternative as 
undesirable and infeasible.  The City believes the proposed Project is consistent with the City’s 
development goals and regulatory planning documents.  The City Council therefore sees no need 
to forestall development on the Project site and instead chooses to approve the Project as proposed. 
The Project also reflects the applicant’s/landowner’s judgment regarding how to develop its 
property in light of the realities of the marketplace.  The City Council believes it is appropriate to 
give some weight to this judgment.  (See Laurel Hills, supra, 83 Cal.App.3d at p. 521 [a “public 
agency may approve a developer’s choice of a project once its significant adverse effects have 
been reduced to an acceptable level – that is, all avoidable damage has been eliminated and that 
which remains is otherwise acceptable”].)  Moreover, as the No Project/No Development 
Alternative would result in no development on the project site, the No Project/No Development 
Alternative is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, Community Plan and Sacramento City 
Code, all of which assume development of the site. (San Diego Citizenry Group v. County of San 
Diego (2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 1, 26 [“A reviewing court accords ‘great deference’ to an agency’s 
determination that a project is consistent with its own general plan, recognizing that ‘the body 
which adopted the general plan policies in its legislative capacity has unique competence to 
interpret those policies when applying them in its adjudicatory capacity.’”], quoting Save Our 
Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142.) 
 
ALTERNATIVE 2: NO PROJECT/EXISTING ZONING 
 
Description 
 
The project site is currently zoned for residential and commercial uses. There are 4.2 acres zoned 
residential R-1/R-1A along the western portion of the site, which allows 8 dwelling units/acre for 
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up to 32 units. There is another 0.5 of an acre zoned R-2A in the southern portion of the site, which 
allows up to 17 units/ac. For the purposes of this alternative it is assumed up to 8 units could be 
developed on this half-acre parcel. Therefore, a total of 40 residential units could be developed on 
the 4.7 acres designated and zoned residential. In the eastern portion of the site, the 5.3 acres along 
Freeport Boulevard are zoned C-2 (Urban Corridor Low), which permits a FAR of 3 with no lot 
coverage requirement. According to the City a building as large as 692,604 square feet (sf) could 
be built under a FAR of 3. However, that would be a very large, multi-story building for this site 
and probably not a realistic or appropriate level of development for this area of the City. Therefore, 
a FAR of 1 is assumed that would allow a 250,000 sf building.  

This alternative considers the site could be developed with 40 multi-family units and a 250,000 sf 
building under the existing zoning. It is assumed this would be a multi-story building to 
accommodate on-site parking in a parking garage in addition to surface parking. It is assumed 
retail would occupy the first level with office space on the upper levels. For the purposes of the 
analysis a total of 125,000 sf in retail uses and 125,000 sf in office uses is assumed. A 55,000 sf 
grocery store could be accommodated within the retail space leaving an additional 70,000 sf for 
other retail uses. Access to the site would be from Freeport Boulevard for the commercial uses 
with access from Wentworth Avenue for the residential uses. It is anticipated a through driveway 
would allow vehicles to access the entire site from either access point. In addition, it is assumed a 
10-12-foot high masonry wall would be included along the northern boundary of the site the same 
as the project.  However, a 6-foot high wood fence, similar to what currently exists would be 
adjacent to the existing residences along the western boundary of the site. 

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 
 
The amount of retail space would be more than the proposed project (approximately 16,800 sf 
more) but would add 125,000 sf of office use and 40 residential units, which differs from the 
project. Due to the larger project it is anticipated the increase in air pollutants associated with 
project construction would be slightly greater than the project. However, under this alternative the 
entire project site would be cleared and would require removal of the buildings, and essentially 
creation of the same amount of impervious surface area as the proposed project. Therefore, 
construction-related impacts associated with biological and cultural resources, hazardous 
materials, and drainage would essentially be the same as the proposed project, less than significant 
with mitigation. It is anticipated the same mitigation measures for impacts to nesting birds 
(biological) and the potential to unearth any previously unknown historic or archeological resource 
(cultural), and potential exposure of construction workers to hazardous materials and conditions 
(hazards) would be still be required. The potential impacts are compared below.  

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project 

Biological and cultural impacts would be similar to the proposed project. The entire site would 
still require clearing, which could affect any nesting birds and would remove buildings. Mitigation 
would be still required for nesting birds (Mitigation Measure 4.3-1) and for potential impacts to 
unknown cultural resources (Mitigation Measures 4.4-1), the same as the proposed project.  

Site clearing and building demolition would be the same as the proposed project and the potential 
to expose construction workers to contaminated soil and groundwater could still occur, the same 
as the proposed project. Mitigation would still be required (Mitigation Measure 4.6-1) to ensure 
potential impacts would be less than significant. In addition, the increase in impervious surface 
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area and runoff would be similar to the proposed project and impacts would remain less than 
significant, the same as the proposed project. Impacts associated with project construction 
activities would also be reduced to less than significant with Mitigation Measure 4.10-5, the same 
as the project.  

Noise from parking lot activity would likely be similar to the proposed project. This assumes the 
proposed commercial structure would be located along the west side of the commercial zone 
boundary, with surface parking provided along Freeport Boulevard. In this configuration, the 
surface parking lot would likely be located with the same setback to the northern property 
boundary as the proposed project (leading to similar parking lot noise levels at the northern 
property boundary). The building itself would shield future on-site residences and existing 
residences (on the western portion of the site) from the parking lot activity noise.  

Construction noise mitigation measures specified for the proposed project would continue to be 
required (Mitigation Measure 4.8-1) and impacts associated with construction noise could be mitigated 
to less than significant, the same as the project.  

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project 

No impacts were identified as being less severe than the proposed project. 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project 

Under Alternative 2, construction-related (short-term) air emissions of NOx would exceed the 
SMAQMD significance threshold of 85 pounds per day, which would result in a potentially significant 
impact to air quality. Emissions quantification was based on the same construction schedule as the 
proposed project, but with equipment usage hours during building construction scaled up proportionally 
per the ratio of building square footage of Alternative 2 versus the project. Mitigation would be required, 
such as increased equipment engine tiers or purchasing off-site NOx offset fees, which would reduce the 
impact to less than significant. However, it is possible that the construction schedule for Alternative 2 
would be extended, which could result in reduced emissions and negate the need for mitigation. 
Operationally, the amount of emissions, including greenhouse gas (GHG), would be greater than the 
project based on the increase in building size and associated energy, as well as greater daily vehicle trips. 
However, for operations, criteria air pollutant emissions would remain less than significant and the land 
uses to be developed under Alternative 2 could be planned to comply with the City’s CAP, the same as 
the project.  

The change in visual character would be similar to the proposed project because the existing development 
would be removed and replaced, but would result in taller buildings than the project. Overall, 
development of residential and retail/office uses would be more dense than the project, but would still 
occupy a formerly developed site surrounded by development. The change in visual character, while 
potentially still less than significant would be slightly more intense than the proposed project due to the 
increase in density and height of the proposed retail/commercial building.  

Construction of the site to develop up to 40 residential units and up to a 250,000 sf commercial 
structure would involve earthwork encompassing the same total site area; however, noise 
associated with structural development (particularly a multi-story commercial structure) could 
involve peak construction noise levels greater than the proposed project. Construction activities 
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would require a longer timeframe, but construction projects are exempt from complying with the 
City’s noise standards providing construction occurs within the allowable times.  

Construction vibration impacts could also be marginally greater than the proposed project, assuming 
compaction levels might need to be greater for a multi-story commercial structure compared to the 
single level construction proposed for the project. 

Operational noise associated with roof-mounted mechanical equipment could be greater for this 
alternative, as compared to the proposed project. A substantially larger commercial building 
(250,000 total sf as compared to the 108,160 sf of commercial space for the proposed project) 
would involve a greater number of roof-mounted HVAC units. Noise levels from HVAC 
operation for the immediately adjacent new residences under this alternative would be greater 
than for the residences on adjacent properties under the proposed project.  

It is assumed the loading dock area would be located in approximately the same location as the 
proposed project and there could be noise from back up warning devices on delivery trucks. It is 
anticipated noise from the loading dock would be a concern for the on-site residences.  However, 
the residential uses along the western and southern portions of the site would help attenuate the 
noise for existing residences located to the west.  It is anticipated mitigation would be required for 
on-site residences to address project operation.  

Off-site traffic noise and operational noise impacts associated with up to 40 residential units and 
up to a 250,000 sf commercial structure would be greater than the proposed project. Project trips 
on roadways adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses would increase and could potentially result in 
noise level increases, which are significant (i.e., greater than 3 dBA CNEL). 

The increase in demand for public services and utilities would be greater under this alternative because 
a new residential and office population would be introduced resulting in increased demand for basic 
services (police, fire, schools, parks) and utilities (water, sewer, solid waste disposal, energy). The 
increase in demand for water, wastewater and solid waste disposal is considerably higher than the 
proposed project. 

Demand for police and fire protection is based on population. Under this alternative the permanent 
population would increase to approximately 104 new residents. The number of employees (for the 
purposes of this analysis) is assumed would increase to 564. The overall demand for fire protection 
would be similar to the proposed project. Due to the residential component this alternative would 
generate a small number of students and would require payment of school fees as well as Quimby 
Act fees for parks.  

The main driveway and access point for the retail component would be from Freeport Boulevard 
with secondary access for the residences from Wentworth Avenue. On-site circulation and 
adequate access for delivery trucks and turn radii may be compromised under this alternative and 
may result in a potentially significant impact. The number of vehicle trips would increase to 7,552 
daily trips, an increase of approximately 985 trips compared to the proposed project. The number 
of AM and PM peak hour trips is also more than under the proposed project by approximately 100 
trips. This would result in the potential for impacts to off-site intersections and roadway segments. 
In addition, there would be an increase in vehicles accessing I-5. However, it is anticipated the 
same recommendations required for the project would also be required for this alternative. It is 
anticipated any impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the City’s conditions of 
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approval, or with mitigation measures. It is anticipated bicycle and pedestrian circulation would 
be similar under this alternative, and not anticipated to result in any significant impacts.  

Relationship to Project Objectives 

If the proposed project was not approved and development was to occur consistent with the 
underlying zoning, the proposed project under the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative would 
meet some of the project objectives. Under this alternative, a full service grocery store and 
pharmacy could be included within the retail component to support the surrounding 
neighborhoods. The remaining 70,000 sf of retail could include a mix of retail services, but the 
size and scale of the building would be much larger than any of the existing neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses in the neighborhood. On site circulation for delivery trucks, vehicles, bicycles 
and pedestrians would more than likely be compromised under this alternative. In addition, the 
ability to provide outdoor dining and gathering places would also be difficult to provide under this 
alternative. Finally, this alternative would add 125,000 sf of commercial/office uses and 40 
dwelling units that were not identified as being an objective for development of this site. 

Feasibility of the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative  
 
As noted earlier, because the Project as mitigated would not result in any significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts, the City Council has no obligation to assess the feasibility of 
any of the alternatives set forth in the EIR, including the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative.  
Furthermore, even if the Project as mitigated would result in one or more significant unavoidable 
impacts, the City Council would not be required to assess the feasibility of any alternative that was 
not environmentally superior to the mitigated Project with respect to any such specific significant, 
unavoidable impacts.  As discussed in the EIR and findings of fact, the No Project/Existing Zoning 
Alternative is environmentally inferior to the Project in a number of categories. (See DEIR, pp. 5-
6 to 5-9.)   Thus, the City Council rejects the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative.   
 
ALTERNATIVE 3: ALTERNATE SITE PLAN 
 
Description 
 
Under the Alternate Site Plan, the proposed grocery store would be re-located to the eastern portion 
of the site, closer to Freeport Boulevard to address the desire expressed by the public to provide a 
less suburban and more urban style project. A General Plan Amendment and re-zone would still 
be required for this alternative, the same as the project. The building height would be 
approximately 25-feet, consistent with this type of a building and would not include any 
architectural features that would raise the roof line. Parking would be located behind the store with 
the loading dock remaining on the south side of the proposed Raley’s building. A 10 to 12-foot 
high masonry wall would be adjacent to the western and northern boundaries of the project site. 
Access to the site would still be provided from Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue. The 
access from Freeport Boulevard would be located within approximately 115 feet of the intersection 
with Meer Way, which may present some access challenges. The grocery store would remain 
55,000 sf with a total of 43,200 sf of additional retail uses along with 590 parking spaces could be 
developed under this alternative. There would be approximately 10,000 sf less retail under this 
alternative compared to the proposed project. 
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Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 
 
Impacts under the Alternate Site Plan Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, 
but slightly less intense because it would generate a small reduction in vehicle trips due to less 
retail. Impacts associated with site disturbance would be the same as the proposed project because 
the entire site would still require site clearing, building removal, grading and construction of new 
buildings, parking, and exterior amenities. Construction noise would be essentially the same as the 
proposed project along with the potential to damage or destroy unidentified subsurface 
archaeological or historical resources, disturb nesting birds, and expose construction workers to 
potentially hazardous materials associated with building demolition. In addition, there would be 
no change to the drainage assessment since the amount of impervious surface area would 
essentially be the same as the proposed project. The same mitigation measures would still be 
required to reduce the impacts to less than significant. The change in visual character is also 
assumed to be similar to the proposed project because although fewer stand-alone buildings would 
be constructed the entire site would still be developed with new buildings, parking and 
landscaping. The proposed Raley’s grocery store would be oriented closer to the street, which 
would differ from the existing retail environment along Freeport Boulevard that favors a more 
suburban design with parking in front of the buildings. Vehicle access to the retail shops would be 
along the northern side of the grocery store (northern property boundary), which may not be 
desirable from a vehicle access stand point. However, the re-orientation of the buildings on the site 
would not change the less than significant finding identified for the project.  

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative, construction-related (short-term) air emissions would result in similar 
emissions to the project, which would be less than the SMAQMD thresholds. Emissions would 
remain less than significant, the same as the proposed project.  

The change in visual character would be similar to the proposed project because the existing use 
would be removed and replaced. Overall, under this alternative development would be very similar 
to the proposed project and would still occupy a formerly developed site surrounded by 
development. The building height would be approximately 25-feet and would not include any 
design features that would increase the height of the roof line. Therefore, the change in visual 
character would slightly less intense compared to the proposed project because there would not be 
any portion of the building that would exceed 25 feet. However, the change in visual character and 
visual impacts would be the same as the proposed project, less than significant. 

Impacts associated with project construction and development would be the same or similar to the 
proposed project. It is assumed under this alternative that the entire site would still be disturbed 
associated with project development. Therefore, impacts associated with potential loss of cultural 
resources and biological resources, exposure to hazardous materials, and construction noise would 
essentially be the same as the proposed project. Mitigation identified for the project to address 
potential impacts to nesting birds (Mitigation Measure 4.3-1), cultural resources (Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1), exposure to hazardous materials (Mitigation Measure 4.6-1) associated with 
building demolition would still be required.  

Peak construction noise levels (associated with earthmoving and construction of the largest 
structure) would remain the same as the proposed project, although the total duration of 
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construction and attendant average construction noise levels would be slightly less due to the 
smaller development. Construction noise mitigation specified for the proposed project would 
continue to be required (Mitigation Measure 4.8-1). Construction vibration impacts would be the 
same or similar to the proposed project, and would remain less than significant. 

Noise from parking lot activity under Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed project. The 
alternative site plan would shift the grocery store component from the western to eastern property 
boundary, but would maintain a parking area with the same setback distance along the northern 
site boundary; a parking area would also be provided within the footprint of the original grocery 
store location, with a western site boundary setback about twice the distance of the northern 
property boundary setback. Masonry walls would be constructed along the western and northern 
site boundaries, the same as the project. Given the same or greater setback distance between the 
parking area and the adjacent property boundary, parking lot activity would result in noise levels 
along the northern and northwestern property boundary of 51 dBA CNEL or less (the same as the 
proposed project).  

Loading dock operational noise impacts would be the same for Alternative 3 as for the proposed 
project. The loading dock for the Tenant building is proposed to be the same distance from the 
western property boundary as the originally proposed grocery store loading dock; this loading dock 
would therefore generate the same noise levels along the western property boundary as evaluated for 
the original grocery store location (i.e., 60 dBA CNEL with no wall, 50 dBA CNEL assuming a 12 
foot tall wall at the property line). The grocery store loading dock under this alternative would be 
located closer to the eastern property boundary (adjacent to Freeport Boulevard), approximately 560 
feet from the western property boundary. At this distance, the grocery store loading dock would 
produce an average noise level of 38 dBA at the western property boundary (this noise level added 
to the noise level from the closer loading dock would not result in any change to the total loading 
dock noise level at the western property boundary).  

Impacts associated with project construction activities would be reduced to less than significant 
with Mitigation Measure 4.10-5, the same as the project.  

Under this alternative, the increase in demand for public services and utilities, increase in 
stormwater drainage, change in visual character, and increase in air emissions associated with 
project construction and operation would remain less than significant, the same as the project. 

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project 

Operationally, the amount of emissions, including greenhouse gas (GHG), would decrease in 
comparison to the project based on the reduction in building size and associated energy, as well as 
fewer daily vehicle trips. Emissions would remain less than significant, the same as the proposed 
project.  

Operational noise associated with roof-mounted mechanical equipment would be slightly less for 
Alternative 3 and possibly imperceptible, as compared to the proposed project. This is due to the 
minor decrease in the number of structures, and therefore fewer HVAC units overall. As with the 
proposed project, mechanical equipment noise would remain less than significant. 

Off-site noise impacts associated with project-generated traffic trips would be marginally lower 
than the proposed project, due to a decrease in the structural floor area compared to the proposed 
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project (and therefore a decrease in project trip generation). As with the proposed project, these 
off-site noise impacts would remain less than significant. 

Overall, the amount of retail space would be approximately 10,000 sf smaller compared to the 
proposed project; therefore, the number of vehicles accessing the site would be reduced compared 
to the project. This alternative would generate approximately 6,275 daily vehicle trips, compared 
to 6,568 daily vehicle trips under the proposed project. The AM and PM peak hour trips would 
also be reduced from 213 trips during the AM peak hours and 597 trips during the PM under the 
proposed project to 207 AM peak hour trips and 570 PM peak hour trips under this alternative. It 
is anticipated the same transportation conditions of approval would be required under this 
alternative, the same as the project.  

Under this alternative, air emissions associated with project construction and operation would be 
less than the proposed project. But, the same as the proposed project, the impact would be less 
than significant. The same is true for climate change. The project’s contribution to an increase in 
greenhouse gas emissions would be less than the project, but would remain less than significant 
the same as the project. 

The increase in demand for water, generation of wastewater, and amount of solid waste generated 
under this alternative would be slightly less than the proposed project. However, impacts would remain 
less than significant the same as the proposed project. 

Under this alternative, pedestrian and bicycle access to the grocery store is improved, as it is not 
necessary to cross the parking lot coming from Freeport Boulevard. 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative, there would not be fire access behind the Tenant building, which could 
potentially be in violation of the City’s current fire codes. The Tenant building may need to be 
shifted east, which would eliminate some of the parking. In addition, primary vehicle access to the 
project site would be limited to the northeastern corner of the site off of Freeport Boulevard. This 
would create a primary internal driveway immediately adjacent to the northern boundary of the 
site and the residences along this area. This could result in a small increase in vehicle-related noise 
to those residences. Under this alternative, there is no ability to implement the southbound right 
turn lane that the City has requested, as the adjacent property to the north is not controlled by the 
project applicant. Also, depending upon specific location, the median break in Freeport Boulevard 
may result in the need to shorten the northbound left turn lane approaching Meer Way. These 
impacts would be slightly more severe than the proposed project. In addition, this alternative would 
not meet the City’s FAR requirement under the Urban Corridor Low Density designation (Policies 
LU 1.1.1 and LU 1.1.5). 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Under the Alternative Site Plan Alternative, a majority of the project objectives could be met. 
However, this alternative does not provide significant environmental advantages, and is more 
constrained in terms of ingress/egress and circulation compared to the proposed project. It does 
not include outdoor dining or gathering areas and as currently configured would not maximize 
natural light in the proposed grocery store to reduce dependence on artificial light sources. 

  

Page 63 of 317



 

Page | 38 
 

Feasibility of the Alternative  
 
Because the proposed Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable environmental 
impacts, the City Council need not address the feasibility of the Alternative.  Even so, the City 
Council has determined that the alternative is infeasible.   
 
Specifically, the Alternative Site Plan will increase a number of impacts associated with the project 
including impacts related to fire access, noise, transportation and traffic, and land use. The City 
Council finds that each of the increased impacts of the Alternative Site Plan Alternative will likely 
remain less than significant after implementation of feasible mitigation measures.  Nevertheless, 
CEQA does not require that a lead agency consider adopting an alternative that increases impacts 
as compared to a proposed project.  (City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2012) 
208 Cal.App.4th 362, 415-422.)  Therefore, the City Council rejects the Alternative Site Plan 
Alternative as infeasible because it is both less capable of achieving the full range of project 
objectives and because it is not environmentally superior to the project. 
 
ALTERNATIVE 4: REDUCED INTENSITY 
 
Description 
 
Under this alternative the overall height of the grocery store would be limited to 25-feet, which 
would reduce the size and number of windows to allow for natural light. A General Plan 
Amendment and re-zone would still be required for this alternative, the same as the project. The 
Shops 1 building would not be constructed and the parking area between Shops 1 and Shops 2 
would be removed to allow for a plaza area between the grocery store and the 12,000 sf tenant 
building. An internal roadway connecting to Wentworth Avenue would go through this area. A 10 
to 12-foot high masonry wall would be adjacent to the western and northern boundaries of the 
project site, the same as the project. Access would be from both Freeport Boulevard and 
Wentworth Avenue, essentially the same as the project. A total of 98,883 sf of retail space could 
be developed, which includes 55,000 sf for the grocery store and additional 43,883 sf of retail uses 
and 427 parking spaces. There would be approximately 9,000 sf less retail space than under the 
proposed project. 

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 
 

Impacts under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, 
but slightly less intense because it would generate a small reduction in vehicle trips due to less 
retail space. In addition, the height of the grocery store would be 25 feet tall, which is in response 
to comments received on the Notice of Preparation that expressed concerns regarding the height 
of this building Decreasing the building height facing the front, or east side of the building would 
not allow the same amount of natural light as the proposed project. Impacts associated with site 
disturbance would be the same as the proposed project because the entire site would still require 
site clearing, building removal, grading and construction of new buildings, parking, and exterior 
amenities. In addition, construction noise would be essentially the same as the proposed project, 
the potential to damage or destroy unidentified subsurface archaeological or historical resources, 
disturb nesting birds, and exposure of construction workers to potentially hazardous soil and 
groundwater would be the same as the project. The same mitigation measures would still be 
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required to reduce the impacts to less than significant. The change in visual character is also 
assumed to be similar to the proposed project because although fewer stand-alone buildings would 
be constructed the entire site would still be developed with new buildings, parking and 
landscaping. The main building (grocery store) would be designed as a single-story building with 
a building height of 25-feet with no architectural features that would maximize natural light 
through large windows.  

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative, construction-related (short-term) air emissions would result in similar 
emissions to the project, which would be less than the SMAQMD thresholds. Emissions would 
remain less than significant, the same as the proposed project. 

Similar to Alternative 3 and the proposed project, impacts associated with project construction and 
development would be the same or similar. It is assumed under this alternative that the entire site 
would still be disturbed associated with project development. Therefore, impacts associated with 
potential loss of cultural resources and biological resources, exposure to hazardous materials, 
drainage, and construction noise would essentially be the same as the proposed project. Mitigation 
identified for the project to address potential impacts to nesting birds (Mitigation Measure 4.3-1), 
cultural resources (Mitigation Measure 4.4-1), construction worker exposure to potential 
contaminated soils or groundwater (Mitigation Measure 4.6-1) associated with building demolition 
would still be required, as well as construction noise (Mitigation Measure 4.8-1). 

Noise from parking lot activity for Alternative 4 is anticipated to be the same or similar as for 
proposed project. The Shops 1 building would be replaced with an open plaza area which would 
provide more outdoor gathering spaces. This plaza area would be shielded from the residences to 
the west by the loading dock. Parking areas would be preserved with the same configuration and 
setbacks from adjacent property lines as the proposed project; therefore, parking lot activity noise 
level impacts would be the same or similar to the proposed project, and would remain less than 
significant.  

Loading dock operational noise impacts would be the same for Alternative 4 as for the proposed 
project. The grocery store loading dock location remains the same under this alternative as for the 
proposed project, and no other loading docks are included. A wall would be included adjacent to 
the western and northern property boundaries that would shield adjacent existing residences from 
operational noise. It is assumed loading dock operations would continue to result in less than 
significant noise impacts. 

Traffic impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project, due to the reduction in retail 
space; however, the reduction is not substantial – for both the project and the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative traffic impacts would be less than significant. The total number of daily vehicle trips 
would be reduced to 6,299 trips compared to the project. The AM and PM peak hour trips would 
also be reduced compared to the project (AM peak hour traffic would be reduced to 207, while 
PM peak hour traffic would be reduced to 572, as compared to 213 and 597, respectively, under 
the proposed project). It is anticipated that the impacts would be similar to the proposed project 
(less than significant) given the presence of intersections that currently operate at an acceptable 
levels of service in the existing and future condition. The City’s conditions of project approval to 
include specific traffic improvements would still be required under this alternative, the same as the 
proposed project. Bicycle and pedestrian circulation would essentially be the same as the proposed 
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project. In addition, impacts due to project construction would be reduced to less than significant 
with Mitigation Measure 4.10-5. 

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project 

Operationally, the amount of emissions, including greenhouse gas (GHG), would decrease in 
comparison to the project based on the reduction in building size and associated energy, as well as 
fewer daily vehicle trips. Emissions would remain less than significant, the same as the proposed 
project. 

Operational noise associated with roof-mounted mechanical equipment would be slightly less for 
Alternative 4 and probably imperceptible, as compared to the proposed project. This is due to the 
replacement of the Shops 1 building with an open plaza, and the elimination of the HVAC 
equipment previously proposed for the Shops 1 building. As with the proposed project, mechanical 
equipment noise would remain less than significant. 

Off-site noise impacts associated with project-generated traffic trips would be marginally lower 
than the proposed project, due to a decrease in the structural floor area compared to the proposed 
project (and therefore a decrease in project trip generation). As with the proposed project, these 
off-site noise impacts would remain less than significant. 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project 

Under this alternative, there would be no impacts that would be identified as being more severe 
than the proposed project. However, this alternative would not meet some of the City’s General 
Plan policies.  Specifically, this design would not meet the City’s FAR requirement under the 
Urban Corridor Low Density designation (Policies LU 1.1.1 and LU 1.1.5). Nor would this design 
meet the City’s desire to consume less energy, water and other resources, facilitate natural 
ventilation, use daylight effectively (Policy LU 2.6.4) 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, a majority of the project objectives could be met. 
However, this alternative would arguably not maximize the retail infill opportunities at the site 
consistent with the City’s 2035 General Plan and would not maximize natural light to reduce the 
dependence on artificial light sources. This alternative also does not provide significant 
environmental advantages.  

Feasibility of Alternative 
 
Because the proposed Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable environmental 
impacts, the City Council need not address the feasibility of the Alternative.  Even so, the City 
Council has determined that the alternative is infeasible.   
 
This alternative would not meet some of the City’s General Plan policies, including the City’s 
FAR requirement under the Urban Corridor Low Density designation (Policies LU 1.1.1 and LU 
1.1.5) (DEIR, p. 5-26) Nor would this design meet the City’s desire to consume less energy, water 
and other resources, facilitate natural ventilation, use daylight effectively (Policy LU 2.6.4). (Ibid.)  
In addition, as compared to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative is less capable 
of implementing the City’s General Plan and achieving the full range of project objectives.  This 
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alternative also has the potential to create off-site vehicle travel because it would provide a more 
limited selection of retail uses that would counteract some of its benefits.  Finally, this alternative 
would not avoid any of the significant impacts associated with project construction and does not 
provide significant environmental advantages as compared to the proposed project. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
The No Project/No Development alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. It would 
avoid all project-related environmental impacts. It has the potential to contribute to urban blight 
by allowing vacant buildings to remain in the current state. However, this impact may be less than 
significant, or may be mitigated through maintenance and code enforcement activities. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) requires that when the No Project alternative is 
environmentally superior, another alternative be selected as the environmentally superior 
alternative. The environmentally superior alternative would be the Reduced Intensity alternative. 
This alternative would reduce on-site noise and air emissions due to the overall smaller project, 
and the corresponding reduction in vehicle trips. However, this alternative would not avoid any of 
the significant impacts associated with project construction and all of the identified mitigation 
would still be required. In addition, this alternative has the potential to create off-site vehicle travel 
because it would provide a more limited selection of retail uses that would counteract some of its 
benefits. 

Moreover, as discussed above, the proposed Project would not result in any significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts.  As such, the City Council’s discretionary determination 
whether or not to adopt or reject a project alternative, including the environmentally superior 
alternative, is not a CEQA issue. (See, e.g., City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of California State 
University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 350 [“The required [CEQA] findings constitute the principal 
means chosen by the Legislature to enforce the state’s declared policy ‘that public agencies should 
not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives [] available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects… .’”].)  Nevertheless, 
as discussed herein, the City Council has considered each of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR 
and rejects each of the alternatives as infeasible. 
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   LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT -- CEQA Findings 

LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT  
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 
TABLE A TO CEQA FINDINGS 

 
TABLE OF IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND CEQA FINDINGS 

 
Environmental 

Impact 
(Significance Before 

Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

AESTHETICS 

4.1-1: The proposed 
project could change 
the existing visual 
character or quality of 
the site and its 
surroundings.  (LS)  

 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.1-32.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.1-2: The proposed 
project could create a 
new source of light or 
glare which could 
cause an annoyance 
to adjacent residential 
uses. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.1-33.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.1-3: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to 
cumulative changes 
in the existing visual 
character of the area. 
(LS)  

None required (DEIR, p. 4.1-35.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.1-4: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to a 
cumulative increase 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.1-35.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
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Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

in nighttime light in 
the area. (LS)  

15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

AIR QUALITY 

4.2.1: The proposed 
project would not 
result in short-term 
(construction) 
emissions of NOx 
above 85 pounds per 
day, or PM10 above 
80 pounds per day or 
PM2.5 above 82 
pounds per day (with 
all feasible best 
available control 
technology (BACT) or 
best management 
practices (BMPs) for 
particulates 
implemented). (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.2-22.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.2-2: The proposed 
project would not 
result in long-term 
(operational) 
emissions of NOx or 
ROG above 65 
pounds per day, or 
PM10 above 80 
pounds per day or 
PM2.5 above 82 
pounds per day (with 
all feasible best 
available control 
technology (BACT) or 
best management 
practices (BMPs) for 
particulates 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.2-24.) Less than 
significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 
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Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

implemented). (LS)  
 
4.2-3: The proposed 
project would not 
result in CO 
concentrations that 
exceed the 1-hour 
state ambient air 
quality standard (i.e., 
20.0 ppm) or the 8-
hour state ambient 
standard (i.e., 9.0 
ppm). (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.2-25.) Less than 
significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

4.2-4: The proposed 
project would not 
result in objectionable 
odors affecting a 
substantial number of 
people. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.2-26.) Less than 
significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

4.2-5: The proposed 
project would not 
result in the exposure 
of sensitive receptors 
to substantial 
pollutant 
concentrations. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.2-27.) Less than 
significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

4.2-6: The proposed 
project would not 
result in a 
cumulatively 
considerable net 
increase of any 
criteria pollutant for 
which the project 
area is in non-

None required (DEIR, p. 4.2-30.) Less than 
significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 
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Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

attainment under an 
applicable federal or 
state ambient air 
quality standard 
(including the release 
of emissions that 
exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone 
precursors). (LS) 
Cumulative Impact 
4.2-7: The proposed 
project would not 
result in a 
cumulatively 
considerable net 
increase of any 
criteria pollutant for 
which the project 
area is in non-
attainment under an 
applicable federal or 
state ambient air 
quality standard 
(including the release 
of emissions that 
exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone 
precursors). (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.2-32.) Less than 
significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

4.3-1: The proposed 
project could result in 
substantial 
degradation of the 
quality of the 
environment and 
substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or 

4.3-1 Should construction activities begin during the breeding season (March 1 
through September 15), a qualified biologist shall conduct appropriate pre-
construction surveys for any raptor and native bird nests within or immediately 
adjacent to the project site no more than 30 days before any construction activity 
commences. The pre-construction surveys shall be conducted between March and 
September and shall follow accepted survey protocols. The purpose of the surveys 
shall be to determine if active nests are present in the disturbance zone or within 
350 feet of the disturbance zone boundary (1/4 mile for Swainson’s hawk). If active 

Less than 
Significant 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1, 
which has been required 
or incorporated into the 
project, will reduce this 
impact to a less than 
significant level. The City 
Council hereby directs that 
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Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

wildlife species. (PS)  
 

nests are found, ground-disturbing activities shall be postponed or halted, and a 
suitable buffer from the nest shall be determined and flagged by a qualified 
biologist based on the species, planned construction activity, and the location of the 
nest. Construction activity may resume within the buffer when the nest is 
considered inactive by the qualified biologist, either after the eggs have hatched 
and the chicks have fledged, or upon failure of the nest. All active nests shall be 
monitored during construction activity by the qualified biologist. If adult birds are 
exhibiting agitated behavior, construction shall be halted and the buffer may be 
increased to prevent abandonment of the nest. Consultation with the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife shall be sought, as necessary. Limits of 
construction to avoid impacts to an active nest during construction activities shall 
be established in the field with flagging, fencing, or other appropriate barriers, and 
construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of nest areas.  
 
(DEIR, p. 4.3-11.) 
 

this mitigation measure be 
adopted.  The City 
Council, therefore, finds 
that changes or alterations 
have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the 
significant environmental 
effect as identified in the 
final EIR. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(1).) 
 

4.3-2: The proposed 
project could interfere 
with the movement of 
native resident or 
migratory wildlife 
species or with 
established native 
resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p 4.3-12.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.3-3: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to a 
cumulative loss of 
habitat for common 
and special-status 
wildlife species. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, 4.3-13.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

4.4-1: Project 
construction, 

4.4-1(a)         If any cultural resources (including tribal cultural resources), such 
as structural features, unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, or 

Less than 
Significant 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, 
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Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

including off-site 
utility connections 
could disturb, 
damage or destroy 
unidentified 
subsurface 
archaeological or 
historical resources 
as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 
15064.5. (PS) 
 

architectural remains are encountered during any construction activities, the 
Contractor shall implement measures deemed necessary and feasible to avoid 
or minimize significant effects to the cultural resources including the following: 

 Suspend work within 100 feet of the find; and, 
 Immediately notify the City’s Community Development Director and 

coordinate any necessary investigation of the site with a qualified 
archaeologist or Native American representative, as needed, to 
assess the resource (i.e., whether it is a “historical resource” or a 
“unique archaeological resource” or a “tribal cultural resource”); and, 

 Provide management recommendations should potential impacts to 
the resources be found to be significant; 

o Possible management recommendations for identified 
resources could include resource avoidance or data 
recovery excavations, where avoidance is infeasible in light 
of project design or layout, or is unnecessary to avoid 
significant effects.  

 In addition, the Contractor in consultation with the City’s Preservation 
Director, State Historic Preservation Officer, and if applicable, Tribal 
representatives, may include preparation of reports for resources 
identified as potentially eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources. 

 
(b) If a Native American site or a tribal cultural resource is discovered, the 
evaluation process required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-1(a) shall include 
consultation with the appropriate Native American representative. If Native 
American archaeological, ethnographic, or spiritual resources are discovered, 
all identification and treatment shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist, 
who is certified by the Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA) and/or 
meets the federal standards as stated in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 
CFR 61), and by Native American representatives, who are approved by the 
local Native American community as scholars of the cultural traditions. 
 
In the event that no such Native American representative is available, persons 
who represent tribal governments and/or organizations in the locale in which 
resources could be affected shall be consulted. If historic archaeological sites 
are involved, all identified treatment (e.g., conduct additional archaeological 
surveys and provide measures to preserve the integrity or minimize damage or 
destruction of significant resources) is to be carried out by qualified historical 

which has been required 
or incorporated into the 
project, will reduce this 
impact to a less than 
significant level. The City 
Council hereby directs that 
this mitigation measure be 
adopted.  The City 
Council, therefore, finds 
that changes or alterations 
have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the 
significant environmental 
effect as identified in the 
final EIR. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(1).) 
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Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

archaeologists, who shall meet either the Register of Professional 
Archaeologists (RPA) or 36 CFR 61 requirements. 
 
(c) If a human bone or bone of unknown origin is found during earth-moving 
activities, all work shall stop within 100 feet of the find, and the County Coroner 
shall be contacted immediately, pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State 
Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety 
Code. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the Coroner shall 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission, who shall notify the person 
most likely believed to be a descendant. The most likely descendant shall work 
with the contractor to develop a program for re-internment of the human 
remains and any associated artifacts. No additional work is to take place within 
the immediate vicinity of the find until the identified appropriate actions have 
taken place. 

 
(DEIR, pp. 4.4-19 to 4.4-20.) 
 

4.4-2: Project 
construction could 
disturb, damage, or 
destroy an 
unidentified historical 
resource as defined 
in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.4-21.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.4-3: Project 
construction could 
adversely affect tribal 
cultural resources or 
disturb unknown 
human remains. (PS) 

4.4-3 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a) and 4.4-1(b). (DEIR, p. 4.4-22.) 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.4-
1(a) and 4.4-1(b), which 
have been required or 
incorporated into the 
project, will reduce this 
impact to a less than 
significant level. The City 
Council hereby directs that 
these mitigation measures 
be adopted.  The City 
Council, therefore, finds 
that changes or alterations 
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Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the 
significant environmental 
effect as identified in the 
final EIR. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(1).) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.4-4: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to 
cumulative losses of 
prehistoric resources, 
historic-period 
resources, and 
human remains in the 
greater Sacramento 
region. (PS) 

4.4-4 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a) and 4.4-1(b). (DEIR, p. 4.4-23.) 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.4-
1(a) and 4.4-1(b), which 
have been required or 
incorporated into the 
project, will reduce this 
impact to a less than 
significant level. The City 
Council hereby directs that 
these mitigation measures 
be adopted.  The City 
Council, therefore, finds 
that changes or alterations 
have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the 
significant environmental 
effect as identified in the 
final EIR. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(1).) 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

4.5-1: The proposed 
project could impede 
the City or state 
efforts to meet AB 32 
standards for the 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.5-17.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
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Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

reduction of 
greenhouse gas 
emissions or conflict 
with the City’s 
Climate Action Plan. 
(LS) 

15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

4.6-1: The proposed 
project could expose 
people (e.g., 
residents, 
pedestrians, 
construction workers) 
to existing 
contaminated soil 
during construction 
activities. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.6-12.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.6-2: The proposed 
project could expose 
people (e.g., 
residents, 
construction workers) 
to asbestos-
containing materials 
or other hazardous 
materials or 
situations. (PS)  
 
 

4.6-2  In the event that grading or construction of the proposed project reveals 
evidence of soil contamination (e.g., suspicious odors, non-soil material, or stained 
soils) a Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan shall be prepared. The plan shall be 
prepared by a qualified environmental professional registered in California. The 
plan shall identify specific measures to take to protect worker and public health and 
safety and specify measures to identify, manage, and remediate wastes. The plan 
shall include the following: 
 

• Contamination evaluation and management procedures: 
o Information on how to identify suspected contaminated soil. 
o Identification of air monitoring procedures and parameters 

and/or physical observations (soil staining, odors, or buried 
material) to be used to identify potential contamination. 

o Procedures for temporary cessation of construction activity 
and evaluation of the level of environmental concern if 
potential contamination is encountered. 

o Procedures for limiting access to the contaminated area to 
properly trained personnel. 

o Procedures for notification and reporting, including internal 
management and local agencies (fire department, SCEMD, 

Less than 
Significant 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, 
which has been required 
or incorporated into the 
project, will reduce this 
impact to a less than 
significant level. The City 
Council hereby directs that 
this mitigation measure be 
adopted.  The City 
Council, therefore, finds 
that changes or alterations 
have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the 
significant environmental 
effect as identified in the 
final EIR. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
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Environmental 
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(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
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 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

etc.), as needed. 
o A worker health and safety plan for excavation of 

contaminated soil. 
o Procedures for characterizing and managing excavated soils 

in accordance with CCR Title 14 and Title 22. 
o Procedures for certification of completion of remediation. 

 
(DEIR, p. 4.6-14.) 

(a)(1).) 
 

4.6-3: The proposed 
project would not 
substantially increase 
the risk of exposure 
of site occupants to 
inadvertent or 
accidental release of 
hazardous 
substances 
transported on 
adjacent roadways or 
rail lines near the site. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.6-15.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

Cumulative Impact  
4.6-4: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to 
cumulative increase 
in the potential 
exposure of people to 
sites where soil 
and/or groundwater 
contamination could 
be present from past 
or current uses. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.6-16.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE, AND WATER QUALITY  

4.7-1: Construction 
activities associated 
with the proposed 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.7-22.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 

Page 77 of 317



No Impact = NI Less than Significant = LS       Beneficial = B       Significant = S       Potentially Cumulatively Significant = PCS       Significant and Unavoidable = SU       Potentially Significant = PS      
 

 11  
   LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT -- CEQA Findings 

Environmental 
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Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

project could 
generate increases in 
sediment and/or other 
contaminants which 
could violate water 
quality objectives 
and/or waste 
discharge 
requirements set by 
the State Water 
Resources Control 
Board. (LS) 

are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.7-2: The proposed 
project would 
increase impervious 
surface area and 
commercial activities 
that could result in 
substantial long-term 
effects on water 
quality. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.7-25.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.7-3: The proposed 
project could affect 
the rate and amount 
of surface runoff in a 
manner that could 
exceed the capacity 
of the stormwater 
drainage system 
and/or exacerbate 
off-site drainage or 
flooding issues. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.7-27.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.7-4: Development 
of the proposed 
project could increase 
the exposure of 
people and/or 
property to the risk of 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.7-28.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 
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loss, injury, damage, 
or death in the event 
of a levee breach or 
dam failure. (LS) 
4.7-5: The proposed 
project could 
substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies 
or interfere with 
groundwater 
recharge. (LS)  

None required (DEIR, p. 4.7-29.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.7-6: The proposed 
project, in addition to 
other projects in the 
watershed, could 
result in the 
generation of polluted 
runoff that could 
violate water quality 
standards or waste 
discharge 
requirements for 
receiving waters. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.7-30.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

NOISE  

4.8-1: Short-term 
construction noise 
levels could violate 
the City of 
Sacramento Noise 
Ordinance or cause a 
substantial temporary 
increase in ambient 
noise levels. (PS) 

4.8-1  
(a) All construction equipment employing an internal combustion engine shall 

be equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers which are in good 
working order.  

(b) Stationary construction equipment such as generators or compressors 
shall be located on site as far away from adjacent residential property 
boundaries as is practicable. 

(c) To reduce construction noise levels on adjacent properties, the proposed 
masonry wall along the western and northern property boundary shall be 
installed as early in the construction process as is practicable.  

 

Less than 
Significant 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1, 
which has been required 
or incorporated into the 
project, will reduce this 
impact to a less than 
significant level. The City 
Council hereby directs that 
this mitigation measure be 
adopted.  The City 
Council, therefore, finds 
that changes or alterations 
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(DEIR, p. 4.8-19.) have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the 
significant environmental 
effect as identified in the 
final EIR. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(1).) 

4.8-2: Existing 
residential and 
commercial areas 
could be exposed to 
vibration peak-
particle velocities 
greater than 0.5-inch 
per second or 
vibration levels 
greater than 80 VdB 
due to project 
construction. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.8-20.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.8-3: Noise from 
parking lot activities 
could result in noise 
levels at adjacent 
residential properties 
which exceeds 
exterior noise 
exposure limits. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.8-21.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.8-4: Noise from 
roof-mounted 
mechanical 
equipment could 
result in noise levels 
at adjacent residential 
properties which 
exceeds exterior 
noise exposure limits. 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.8-23.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

Page 80 of 317



No Impact = NI Less than Significant = LS       Beneficial = B       Significant = S       Potentially Cumulatively Significant = PCS       Significant and Unavoidable = SU       Potentially Significant = PS      
 

 14  
   LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT -- CEQA Findings 

Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 
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(LS) 
4.8-5: Noise from 
loading dock activities 
during project 
operation could result 
in excessive noise 
exposure levels for 
nearby residences. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.8-26.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.8.6: Long-term 
project operations 
could result in 
vibration impacts 
upon nearby 
residences.  (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.8-27.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.8-7: Proposed 
project vehicle trips 
could result in off-site 
roadway noise level 
increases that impact 
noise sensitive land 
uses located along 
such roadways. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.8-28.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.8-8: The proposed 
project, in addition to 
cumulative 
development in the in 
South Land Park 
neighborhood, could 
increase traffic noise 
that exceeds the 
City’s noise 
standards. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.8-29.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 
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4.9-1: The proposed 
project could increase 
demand for police 
services and fire 
protection services 
requiring the need to 
construct new 
facilities, or expand 
existing facilities. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-30.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.9-2: The proposed 
project could cause 
or accelerate the 
physical deterioration 
of existing parks or 
recreational facilities 
or create a need for 
construction or 
expansion of 
recreational facilities 
beyond what was 
anticipated in the 
City’s General Plan or 
Land Park 
Community Plan. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-31.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.9-3: The proposed 
project could result in 
an increase in 
demand for potable 
water in excess of 
existing supplies and 
result in inadequate 
capacity in the City’s 
water supply facilities 
to meet demand 
requiring the 
construction of new 
water supply facilities. 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-32.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

Page 82 of 317



No Impact = NI Less than Significant = LS       Beneficial = B       Significant = S       Potentially Cumulatively Significant = PCS       Significant and Unavoidable = SU       Potentially Significant = PS      
 

 16  
   LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT -- CEQA Findings 

Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

(LS) 
4.9-4: The proposed 
project could exceed 
existing wastewater 
capacity to serve the 
project’s demand in 
addition to existing 
commitments and 
result in either the 
construction of new 
or expansion of 
existing wastewater 
treatment facilities. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-33.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.9-5: The proposed 
project could require 
the expansion or 
construction of new 
solid waste facilities 
which could cause 
significant 
environmental 
effects. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-34.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

4.9-6: Operation of 
the proposed project 
could require or result 
in the construction of 
new energy 
production and/or 
transmission facilities 
or expansion of 
existing facilities. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-34.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.9-7: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to a 
cumulative increase 
in demand for police 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-36.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
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services and fire 
protection services 
that could result in 
the need for new or 
physically altered 
facilities. (LS) 

15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.9-8: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to a 
cumulative increase 
in demand for parks 
and recreation 
facilities. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-36.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.9-9: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to a 
cumulative increase 
in demand for water 
supply in excess of 
existing supplies. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-37.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.9-10: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to a 
cumulative increase 
in the demand for 
water and wastewater 
treatment, which 
could result in 
inadequate capacity 
and require the 
construction of new 
or expansion of 
existing wastewater 
treatment facilities. 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-37.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 
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(LS) 
Cumulative Impact 
4.9-11: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to a 
cumulative increase 
in solid waste, which 
could result in either 
the construction of 
new solid waste 
facilities or the 
expansion of existing 
facilities, the 
construction of which 
could cause 
significant 
environmental 
effects. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-38.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.9-12: The proposed 
project could 
contribute to a 
cumulative increase 
in energy demand, 
which could result in 
the need for 
construction of new 
energy production 
and/or transmission 
facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.9-38.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION  

4.10-1: The proposed 
project could cause 
potentially significant 
impacts to study area 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.10-56.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
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intersections. (LS) (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.10-2: The proposed 
project could cause 
potentially significant 
impacts to transit. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.10-57.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.10-3: The proposed 
project could cause 
potentially significant 
impacts to pedestrian 
facilities. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.10-57.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.10-4: The proposed 
project could cause 
potentially significant 
impacts to bicycle 
facilities.  (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.10-58.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

4.10-5: The proposed 
project could cause 
potentially significant 
impacts due to 
construction-related 
activities. (PS) 

4.10-5  Prior to the beginning of construction, the applicant shall prepare a 
construction traffic and parking management plan to the satisfaction of the City’s 
Traffic Engineer and subject to review by all affected agencies. The plan shall 
ensure that acceptable operating conditions on local roadways and freeway 
facilities are maintained. At a minimum, the plan shall include: 
 

 Description of trucks including: number and size of trucks per day, 
expected arrival/departure times, truck circulation patterns. 

 Description of staging area including: location, maximum number of trucks 
simultaneously permitted in staging area, use of traffic control personnel, 
specific signage. 

 Description of street closures and/or bicycle and pedestrian facility 
closures including: duration, advance warning and posted signage, safe 
and efficient access routes for emergency vehicles, and use of manual 
traffic control. 

 Description of driveway access plan including: provisions for safe 
vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle travel, minimum distance from any open 

Less than 
Significant 

Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-5, 
which has been required 
or incorporated into the 
project, will reduce this 
impact to a less than 
significant level. The City 
Council hereby directs that 
this mitigation measure be 
adopted.  The City 
Council, therefore, finds 
that changes or alterations 
have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the 
project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the 
significant environmental 
effect as identified in the 
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 20  
   LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT -- CEQA Findings 

Environmental 
Impact 

(Significance Before 
Mitigation) 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance

 After 
Mitigation 

Findings of Fact 

trench, special signage, and private vehicle accesses. 
 Provisions for parking for construction workers. 

 
(DEIR, p. 4.10-58.) 

final EIR. (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15091, subd. 
(a)(1).) 

4.10-6: The proposed 
project could cause 
potentially significant 
impacts to study area 
freeway system. (LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.10-59.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for impacts that 
are less than significant. 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.10-7: The proposed 
project could cause 
potentially significant 
impacts to study area 
intersections under 
cumulative plus 
project conditions. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.10-63.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 

Cumulative Impact 
4.10-8: The proposed 
project could cause 
potentially significant 
impacts to study area 
freeway system 
under cumulative plus 
project conditions. 
(LS) 

None required (DEIR, p. 4.10-64.) Less than 
Significant 

Under CEQA, no 
mitigation measures are 
required for cumulative 
impacts that are less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15064, subd. (h), 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15130.) 
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Land Park Commercial Center Project (P15-048) 

SCH #2015112025 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires review of any project that could have 

significant adverse effects on the environment. In 1988, CEQA was amended to require monitoring 

or reporting on of mitigation measures adopted as part of the environmental review process.  

The following is the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the Land Park Commercial Center 

project (proposed project). The intent of the MMP is to aid the City of Sacramento in its 

implementation and monitoring of mitigation measures adopted from the Land Park Commercial 

Center Project Draft EIR.  

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The mitigation measures are taken from the Land Park Commercial Center Project Draft EIR (and 

any text revisions included in the Final EIR) and are assigned the same number as in the Draft 

EIR. The MMP describes 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. 

MMP COMPONENTS 

The components of the attached table, which contains applicable mitigation measures, are 

addressed briefly, below. 

Impact: This column summarizes the impact stated in the Draft EIR. 

Mitigation Measure: All mitigation measures that were identified in the Land Park Commercial 

Center Project Draft EIR are presented, and numbered accordingly. 

Action: For every mitigation measure, one or more actions are described. The actions delineate 

the means by which the mitigation measures will be implemented, and, in some instances, the 

Exhibit 2B - Mitigation Monitoring Plan
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LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT OCTOBER 2016 

Mitigation Monitoring Plan 8814 
October 2016 2 

criteria for determining whether a measure has been successfully implemented. Where mitigation 

measures are particularly detailed, the action may refer back to the measure. 

Implementing Party: This identifies the entity that will undertake the required action.  

Timing: Each action must take place prior to the time at which a threshold could be exceeded. 

Implementation of the action must occur prior to or during some part of project approval, project 

design or construction or on an ongoing basis. The timing for each measure is identified. 

Monitoring Party: The City of Sacramento is primarily responsible for ensuring that mitigation 

measures are successfully implemented. Within the city, a number of departments and divisions 

would have responsibility for monitoring some aspect of the overall project. Other agencies, such 

as the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), may also be 

responsible for monitoring the implementation of mitigation measures. As a result, more than one 

monitoring party may be identified. 
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Table 1 

Land Park Commercial Center Project Draft EIR Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing 
Monitoring and 
Enforcement 

4.3 Biological Resources 
4.3-1: The proposed project could result in 
substantial degradation of the quality of 
the environment and substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species. 

4.3-1: Should construction activities begin during the breeding 
season (March 1 through September 15), a qualified biologist 
shall conduct appropriate pre-construction surveys for any raptor 
and native bird nests within or immediately adjacent to the project 
site no more than 30 days before any construction activity 
commences. The pre-construction surveys shall be conducted 
between March and September and shall follow accepted survey 
protocols. The purpose of the surveys shall be to determine if 
active nests are present in the disturbance zone or within 350 feet 
of the disturbance zone boundary (1/4 mile for Swainson’s 
hawks). If active nests are found, ground-disturbing activities shall 
be postponed or halted, and a suitable buffer from the nest shall 
be determined and flagged by a qualified biologist based on the 
species, planned construction activity, and the location of the 
nest. Construction activity may resume within the buffer when the 
nest is considered inactive by the qualified biologist, either after 
the eggs have hatched and the chicks have fledged, or upon 
failure of the nest. All active nests shall be monitored during 
construction activity by the qualified biologist. If adult birds are 
exhibiting agitated behavior, construction shall be halted and the 
buffer may be increased to prevent abandonment of the nest. 
Consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
shall be sought, as necessary. Limits of construction to avoid 
impacts to an active nest during construction activities shall be 
established in the field with flagging, fencing, or other appropriate 
barriers, and construction personnel shall be instructed on the 
sensitivity of nest areas. 

Retain a qualified 
Biologist to perform pre-construction 
surveys and monitoring for special 
status bird species and their habitat in 
the area of disturbance. Consultation 
with the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife shall be initiated, if 
determined necessary by the 
biologist. 

Project applicant/ 
Biologist 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit and 
during construction 

Community 
Development 
Department 

4.4 Cultural Resources 

4.4-1: Project construction, including off-
site utility connections, could disturb, 
damage or destroy unidentified subsurface 
archaeological or historical resources as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5. 
 

4.4-1 
(a)  If any cultural resources (including tribal cultural resources), such 

as structural features, unusual amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, 
or architectural remains are encountered during any construction 
activities, the Contractor shall implement measures deemed 
necessary and feasible to avoid or minimize significant effects to 
the cultural resources including the following: 
 Suspend work within 100 feet of the find; and, 
 Immediately notify the City’s Community Development Director 

and coordinate any necessary investigation of the site with a 
qualified archaeologist or Native American representative, as 
needed, to assess the resources (i.e., whether it is a “historical 
resource” or a “unique archaeological resource”); and, 

 
Cease operation within 100 feet of 
discovery and immediately notify the 
City’s Community Development 
Department. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Project 
applicant/Contractor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
During construction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Community 
Development 
Department 
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Table 1 

Land Park Commercial Center Project Draft EIR Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing 
Monitoring and 
Enforcement 

 Provide management recommendations should potential 
impacts to the resources be found to be significant; 
o Possible management recommendations for identified 

resources could include resource avoidance or data recovery 
excavations, where avoidance is infeasible in light of project 
design or layout, or is unnecessary to avoid significant 
effects. 

 In addition, the Contractor in consultation with the Preservation 
Director, State Historic Preservation Officer, and if applicable, 
Tribal representatives, may include preparation of reports for 
resources identified as potentially eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources. 

(b)  If a Native American site or a tribal cultural resource is 
discovered, the evaluation process required by Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1(a) shall include consultation with the 
appropriate Native American representative. If Native 
American archaeological, ethnographic, or spiritual resources 
are discovered, all identification and treatment shall be 
conducted by a qualified archaeologist, who is certified by the 
Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA) and/or meets 
the federal standards as stated in the Code of Federal 
Regulations (36 CFR 61), and by Native American 
representatives, who are approved by the local Native 
American community as scholars of the cultural traditions. 
In the event that no such Native American representative is 
available, persons who represent tribal governments and/or 
organizations in the locale in which resources could be 
affected shall be consulted. If historic archaeological sites are 
involved, all identified treatment (e.g., conduct additional 
archaeological surveys and provide measures to preserve the 
integrity or minimize damage or destruction of significant 
resources) is to be carried out by qualified historical 
archaeologists, who shall meet either Register of Professional 
Archaeologists (RPA) or 36 CFR 61 requirements. 

(c)  If a human bone or bone of unknown origin is found during 
earth-moving activities, all work shall stop within 100 feet of 
the find, and the County Coroner shall be contacted 
immediately, pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public 
Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and 
Safety Code. If the remains are determined to be Native 
American, the Coroner shall notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission, who shall notify the person most likely 
believed to be a descendant. The most likely descendant shall 
work with the contractor to develop a program for re-
internment of the human remains and any associated artifacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If Native American resources are 
discovered during any ground-
disturbing activity, work shall cease 
within 100 feet of the resources and a 
qualified archeologist retained. The 
archeologist must be certified and 
meet federal standards to identify and 
propose treatment for any resources 
uncovered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ground-disturbing activity within 100 
feet of the remains shall be halted 
and Community Development 
Department and the County coroner 
shall be notified immediately if any 
bones are identified. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community Development 
Department and Project 
Applicant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Community Development 
Department and Project 
Applicant 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
During construction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

During Construction 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Community 
Development 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Community 
Development 
Department/ 
Native American 
Heritage 
Commission 
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Table 1 

Land Park Commercial Center Project Draft EIR Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing 
Monitoring and 
Enforcement 

No additional work is to take place within the immediate 
vicinity of the find until the identified appropriate actions have 
taken place. 

4.4-3: Project construction could adversely 
affect tribal and cultural resources or 
disturb unknown human remains. 

4.4-3 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-1(a) and 4.4-1(b). See above    

4.4-4: The proposed project could 
contribute to cumulative losses of 
prehistoric resources, historic-period 
resources, and human remains in the 
greater Sacramento region. 

4.4-4 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 (a) and 4.4-1 (b). See above    

4.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
4.6-2: The proposed project could expose 
people (e.g., residents, construction 
workers) to asbestos-containing materials 
or other hazardous materials or situations 
 

4.6-2 In the event that grading or construction of the proposed 
project reveals evidence of soil contamination (e.g., suspicious 
odors, non-soiled material, or stained soils) a Hazardous 
Materials Contingency Plan shall be prepared. The plan shall be 
prepared by a qualified environmental professional registered in 
California. The plan shall identify specific measures to take to 
protect worker and public health and safety and specify measures 
to identify, manage, and remediate wastes. The plan shall include 
the following: 
 Contamination evaluation and management procedures: 

o Information on how to identify suspected contaminated soil. 
o Identification of air monitoring procedures and parameters 

and/or physical observations (soil staining, odors, or buried 
material) to be used to identify potential contamination.  

o Procedures for temporary cessation of construction activity 
and evaluation of the level of environmental concern if 
potential contamination is encountered. 

o Procedures for limiting access to the contaminated area to 
properly trained personnel. 

o Procedures for notification and reporting, including internal 
management and local agencies (fire department, SCEMD, 
etc.), as needed. 

o A worker health and safety plan for excavation of 
contaminated soil. 

o Procedures for characterizing and managing excavated soils 
in accordance with CCR Title 14 and Title 22. 

o Procedures for certification of completion of remediation. 

Retain a qualified environmental 
professional to prepare a Hazardous 
Materials Contingency Plan if any 
evidence of soil contamination is 
identified during grading or 
construction.  

Project 
applicant/Contractor 

During grading and 
construction 

Community 
Development 
Department 
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Table 1 

Land Park Commercial Center Project Draft EIR Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing 
Monitoring and 
Enforcement 

4.8 Noise and Vibration 

4.8-1: Short-term construction noise levels 
could violate the City of Sacramento Noise 
Ordinance or cause a substantial 
temporary increase in ambient noise 
levels.  

4.8-1 
(a)  All construction equipment employing an internal combustion 

engine shall be equipped with suitable exhaust and intake 
silencers which are in good working order.  

(b)  Stationary construction equipment such as generators or 
compressors shall be located on site as far away from 
adjacent residential property boundaries as is practicable.  

(c)  To reduce construction noise levels on adjacent properties, 
the 12-foot tall proposed masonry wall along the western 
property boundary and 10-12-foot tall masonry wall along the 
northern property boundary shall be installed as early in the 
construction process as is practicable.  

Document construction equipment is 
equipped with exhaust and intake 
silencers in good working order. 

Locate stationary construction 
equipment as far from residential 
property boundaries as practicable. 

Masonry walls along the northern and 
western property boundaries shall be 
installed as early in construction as is 
practicable. 

Project 
applicant/Contractor 

During project 
construction 

Community 
Development 
Department 
 

4.10 Transportation and Circulation 

4.10-5: The proposed project could cause 
potentially significant impacts due to 
construction-related activities.  

4.10-5: Prior to the beginning of construction, the applicant shall 
prepare a construction traffic and parking management plan to the 
satisfaction of City Traffic Engineer and subject to review by all 
affected agencies. The plan shall ensure that acceptable 
operating conditions on local roadways and freeway facilities are 
maintained. At a minimum, the plan shall include: 
 Description of trucks including: number and size of trucks per 

day, expected arrival/departure times, truck circulation 
patterns. 
 Description of staging area including: location, maximum 

number of trucks simultaneously permitted in staging area, use 
of traffic control personnel, specific signage. 
 Description of street closures and/or bicycle and pedestrian 

facility closures including: duration, advance warning and 
posted signage, safe and efficient access routes for emergency 
vehicles, and use of manual traffic control. 
 Description of driveway access plan including: provisions for 

safe vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle travel, minimum 
distance from any open trench, special signage, and private 
vehicle accesses. 
 Provisions for parking for construction workers. 

A detailed Construction Traffic and 
Parking Management Plan shall be 
prepared to the satisfaction of the 
City’s Traffic Engineer and shall 
include description of trucks, staging 
areas, street closures, and driveway 
access plan. Construction worker 
parking shall also be identified. 

Project 
applicant/Contractor  

Prior to Construction Department of 
Public Works 
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Attachment 3 – Recommended Resolution for GPA

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

November 22, 2016

RESOLUTION AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP 
FROM SUBURBAN NEIGHBORHOOD LOW DENSITY (SNLD) 

AND SUBURBAN NEIGHBORHOOD MEDIUM DENSITY (SNMD) 
TO URBAN CORRIDOR LOW DENSITY (UCLD)

FOR THE PARK PROJECT 
LOCATED AT 4700 FREEPORT BLVD (P15-048)

BACKGROUND

A. On October 20, 2016, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public hearing 
on the Park Project, and

B. On November 22, 2016, the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which notice 
was given pursuant to Sacramento City Code Sections 17.812.010(A)(2) (a), (b), and (c) 
(publication and mail 500 feet), and received and considered evidence concerning The 
Park Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1 Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the hearing on The 
Park Project, the City Council approves the General Plan Amendment for The Park 
project.

Section 2 The 9.9± acre area described on the attached Exhibit 3A is hereby designated on 
the City of Sacramento General Plan land use map from 4.6 acres designated 
Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD) Designation and 0.6 acres 
designated Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density (SNMD) Designation to 5.2 
acres within Urban Corridor Low Density (UCLD) Designation based on the 
following findings of fact:

A. As amended, this title complements, supports, and facilitates the 
implementation of the goals, policies, and other provisions of the general 
plan and the city’s specific plans and transit village plans; and

B. The amendment promotes the public health, safety, convenience, and 
welfare of the city.

Table of Contents:

Exhibit 3A: General Plan Amendment Exhibit
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Attachment 4: Recommended Ordinance for Rezone

ORDINANCE NO. 2016-

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

November 22, 2016

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED BY THE PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT CODES, TITLE 17 OF THE SACRAMENTO CITY CODE, AS AMENDED, 

BY REZONING APPROXIMATELY 2.0 ACRES CURRENTLY ZONED 
SINGLE-UNIT DWELLING (R-1), 1.7 ACRES SINGLE-UNIT DWELLING EXECUTIVE 
AIRPORT OVERLAY (R-1-EA-4), 0.5 ACRES SINGLE-UNIT OR DUPLEX DWELLING 

EXECUTIVE AIRPORT OVERLAY (R-1A-EA-4), AND 0.4 ACRES ZONED  MULTI-UNIT 
DWELLING EXECUTIVE AIRPORT OVERLAY AND REVIEW (R-2A-EA-4 & R-2A-R-EA-4) 
TO 2.6 ACRES GENERAL COMMERCIAL EXECUTIVE AIRPORT OVERLAY (C-2-EA-4) 

ZONE AND 2.0 ACRES GENERAL COMMERCIAL (C-2) ZONE
LOCATED at 4700 FREEPORT BLVD (P15-048)

BACKGROUND

A. On October 20, 2016, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public hearing 
on The Park Project, and

B. On November 22, 2016, the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which notice 
was given pursuant to Sacramento City Code Sections 17.812.010(A)(2) (a), (b), and (c) 
(publication and mail 500 feet), and received and considered evidence concerning The 
Park Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1 Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code (the Planning and Development Code) is 
amended to rezone the properties, generally described, known and referred to as 
Park Project (APN: 017-0121-001-0000, 017-0121-006-0000, 017-0121-007-
0000, 017-0121-008-0000, 017-0121-009-0000, and 017-0121-010-0000), which 
is depicted in the attached Exhibits A,  consists of 2.0 acres currently zoned Single-
Unit Dwelling (R-1), 1.7 acres Single-Unit Dwelling Executive Airport Overlay (R-
1-EA-4), 0.5 acres Single-Unit or Duplex Dwelling Executive Airport Overlay (R-
1A-EA-4), and 0.4 acres zoned Multi-Unit Dwelling Executive Airport Overlay and 
Review (R-2A-EA-4 & R-2A-R-EA-4),said property, totaling 4.6 acre, to the 
proposed zones as 2.6 acres General Commercial Executive Airport Overlay (C-
2-EA-4) zone and 2.0 acres General Commercial (C-2) zone.
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Section 2 The rezoning is consistent with the applicable general plan land use designation, 
use, and development standards; the goals, policies, and other provisions of the 
general plan; and any applicable specific plan.  The rezoning promotes the public 
ÜÉ~äíÜI=ë~ÑÉíóI=Åçåî ÉåáÉåÅÉI=~åÇ=ï ÉäÑ~êÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=ÅáíóK
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q~ÄäÉ=çÑ=̀ çåíÉåíëW

bñÜáÄáí=̂ W=o ÉòçåÉ=bñÜáÄáí
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Attachment 5: Recommended Resolution for the Development Project

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

November 22, 2016

RESOLUTION APPROVING
THE PARK PROJECT

(P15-048)

BACKGROUND

A. On October 20, 2016, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public hearing 
on the Park Project, and

B. On November 22, 2016, the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which notice 
was given pursuant to Sacramento City Code Sections 16.24.097 and 17.812.010(A)(2)
(a), (b), and (c) (publication and mail 500 feet), and received and considered evidence 
concerning the Park Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1 Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the hearing on the 
Park Project, the City Council approves the Project entitlements based on the 
Findings of Fact as set forth below.

E. The Tentative Map to subdivide six (6) parcels, total of 9.9± acres into five (5) commercial 
parcels that each contains at least one commercial building is approved based on the 
following Findings of Fact:

1. None of the conditions described in Government Code Section 66474, subsection 
(a) through (g), inclusive, exist with respect to the proposed subdivision;

~K qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=~åÇ=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=áë=Åçã ã ì åáíó=~åÇ=
ëéÉÅáÑáÅ=éä~åëI=~åÇ=qáíäÉ=NS=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉI=ï ÜáÅÜ=áë=~=ëéÉÅáÑáÅ=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=
íÜÉ=̀ áíó?ë=d ÉåÉê~ä=mä~åI=~ll applicable plan of the City;

ÄK qÜÉ=ëáíÉ=áë=éÜóëáÅ~ääó=ëì áí~ÄäÉ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=íóéÉ=çÑ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=éêçéçëÉÇ=~åÇ=ëì áíÉÇ=
for the proposed density; 

ÅK The site is suited for the proposed density of the development; 

ÇK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=~åÇ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=~êÉ=åçí=äáâÉäó=íç=
Å~ì ëÉ=ëì Äëí~åíá~ä=Éåî áêçåã Éåí~ä=Ç~ã ~ÖÉ=çê=ëì Äëí~åíá~ääó=~åÇ=~î çáÇ~Ääó=áåàì êÉ=
fish or wildlife their habitat; 
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ÉK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=~åÇ=íÜÉ=íóéÉ=çÑ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=~êÉ=åçí=äáâÉäó=íç=
cause serious public health problems; 

ÑK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=~åÇ=íÜÉ=íóéÉ=çÑ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=ï áää=åçí=ÅçåÑäáÅí=ï áíÜ=
É~ëÉã ÉåíëI=~Åèì áêÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=~í=ä~êÖÉI=Ñçê=~ÅÅÉëë=íÜêçì ÖÜ=çê=ì ëÉI=çÑI=
éêçéÉêíó=ï áíÜáå=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçåK

ÖK qÜÉ=ä~åÇ=áë=åçí=ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç=~=Åçåíê~Åí=ÉåíÉêÉÇ=áåíç=éì êëì ~åí=íç=íÜÉ=̀ ~äáÑçêåá~=i ~åÇ=
` çåëÉêî ~íáçå=̂ Åí=çÑ=NVSR=EÅçã ã ÉåÅáåÖ=ï áíÜ=pÉÅíáçå=RNOMM=çÑ=íÜÉ=d çî Éêåã Éåí
` çÇÉFK

OK qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçåI=íçÖÉíÜÉê=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=éêçî áëáçåë=Ñçê=áíë=ÇÉëáÖå=~åÇ=
áã éêçî Éã ÉåíI=áë=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=d ÉåÉê~ä=mä~å=~åÇ=qáíäÉ=NS=pì ÄÇáî áëáçåë=çÑ=
íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉI=ï ÜáÅÜ=áë=~=ëéÉÅáÑáÅ=éä~å=çÑ=the City (Gov. Code §66473.5);

PK qÜÉ=ÇáëÅÜ~êÖÉ=çÑ=ï ~ëíÉ=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=áåíç=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Åçã ã ì åáíó=
ëÉï Éê=ëóëíÉã =ï áää=åçí=êÉëì äí=áå=~=î áçä~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ï ~ëíÉ=ÇáëÅÜ~êÖÉ=
êÉèì áêÉã Éåíë=éêÉëÅêáÄÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=̀ ~äáÑçêåá~=o ÉÖáçå~ä=t ~íÉê=n ì ~äáíó=_ç~êÇI=̀ Éåíê~ä=
s~ääÉó=o ÉÖáçåI=áå=íÜ~í=ÉñáëíáåÖ=íêÉ~íã Éåí=éä~åíë=Ü~î É=~=ÇÉëáÖå=Å~é~Åáíó=~ÇÉèì ~íÉ=
íç=ëÉêî áÅÉ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=Ed ov. code §66474.6);

QK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=éêçî áÇÉëI=íç=íÜÉ=ÉñíÉåí=ÑÉ~ëáÄäÉI=Ñçê=Ñì íì êÉ=
é~ëëáî É=çê=å~íì ê~ä=ÜÉ~íáåÖ=~åÇ=ÅççäáåÖ=çééçêíì åáíáÉë=Ed çî K=̀ çÇÉ=� SSQTPKNFK=

RK qÜÉ=mä~ååáåÖ=C a ÉëáÖå=̀ çã ã áëëáçå=Ü~ë=ÅçåëáÇÉêÉÇ=íÜÉ=ÉÑÑÉÅí=çÑ=íÜÉ=~ééêçî ~ä=çÑ=
íÜáë=íÉåí~íáî É=ã ~é=çå=íÜÉ=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=çï åÉêëÜáé=åÉÉÇë=çÑ=íÜÉ=êÉÖáçå=~åÇ=Ü~ë=
Ä~ä~åÅÉÇ=íÜÉëÉ=åÉÉÇë=~Ö~áåëí=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=ëÉêî áÅÉ=åÉÉÇë=çÑ=áíë=êÉëáÇÉåíë=~åÇ=
~î ~áä~ÄäÉ=ÑáëÅ~ä=~åÇ=Éåî áêçåã Éåí~äêÉëçì êÅÉë=Ed çî K=̀ çÇÉ=� SSQNOKPFK

F. Conditional Use Permit íç=Åçåëíêì Åí=~=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~äLêÉí~áä=ëíçêÉ=íÜ~í=ÉñÅÉÉÇë=QMIMMM=
ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉí=áå=ëáòÉ áë=approved Ä~ëÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=cáåÇáåÖë=çÑ=c~ÅíW

^ K qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ì ëÉ=~åÇ=áíë=çéÉê~íáåÖ=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=~êÉ=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=ÖÉåÉê~ä=
éä~å=~åÇ=~åó=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ëéÉÅáÑáÅ=éä~å=çê=íê~åëáí=î áää~ÖÉ=éä~åX

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ì ëÉ=~åÇ=áíë=çéÉê~íáåÖ=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=~êÉ=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=ÖÉåÉê~ä=éä~å=
éçäáÅáÉë= áå= íÜ~í= íÜÉ= éêçéçëÉÇ ëÜçééáåÖ= ÅÉåíÉê ï áää= ÉåÜ~åÅÉ= íÜÉ= ÉñáëíáåÖ=
åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇI=ÉåêáÅÜ=íÜÉ=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ÅçêêáÇçêI=ÅêÉ~íÉ=~=Åçã ã ì åáíó=Ö~íÜÉêáåÖ=
éä~ÅÉI=~åÇ=áã éêçî É=áåÑê~ëíêì Åíì êÉ=çÑ=~å=áåÑáää=ëáíÉK

_K qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ì ëÉ=~åÇ=áíë=çéÉê~íáåÖ=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=~êÉ=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=
~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ëí~åÇ~êÇëI=êÉèì áêÉã ÉåíëI=~åÇ=êÉÖì ä~íáçåë=çÑ=íÜÉ=òçåáåÖ=ÇáëíêáÅí=áå=ï ÜáÅÜ
áí=áë=äçÅ~íÉÇI=~åÇ=çÑ=~ää=çíÜÉê=éêçî áëáçåë=çÑ=íÜáë=íáíäÉ=~åÇ=íÜáë=ÅçÇÉX=

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ì ëÉë ~åÇ=áíë=çéÉê~íáåÖ=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=~êÉ=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=
ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ëí~åÇ~êÇëI=êÉèì áêÉã ÉåíëI=~åÇ=êÉÖì ä~íáçåë=çÑ=íÜÉ=mä~ååáåÖ=~åÇ=
a Éî Éäçéã Éåí= ` çÇÉI= ~åÇ= áí= êÉèì áêÉë= åç= ÇÉî á~íáçåëK= = _~ëÉÇ= ì éçå= Å~êÉÑì ä=
ÅçåëáÇÉê~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëáíÉ=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=~åÇ=ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=ä~åÇ=ì ëÉëI=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=
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éêçàÉÅí=áë ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=íç=ÄÉ=~ééêçéêá~íÉ=~åÇ=åçí=ÇÉíêáã Éåí~ä=íç=åÉáÖÜÄçêáåÖ=
éêçéÉêíáÉëK

` K qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ì ëÉ=áë=ëáíì ~íÉÇ=çå=~=é~êÅÉä=íÜ~í=áë=éÜóëáÅ~ääó=ëì áí~ÄäÉ=áå=íÉêã ë=çÑ=
äçÅ~íáçåI=ëáòÉI=íçéçÖê~éÜóI=~åÇ=~ÅÅÉëëI=~åÇ=íÜ~í=áë=~ÇÉèì ~íÉäó=ëÉêî ÉÇ=Äó=éì ÄäáÅ=
ëÉêî áÅÉë=~åÇ=ì íáäáíáÉëX=

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ì ëÉ=áë=ëáíì ~íÉÇ=çå=~=é~êÅÉä=íÜ~í=~ääçï ë=éÉÇÉëíêá~åI=ÄáÅóÅäÉI ~åÇ=
î ÉÜáÅì ä~ê=~ÅÅÉëë=áåíç=íÜÉ=ëáíÉI=~åÇ=íÜÉ=ì ëÉ=Å~å=ÄÉ=~ÇÉèì ~íÉäó=ëÉêî ÉÇ=Äó=éì ÄäáÅ=
ëÉêî áÅÉë=~åÇ=ì íáäáíáÉëK

a K qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ì ëÉ=~åÇ=áíë=çéÉê~íáåÖ=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=~êÉ=åçí=ÇÉíêáã Éåí~ä=íç=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=
ÜÉ~äíÜI=ë~ÑÉíóI=Åçåî ÉåáÉåÅÉI=çê=ï ÉäÑ~êÉ=çÑ=éÉêëçåë=êÉëáÇáåÖI=ï çêâáåÖI=î áëáíáåÖI=çê=
êÉÅêÉ~íáåÖ=áå=íÜÉ=ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇ=~åÇ=ï áää=åçí=êÉëì äí=áå=íÜÉ=ÅêÉ~íáçå=çÑ=~=
åì áë~åÅÉK

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ÅÉåíÉê~åÇ=áíë=çéÉê~íáåÖ=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅëI=~ë=ÅçåÇáíáçåÉÇI=
~êÉ=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=íç=åçí=ÄÉ=ÇÉíêáã Éåí~ä=íç=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=ÜÉ~äíÜI=ë~ÑÉíóI=Åçåî ÉåáÉåÅÉI=çê=
ï ÉäÑ~êÉ=çÑ=éÉêëçåë=êÉëáÇáåÖI=ï çêâáåÖI=î áëáíáåÖI=çê=êÉÅêÉ~íáåÖ=áå=íÜÉ=ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=
åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇ=~åÇ=ï áää=åçí=êÉëì äí=áå=íÜÉ=ÅêÉ~íáçå=çÑ=~=åì áë~åÅÉK==qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ì ëÉI=
~ë=ÇÉëÅêáÄÉÇ=~åÇ=ÅçåÇáíáçåÉÇI=áë=~ééêçéêá~íÉ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=äçÅ~íáçå=~åÇ=ï áää=éêçî áÇÉ=
ëÉêî áÅÉë=íç=íÜÉ=êÉëáÇÉåíë=áå íÜÉ=Åçã ã ì åáíóK

G. Site Plan and Design Review Ñçê=íÜÉ=Åçåëíêì Åíáçå=çÑ=~=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ÅÉåíÉê=çå=~=VKV� =~ÅêÉ=
ëáíÉ=~åÇ=êÉäçÅ~íáçå=çÑ=~å=ÉñáëíáåÖ=åÉçå=ëáÖå=Ñçê=íÜÉ=~åÅÜçê=íÉå~åí áë=approved Ä~ëÉÇ=çå=
íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=cáåÇáåÖë=çÑ=c~ÅíW

NK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖåI=ä~óçì íI=~åÇ=éÜóëáÅ~ä=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=~êÉ=
ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=ÖÉåÉê~ä=éä~å=~åÇ=~åó=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ëéÉÅáÑáÅ=éä~å=çê=íê~åëáí=î áää~ÖÉ=
éä~åX=

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=áë=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=Öç~äë=~åÇ=éçäáÅáÉë=çÑ=íÜÉ=ÖÉåÉê~ä=
éä~å=ä~åÇ=ì ëÉ=ÇÉëáÖå~íáçå=çÑ=r êÄ~å=̀ çêêáÇçê=i çï =a ÉåëáíóK=qÜÉ=ì ëÉ=áë=Åçã é~íáÄäÉ=
ï áíÜ=~Çà~ÅÉåí ì ëÉë áå=íÜÉ=åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇ=~åÇ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ÅÉåíÉê=
éêçî áÇÉë=ëÉêî áÅÉë=~åÇ=êÉí~áä=çééçêíì åáíáÉë=Ñçê=êÉëáÇÉåíë=ï áíÜáå=íÜÉ=Åçã ã ì åáíóK

OK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖåI=ä~óçì íI=~åÇ=éÜóëáÅ~ä=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=çÑ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=~êÉ=
ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=~ää=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=Öì áÇÉäáåÉë=~åÇ=ï áíÜ=~ää=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=
ëí~åÇ~êÇë=çêI=áÑ=ÇÉî á~íáçåë=Ñêçã =ÇÉëáÖå=Öì áÇÉäáåÉë=çê=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=ëí~åÇ~êÇë=~êÉ=
~ééêçî ÉÇI=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=áë=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=éì êéçëÉ=~åÇ=áåíÉåí=çÑ=
íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=Öì áÇÉäáåÉë=~åÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=ëí~åÇ~êÇëX=

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=áë=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=éì êéçëÉ=~åÇ=áåíÉåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=
åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇ=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ÇÉëáÖå=Öì áÇÉäáåÉë=~åÇ=ï áíÜ=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=
ëí~åÇ~êÇë=Ñçê=íÜÉ=̀ JO=òçåÉX=~åÇ=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=êÉèì áêÉë=åç=ÇÉî á~íáçåë=~åÇ=ã ÉÉíë=~ää=
ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=ëí~åÇ~êÇë=áå=íÜÉ=mä~ååáåÖ=~åÇ=a Éî Éäçéã Éåí=̀ çÇÉK
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PK ^ ää=ëíêÉÉíë=~åÇ=çíÜÉê=éì ÄäáÅ=~ÅÅÉëë=ï ~óë=~åÇ=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉëI=é~êâáåÖ=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉëI=~åÇ=ì íáäáíó=
áåÑê~ëíêì Åíì êÉ=~êÉ=~ÇÉèì ~íÉ=íç=ëÉêî É=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=~åÇ=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=
~ää=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=Öì áÇÉäáåÉë=~åÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=ëí~åÇ~êÇëX=

qÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=Ü~ë=ÄÉÉå=~å~äóòÉÇ=Äó=̀ áíó=ÇÉé~êíã Éåíë=~åÇ=áí=áë=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=íÜ~í=~ää=
ëíêÉÉíë=~åÇ=çíÜÉê=éì ÄäáÅ=~ÅÅÉëë=ï ~óë=~åÇ=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉëI=é~êâáåÖ=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉëI=~åÇ=ì íáäáíó=
áåÑê~ëíêì Åíì êÉ=~êÉ=~ÇÉèì ~íÉ=íç=ëÉêî É=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=~åÇ=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=
~ää=~ééäáÅ~ÄäÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=Öì áÇÉäáåÉë=~åÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=ëí~åÇ~êÇëK

QK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖåI=ä~óçì íI=~åÇ=éÜóëáÅ~ä=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=~êÉ=
î áëì ~ääó=~åÇ=Ñì åÅíáçå~ääó=Åçã é~íáÄäÉ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇX=

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=áë=î áëì ~ääó=~åÇ=Ñì åÅíáçå~ääó=Åçã é~íáÄäÉ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=
ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇ=ï ÜáÅÜ=áë=Åì êêÉåíäó=ÇÉî ÉäçéÉÇ=ï áíÜ Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=~åÇ=
êÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=ì ëÉëK

RK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖåI=ä~óçì íI=~åÇ=éÜóëáÅ~ä=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=
Éåëì êÉ=ÉåÉêÖó=Åçåëì ã éíáçå=áë=ã áåáã áòÉÇ=~åÇ=ì ëÉ=çÑ=êÉåÉï ~ÄäÉ=ÉåÉêÖó=ëçì êÅÉë=áë=
ÉåÅçì ê~ÖÉÇX=

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=ï áää=Éåëì êÉ=ÉåÉêÖó=Åçåëì ã éíáçå=áë=ã áåáã áòÉÇ=~åÇ=ì ëÉ=
çÑ=êÉåÉï ~ÄäÉ=ÉåÉêÖó=ëçì êÅÉë=áë=ÉåÅçì ê~ÖÉÇK

SK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖåI=ä~óçì íI=~åÇ=éÜóëáÅ~ä=ÅÜ~ê~ÅíÉêáëíáÅë=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=~êÉ=
åçí=ÇÉíêáã Éåí~ä=íç=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=ÜÉ~äíÜI=ë~ÑÉíóI=Åçåî ÉåáÉåÅÉI=çê=ï ÉäÑ~êÉ=çÑ=éÉêëçåë=
êÉëáÇáåÖI=ï çêâáåÖI=î áëáíáåÖI=çê=êÉÅêÉ~íáåÖ=áå=íÜÉ=ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇ=~åÇ=ï áää=
åçí=êÉëì äí=áå=íÜÉ=ÅêÉ~íáçå=çÑ=~=åì áë~åÅÉK

qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=áë=åçí=ÇÉíêáã Éåí~ä=íç=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=ÜÉ~äíÜI=ë~ÑÉíóI=
Åçåî ÉåáÉåÅÉI=çê=ï ÉäÑ~êÉ=çÑ=éÉêëçåë=êÉëáÇáåÖI=ï çêâáåÖI=î áëáíáåÖI=çê=êÉÅêÉ~íáåÖ=áå=íÜÉ=
ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇ=~åÇ=ï áää=åçí=êÉëì äí=áå=íÜÉ=ÅêÉ~íáçå=çÑ=~=åì áë~åÅÉ=áå=íÜ~íW=
NF=íÜÉ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=áë=Åçã é~íáÄäÉ=ï áíÜ=çíÜÉê=ì ëÉë=Ñçì åÇ=áå=íÜÉ=ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=
åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇI ~åÇ=OF=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ã ÉÉíë=~ää=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=ëí~åÇ~êÇë=áå=íÜÉ=mä~ååáåÖ=
~åÇ=a Éî Éäçéã Éåí=̀ çÇÉK

H. Variance for Signage íç=ÉñÅÉÉÇ=íÜÉ=~ääçï ÉÇ=ëáÖå=Çáã Éåëáçåë=áå=çêÇÉê=íç=êÉäçÅ~íÉ=~å=
ÉñáëíáåÖ=ÇÉí~ÅÜÉÇ=ëáÖå=íç=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉ áë=approved Ä~ëÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=
cáåÇáåÖë=çÑ=c~ÅíW

NK qÜ~í=ÉñÅÉéíáçå~ä=çê=Éñíê~çêÇáå~êó=ÅáêÅì ã ëí~åÅÉë=çê=ÅçåÇáíáçåë=~ééäó=íç=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=
íÜ~í=Çç=åçí=~ééäó=ÖÉåÉê~ääó=áå=íÜÉ=ë~ã É=ÇáëíêáÅí=~åÇ=íÜÉ=ÉåÑçêÅÉã Éåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=
êÉÖì ä~íáçåë=çÑ=ÅÜ~éíÉê=NRKNQU=ï çì äÇ=Ü~î É=~å=ì åÇì äó=Ü~êëÜ=êÉëì äí=ì éçå=íÜÉ=
ì íáäáò~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=éêçéÉêíóX

OK qÜ~í=íÜÉ=î ~êá~åÅÉ=ï áää=åçí=êÉëì äí=áå=~=ëéÉÅá~ä=éêáî áäÉÖÉ=íç=çåÉ=áåÇáî áÇì ~ä=éêçéÉêíó=
çï åÉê=~åÇ=íÜ~í=íÜÉ=î ~êá~åÅÉ=ï çì äÇ=ÄÉ=~ééêçéêá~íÉ=Ñçê=~åó=éêçéÉêíó=çï åÉê=Ñ~ÅáåÖ=
ëáã áä~ê=ÅáêÅì ã ëí~åÅÉëX
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PK qÜ~í=íÜÉ=êÉèì ÉëíÉÇ=î ~êá~åÅÉ=ï áää=åçí=ã ~íÉêá~ääó=~åÇ=~Çî ÉêëÉäó=~ÑÑÉÅí=íÜÉ=ÜÉ~äíÜ=~åÇ=
ë~ÑÉíó=çÑ=éÉêëçåë=êÉëáÇáåÖ=çê=ï çêâáåÖ=áå=íÜÉ=åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇI=~åÇ=ï áää=åçí=ÄÉ=
ã ~íÉêá~ääó= ÇÉíêáã Éåí~ä= íç= íÜÉ= éì ÄäáÅ= ï ÉäÑ~êÉ= çê= áåàì êáçì ë= íç= éêçéÉêíó= ~åÇ=
áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=áå=íÜÉ=åÉáÖÜÄçêÜççÇK

Section 2 qÜÉ=` áíó=` çì åÅáä=~ééêçî Éë íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=íç=Åçåëíêì Åí=~=ëÜçééáåÖ=ÅÉåíÉê=ï áíÜ=
~ééêçñáã ~íÉäó=NMUINSR=ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉí=çÑ=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ëé~ÅÉë=Ä~ëÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=
` çåÇáíáçåë=çÑ=̂ ééêçî ~äW

E. qÜÉ=Tentative Map íç=ëì ÄÇáî áÇÉ=ëáñ ESF=é~êÅÉäëI=íçí~ä=çÑ=VKV� ~ÅêÉë=áåíç=Ñáî É=ERF=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=
é~êÅÉäë=íÜ~í=É~ÅÜ=Åçåí~áåë=~í=äÉ~ëí=çåÉ Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=Äì áäÇáåÖáë=approved Ä~ëÉÇ=çå íÜÉ=
Ñçääçï áåÖ=̀ çåÇáíáçåë=çÑ=̂ ééêçî ~äW

NOTE: These conditions shall supersede any contradictory information shown on the 
Tentative Map approved for this project (P15-048).  The design of any improvement 
not covered by these conditions shall be to City standard.

qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ë~íáëÑó=É~ÅÜ=çÑ=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=ÅçåÇáíáçåë=éêáçê=íç=ÑáäáåÖ=íÜÉ=cáå~ä=j ~é=ì åäÉëë=~=
ÇáÑÑÉêÉåí=íáã É=Ñçê=Åçã éäá~åÅÉ=áë=ëéÉÅáÑáÅ~ääó=ëí~íÉÇ=áå=íÜÉëÉ=ÅçåÇáíáçåëK==̂ åó=ÅçåÇáíáçå=êÉèì áêáåÖ=
~å=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=íÜ~í=Ü~ë=~äêÉ~Çó=ÄÉÉå=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=ëÉÅì êÉÇ=ì åÇÉê=~=` áíó=^ ééêçî ÉÇ=
áã éêçî Éã Éåí=~ÖêÉÉã Éåí=ã ~ó=ÄÉ=ÅçåëáÇÉêÉÇ ë~íáëÑáÉÇ=~í=íÜÉ=ÇáëÅêÉíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=
mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâë

qÜÉ=̀ áíó=ëíêçåÖäó=ÉåÅçì ê~ÖÉë=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=íç=íÜçêçì ÖÜäó=ÇáëÅì ëë=íÜÉ=ÅçåÇáíáçåë=çÑ=~ééêçî ~ä=Ñçê=
íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉáê=båÖáåÉÉêLi ~åÇ=pì êî Éóçê=Åçåëì äí~åíë=éêáçê=íç=̀ áíó=mä~ååáåÖ=̀ çã ã áëëáçå=
~ééêçî ~äK==qÜÉ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=çÑ=~=qÉåí~íáî É=j ~é=Å~å=ÄÉ=Åçëíäó=~åÇ=~êÉ=Åçã éäÉíÉäó=
ÇÉéÉåÇÉåí=ì éçå=íÜÉ=ÅçåÇáíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=áã éêçî Éã ÉåíëK==̀ ~êÉÑì ä=Éî ~äì ~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=éçíÉåíá~ä=
Åçëí=çÑ=íÜÉ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=ï áää=Éå~ÄäÉ=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=íç=~ëâ=èì Éëíáçåë=çÑ=íÜÉ=
` áíó=éêáçê=íç=éêçàÉÅí=~ééêçî ~ä=~åÇ=ï áää=êÉëì äí=áå=~=ëã ççíÜÉê=éä~å=ÅÜÉÅâ=éêçÅÉëë=~ÑíÉê=éêçàÉÅí=
~ééêçî ~äW

GENERALW=̂ ää=mêçàÉÅíë

bNK m~ó=çÑÑ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=~ëëÉëëã ÉåíëI=çê=ÑáäÉ=íÜÉ=åÉÅÉëë~êó=ëÉÖêÉÖ~íáçå=êÉèì Éëíë=~åÇ=ÑÉÉë=íç=
ëÉÖêÉÖ~íÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=~ëëÉëëã ÉåíëK

bOK mêáî ~íÉ=êÉÅáéêçÅ~ä=áåÖêÉëëI=ÉÖêÉëëI=~åÇ=ã ~åÉì î ÉêáåÖ=É~ëÉã Éåíë=~êÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Ñçê=Ñì íì êÉ=
ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=~êÉ~=Åçî ÉêÉÇ=Äó=íÜáë=qÉåí~íáî É=j ~éK==qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÉåíÉê=áåíç=
~åÇ=êÉÅçêÇ=~å=̂ ÖêÉÉã Éåí=Ñçê=̀ çåî Éó~åÅÉ=çÑ=b~ëÉã Éåíë=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=ëí~íáåÖ=íÜ~í=~=
éêáî ~íÉ=êÉÅáéêçÅ~ä=áåÖêÉëëLÉÖêÉëëI=~åÇ=ã ~åÉì î ÉêáåÖ=É~ëÉã Éåí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Åçåî ÉóÉÇ=íç=~åÇ=
êÉëÉêî ÉÇ=Ñêçã =i çíë=NI=OI=PI=Q~åÇ=RI=~í=åç=ÅçëíI=~í=íÜÉ=íáã É=çÑ=ë~äÉ=çê=çíÜÉê=Åçåî Éó~åÅÉ=çÑ=
ÉáíÜÉê=é~êÅÉäK=

bPK ` çã éäó=ï áíÜ=êÉèì áêÉã Éåíë=áåÅäì ÇÉÇ=áå=íÜÉ=j áíáÖ~íáçå=j çåáíçêáåÖ=mä~å=ÇÉî ÉäçéÉÇ=ÄóI=~åÇ=
âÉéí=çå=ÑáäÉ=áåI=íÜÉ=mä~ååáåÖ=a áî áëáçå=l ÑÑáÅÉ=EmNRJMQUFK

bQK pÜçï =~ää=Åçåíáåì áåÖ=~åÇ=éêçéçëÉÇLêÉèì áêÉÇ=É~ëÉã Éåíë=çå=íÜÉ=cáå~ä=j ~éK
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PUBLIC WORKS

bRK ` çåëíêì Åí=ëí~åÇ~êÇ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=~ë=åçíÉÇ=áå=íÜÉëÉ=ÅçåÇáíáçåë=éì êëì ~åí=íç=
ëÉÅíáçå=NSKQUKNNM=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉK==̂ ää=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=
íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK==fã éêçî Éã Éåíë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=ÅáíóK==qÜÉ=̀ áíó=ëÜ~ää=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Ñçê=É~ÅÜ=éÜ~ëÉ=
éêáçê=íç=êÉÅçêÇ~íáçå=çÑ=É~ÅÜ=éÜ~ëÉK==̂ åó=éì ÄäáÅ=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=åçí=ëéÉÅáÑáÅ~ääó=åçíÉÇ=áå=íÜÉëÉ=
ÅçåÇáíáçåë=çê=çå=íÜÉ=qÉåí~íáî É=j ~é=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íç=̀ áíó=ëí~åÇ~êÇëK==
qÜáë=ëÜ~ää=áåÅäì ÇÉ=ëíêÉÉí=äáÖÜíáåÖ=~åÇ=íÜÉ=êÉé~áê=çê=êÉéä~ÅÉã ÉåíLêÉÅçåëíêì Åíáçå=çÑ=~åó=
ÉñáëíáåÖ=ÇÉíÉêáçê~íÉÇ=Åì êÄI=Öì ííÉê=~åÇ=ëáÇÉï ~äâ=~Çà~ÅÉåí=íç=íÜÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=éêçéÉêíó=~äçåÖ=
t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì É=éÉê=̀ áíó=ëí~åÇ~êÇë=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=
t çêâëK

bSK a ÉÇáÅ~íÉ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì Åí=Ñì ää=Ñêçåí~ÖÉ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=~äçåÖ=cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=
ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó?ë=QJä~åÉ=~êíÉêá~ä=ëí~åÇ~êÇ=ï áíÜ=ëÉé~ê~íÉÇ=ëáÇÉï ~äâëI=_áâÉ=ä~åÉë=~åÇ=åç=
é~êâáåÖK=qÜÉ=ÄáâÉ=ä~åÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=SJÑÉÉí=ï áÇÉ=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=Ñ~ÅÉ=çÑ=Åì êÄ=Eëí~åÇ~êÇF=éäì ë=~=PJÑççí=
ÄáâÉ=Äì ÑÑÉê=~Çà~ÅÉåí=íç=íÜÉ=íê~î Éä=ä~åÉ=~ë=ëÜçï å=çå=íÜÉ=qÉåí~íáî É=j ~é=Åêçëë=ëÉÅíáçå=íç=íÜÉ=
ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK=qÜÉ=äáã áí=çÑ=ï çêâ=çå=íÜÉ=Äì ÑÑÉêÉÇ=ÄáâÉ=
ä~åÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Ñêçã =j ÉÉê=ï ~ó=íç=t Éåíï çêíÜ=^ î Éåì É=ï áíÜ=ëáÇÉï ~äâ=~åÇ=ÄáâÉ=ä~åÉ=
íê~åëáíáçåë=éêçî áÇÉÇ=ï ÜÉêÉ=åÉÉÇÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

bTK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=Åçåëíêì Åí=~=äÉÑí=íì êå=éçÅâÉí=~äçåÖ=cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=íç=~ääçï =äÉÑíJáå=
ã çî Éã Éåíë=Ñêçã =cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ëáíÉ?ë=ã ~áå=Çêáî Éï ~óK=qÜÉ=äÉÑí=íì êå=éçÅâÉí=ëÜ~ää=
ÄÉ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=éÉê=íÜÉ=êÉÅçã ã ÉåÇ~íáçåë=çÑ=íÜÉ=íê~ÑÑáÅ=~å~äóëáë=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=
a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

bUK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=Åçåëíêì Åí=~=OJÑççí=ï áÇÉ=ëçäáÇ=ã ÉÇá~å=~äçåÖ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì É=Ñêçã =
íÜÉ=áåíÉêëÉÅíáçå=ï áíÜ=cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ëáíÉ?ë=Çêáî Éï ~ó=~äçåÖ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì É=
E~Çà~ÅÉåí íç=äçí=RF=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

bVK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=êÉã çî É=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=ëéÉÉÇ=Üì ã éë=~äçåÖ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì ÉI=~åÇ=
êÉÅçåëíêì Åí=åÉï =ëéÉÉÇ=Üì ã éë=ï Éëí=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=Çêáî Éï ~ó=~äçåÖ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì ÉK=
få=ÄÉíï ÉÉå=íÜÉ=åÉï äó=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íï ç=ëÉíë=çÑ=ëéÉÉÇ=Üì ã éëI=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=Åçåëíêì Åí=
~=ê~áëÉÇ=éÉÇÉëíêá~å=Åêçëë=ï ~äâ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

bNMK ^ ää=åÉï =~åÇ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Çêáî Éï ~óë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íç=̀ áíó=pí~åÇ~êÇë=íç=
íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK=̂ åó=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Çêáî Éï ~óë=íÜ~í=~êÉ=åçí=
éêçéçëÉÇ=Ñçê=ì ëÉ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=éêçàÉÅí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉã çî ÉÇ=~åÇ=íÜÉ=Ñêçåí~ÖÉ=
áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=êÉÅçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

bNNK ^ ää=êáÖÜíJçÑJï ~ó=~åÇ=ëíêÉÉí=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=íê~åëáíáçåë=íÜ~í=êÉëì äí=Ñêçã =ÅÜ~åÖáåÖ=íÜÉ=êáÖÜíJçÑJ
ï ~ó=çÑ=~åó=ëíêÉÉí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äçÅ~íÉÇI=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=
a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK==qÜÉ=ÅÉåíÉê=äáåÉë=çÑ=ëì ÅÜ=ëíêÉÉíë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~äáÖåÉÇK

bNOK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=~åÇ=éä~ÅÉã Éåí=çÑ=ï ~ääëI=ÑÉåÅÉëI=ëáÖåë=~åÇ=i ~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=åÉ~ê=áåíÉêëÉÅíáçåë=
~åÇ=Çêáî Éï ~óë=ëÜ~ää=~ääçï =ëíçééáåÖ=ëáÖÜí=Çáëí~åÅÉ=éÉê=̀ ~äíê~åë=ëí~åÇ~êÇë=~åÇ=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=
` áíó=̀ çÇÉ=pÉÅíáçå=NOKOUKMNM=EORD=ëáÖÜí=íêá~åÖäÉFK==t ~ääë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëÉí=Ä~Åâ=PD=ÄÉÜáåÇ=íÜÉ=
ëáÖÜí=äáåÉ=åÉÉÇÉÇ=Ñçê=ëíçééáåÖ=ëáÖÜí=Çáëí~åÅÉ=íç=~ääçï =ëì ÑÑáÅáÉåí=êççã =Ñçê=éáä~ëíÉêëK==
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i ~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=áå=íÜÉ=~êÉ~=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Ñçê=~ÇÉèì ~íÉ=ëíçééáåÖ=ëáÖÜí=Çáëí~åÅÉ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äáã áíÉÇ=
PKRD=áå=ÜÉáÖÜíK==qÜÉ=~êÉ~=çÑ=ÉñÅäì ëáçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=
t çêâëK

bNPK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ã çÇáÑó=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=ëáÖå~ä=éÜ~ëáåÖ=~í=íÜÉ=áåíÉêëÉÅíáçå=çÑ=cêÉÉéçêí=
_çì äÉî ~êÇ=~åÇ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì É=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=íê~ÑÑáÅ=~å~äóëáë=êÉÅçã ã ÉåÇ~íáçåë=
~åÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

bNQK ` çåëíêì Åí=íê~ÑÑáÅ=ëáÖå~äë=~í=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=áåíÉêëÉÅíáçåë=ï ÜÉå=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=
çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâë=EáÑ=åçí=~äêÉ~Çó=áå=éä~ÅÉFW

~K cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=~åÇ=j ÉÉê=t ~ó

NOTE: qÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâë=ëÜ~ää=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=íÜÉ=åÉÉÇ=Ñçê=ëáÖå~äëI=Ä~ëÉÇ=çå=
` ~äqê~åë=ëáÖå~ä=ï ~êê~åíë=~åÇ=âåçï å=éÉåÇáåÖ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=éêçàÉÅíë=éêáçê=íç=íÜÉ=fëëì ~åÅÉ=
çÑ=~åó=Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áíK=fÑ=êÉèì áêÉÇI=ëáÖå~äë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=~ë=é~êí=çÑ=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=
áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=Ñçê=íÜÉ=cáå~ä=j ~éK=qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=éêçî áÇÉ=~ää=çåJëáíÉ=É~ëÉã Éåíë=~åÇ=
êáÖÜíJçÑJï ~ó=åÉÉÇÉÇ=Ñçê=íì êå=ä~åÉëI=ëáÖå~ä=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉë=~åÇ=êÉä~íÉÇ=~ééì êíÉå~åÅÉëK==qÜÉ=
~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=áåëí~ää=` ` qs =Å~ã Éê~ë=~åÇ=~ää=åÉÅÉëë~êó=~ééì êíÉå~åÅÉë=áÑ=ÇÉÉã ÉÇ=
åÉÅÉëë~êó=Äó=~åÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=qê~åëéçêí~íáçå=a áî áëáçå=EpáÖå~ä=l éÉê~íáçåë=
pÉÅíáçåFK

bNRK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ëì Äã áí=~=qê~ÑÑáÅ=páÖå~ä=a ÉëáÖå=̀ çåÅÉéí=o Ééçêí=Eqp` a o F=éÉê=ëÉÅíáçå=
NRKNM=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó?ë=a ÉëáÖå=~åÇ=mêçÅÉÇì êÉë=j ~åì ~ä=íç=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâë=Ñçê=
êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=éêáçê=íç=íÜÉ=ëì Äã áíí~ä=çÑ=~åó=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=éä~åë=áåî çäî áåÖ=íê~ÑÑáÅ=ëáÖå~ä=
ï çêâK==qÜÉ=qp` a o =éêçî áÇÉë=Åêì Åá~ä=ÖÉçã ÉíêáÅ=áåÑçêã ~íáçå=Ñçê=ëáÖå~ä=ÇÉëáÖå=ï ÜáÅÜ=ã ~ó=
äÉ~Ç=íç=~ÇÇáíáçå~ä=êáÖÜíJçÑJï ~ó=ÇÉÇáÅ~íáçå=~åÇ=ëÜçì äÇ=ÄÉ=ëí~êíÉÇ=~ë=É~êäó=~ë=éçëëáÄäÉ=íç=
~î çáÇ=ÇÉä~óë=Çì êáåÖ=íÜÉ=éä~å=ÅÜÉÅâ=éêçÅÉëëK

bNSK mì êëì ~åí=íç=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=pÉÅíáçå=NTKTMMKMSMI=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=íç=ëì Äã áí=~=
qê~åëéçêí~íáçå=póëíÉã =j ~å~ÖÉã Éåí=mä~å=~åÇ=é~ó=~ää=êÉèì áêÉÇ=ÑÉÉë=éêáçê=íç=áëëì ~åÅÉ=çÑ=
_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áíëK=qÜÉ=qê~åëéçêí~íáçå=póëíÉã =j ~å~ÖÉã Éåí=mä~å=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç=êÉî áÉï =
~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíóI=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

SMUD

bNTK bñáëíáåÖ=pj r a =çî ÉêÜÉ~Ç=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉë=~êÉ=ï áíÜáå=íÜáë=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=éä~åK=qÜÉ=ÇÉî ÉäçéÉê=ëÜ~ää=
ï çêâ=ï áíÜ=pj r a =áÑ=êÉã çî ~ä=~åÇ=çê=êÉäçÅ~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉëÉ=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉë=~êÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇK=fÑ=Åì ëíçã Éê=
êÉèì Éëí=~åÇLçê=pj r a =ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=íÜ~í=íÜÉ=çî ÉêÜÉ~Ç=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉë=~êÉ=áå=ÅçåÑäáÅíI=íÜÉ=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉë=
ã ~ó=åÉÉÇ=íç=ÄÉ=êÉäçÅ~íÉÇ=~í=íÜÉ=ÉñéÉåëÉ=íç=íÜÉ=Åì ëíçã ÉêK

bNUK ^ åó=åÉÅÉëë~êó=Ñì íì êÉ=pj r a =Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉë=äçÅ~íÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=Åì ëíçã Éê?ë=éêçéÉêíó=ã ~ó=êÉèì áêÉ=~=
ÇÉÇáÅ~íÉÇ=pj r a =É~ëÉã ÉåíK=qÜáë=ï áää=ÄÉ=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=éêáçê=íç=pj r a =éÉêÑçêã áåÖ=ï çêâ=çå=
íÜÉ=Åì ëíçã Éê?ë=éêçéÉêíóK

bNVK a ÉÇáÅ~íÉ=~=NOKR‐Ñççí=mr b=Ñçê=çî ÉêÜÉ~Ç=~åÇ=ì åÇÉêÖêçì åÇ=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉë=~Çà~ÅÉåí=íç=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=
êç~Çï ~ó=êáÖÜí=çÑ=ï ~ó=~äçåÖ=cêÉÉéçêí=_äî ÇK
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bOMK pj r a =Éèì áéã Éåí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~ÅÅÉëëáÄäÉ=íç=~=OSIMMM‐éçì åÇ=pj r a =ëÉêî áÅÉ=î ÉÜáÅäÉ=áå=~ää=
ï É~íÜÉêK==pj r a =Éèì áéã Éåí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=åç=Ñì êíÜÉê=íÜ~í=NR‐ÑÉÉí=Ñêçã =~=Çêáî ~ÄäÉ=ëì êÑ~ÅÉK=qÜÉ=
Çêáî ~ÄäÉ=ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=ëÜ~ää=Ü~î É=~=ã áåáã ì ã =ï áÇíÜ=çÑ=OM‐ÑÉÉíK

SASD

bONK a Éî ÉäçéáåÖ=íÜáë=éêçéÉêíó=ï áää=êÉèì áêÉ=íÜÉ=é~óã Éåí=çÑ=o ÉÖáçå~ä=p~å=ëÉï Éê=áã é~Åí=ÑÉÉëK==
o ÉÖáçå~ä=p~å=ëÉï Éê=áã é~Åí=ÑÉÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=é~áÇ=éêáçê=íç=íÜÉ=áëëì ~åÅÉ=çÑ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áíëK==
cçê=èì Éëíáçåë=éÉêí~áåáåÖ=íç=o ÉÖáçå~ä=p~å=ëÉï Éê=áã é~Åí=ÑÉÉëI=éäÉ~ëÉ=Åçåí~Åí=íÜÉ=pÉï Éê=
cÉÉ=n ì çíÉ=a Éëâ=~í=EVNSF=UTSJSNMMK

DOU

bOOK mÉê=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=pÉÅíáçåI=NPKMQKMTMI=ã ì äíáéäÉ=ï ~íÉê=ëÉêî áÅÉ=íç=~=ëáåÖäÉ=äçí=çê=é~êÅÉä=ã ~ó=ÄÉ=
~ääçï ÉÇ=áÑ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=a l r =a Éî Éäçéã Éåí=o Éî áÉï =~åÇ=l éÉê~íáçåë=~åÇ=j ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=ëí~ÑÑK==
^ åó=åÉï =ï ~íÉê=ëÉêî áÅÉë=EçíÜÉê=íÜ~å=ÑáêÉF=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ã ÉíÉêÉÇK==bñÅÉëë=ëÉêî áÅÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
~Ä~åÇçåÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a l r K

bOPK b~ÅÜ=é~êÅÉä=ëÜ~ää=Ü~î É=~=ëÉé~ê~íÉI=ã ÉíÉêÉÇ=áêêáÖ~íáçå=ëÉêî áÅÉX=éêçî áÇÉÇ=íÜ~í=~å=çï åÉê=çê=
Éåíáíó=éçëëÉëëáåÖ=~å=É~ëÉã Éåí=çê=çíÜÉê=éêçéÉêíó=êáÖÜí=~ì íÜçêáòáåÖ=~=Åçã ã çå=áêêáÖ~íáçå=
ëÉêî áÅÉ=Ñçê=ã ì äíáéäÉ=é~êÅÉäë=ã ~ó=êÉèì Éëí=~=Åçã ã çå=áêêáÖ~íáçå=ëÉêî áÅÉ=Ñçê=ëì ÅÜ=é~êÅÉäëI=~åÇ=
` K̀ K=C=o Kë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=` áíó=~åÇ=êÉÅçêÇÉÇ=~ëëì êáåÖ=ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=~åÇ=
é~óã Éåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=Åçã ã çå=áêêáÖ~íáçåI=çå=ëì ÅÜ=íÉêã ë=~åÇ=ÅçåÇáíáçåë=~ë=ã ~ó=ÄÉ=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=
Äó=íÜÉ=a l r K

bOQK r íáäáíáÉë=êÉÅçêÇ=áåÇáÅ~íÉë=íÜ~í=íÜáë=éêçéÉêíó=Ü~ë=~=ëÉéíáÅ=ëÉï Éê=ëóëíÉã K==fÑ=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=
éä~åë=íç=ÅçååÉÅí=áåíç=íÜÉ=̀ áíó?ë=ëÉï Éê=ëóëíÉã I=íÜÉå=íÜÉ=ëÉéíáÅ=ëóëíÉã =ëÜ~ää=éêçéÉêäó=ÄÉ=
~Ä~åÇçå=ì åÇÉê=éÉêã áí=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=̀ çì åíó=båî áêçåã Éåí~ä=e É~äíÜ=a áî áëáçåK

bORK qÜÉ=çåëáíÉ=ï ~íÉêI=ëÉï Éê=~åÇ=ëíçêã =Çê~áå=ëóëíÉã ë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêáî ~íÉ=ëóëíÉã ë=ã ~áåí~áåÉÇ=Äó=
íÜÉ=çï åÉê=çê=~ëëçÅá~íáçåK

bOSK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=Öê~åí=~åÇ=êÉëÉêî É=É~ëÉã Éåíë=~ë=åÉÉÇÉÇI=Ñçê=ï ~íÉêI=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=~åÇ=
ë~åáí~êó=ëÉï Éê=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉëI=~åÇ=Ñçê=ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=ëíçêã =Çê~áå~ÖÉI=~í=åç=Åçëí=~í=çê=ÄÉÑçêÉ=íÜÉ=íáã É=
çÑ=ë~äÉ=çê=çíÜÉê=Åçåî Éó~åÅÉ=çÑ=~åó=é~êÅÉä=çê=äçíK==̂ =åçíÉ=ëí~íáåÖ=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
éä~ÅÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=cáå~ä=j ~éW=?o ÉÅáéêçÅ~ä=É~ëÉã Éåíë=Ñçê=ì íáäáíáÉëI=Çê~áå~ÖÉI=ï ~íÉê=~åÇ=ë~åáí~êó=
ëÉï Éê=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉëI=~åÇ=ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=ëíçêã =Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Öê~åíÉÇ=~åÇ=êÉëÉêî ÉÇI=~ë=åÉÅÉëë~êó=
~åÇ=~í=åç=ÅçëíI=~í=çê=ÄÉÑçêÉ=íÜÉ=íáã É=çÑ=ë~äÉ=çê=Åçåî Éó~åÅÉ=çÑ=~åó=é~êÅÉä=ëÜçï å=áå=íÜáë=
ã ~éK?

bOTK qÜÉêÉ=áë=~å=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ã ~áå=~äçåÖ=íÜÉ=åçêíÜï Éëí=ÅçêåÉê=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉK==mêáçê=íç=
ÇÉëáÖåI=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÑáÉäÇ=î ÉêáÑó=íÜÉ=Éñ~Åí=äçÅ~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=~ää=̀ áíó=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëóëíÉã ë
çå=íÜÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=éêçéÉêíó ~åÇ=ëÜçï =íÜÉëÉ=ì íáäáíáÉë=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=Çáëí~åÅÉë=Çáã ÉåëáçåÉÇ=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=
éêçéÉêíó=äáåÉ=çå=íÜÉ=çåëáíÉ=éä~åëK==r íáäáíáÉë=êÉÅçêÇ=ÇáÇ=åçí=áåÇáÅ~íÉ=íÜ~í=íÜÉêÉ=áë=~å=ÉñáëíáåÖ=
Çê~áå~ÖÉ=É~ëÉã ÉåíK==fÑ=åç=É~ëÉã Éåí=Éñáëíë=íÜÉå=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÇÉÇáÅ~íÉ=~=NRJÑí=
ã áåáã ì ã =Çê~áå~ÖÉ=É~ëÉã Éåí=EÅÉåíÉêÉÇ=çî Éê=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=ã ~áåF=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=
a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=r íáäáíáÉëK
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bOUK mÉê=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=NPKMQKOPMI=åç=éÉêã ~åÉåí=ëíêì Åíì êÉë=EáKÉK=íêÉÉëI=ÅçåÅêÉíÉ=ëä~ÄëI=é~î ÉêëI=
ÑÉåÅÉëI=ÉíÅKF=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=çå=íçé=çÑ=ï ~íÉê=çê=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=éáéÉäáåÉë=çê=~åóï ÜÉêÉ=ï áíÜáå=
íÜÉ=~ëëçÅá~íÉÇ=ì íáäáíó=É~ëÉã ÉåíëI=ì åäÉëë=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=ÇáêÉÅíçê=ì éçå=ÉñÉÅì íáçå=çÑ=~=
ÜçäÇ=Ü~êã äÉëë=~ÖêÉÉã Éåí=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̂ ííçêåÉóK

bOVK mÉê=pÉÅíáçå=NNKOKO=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó?ë=a ÉëáÖå=~åÇ=mêçÅÉÇì êÉë=j ~åì ~äI=ì åÇÉê=åç=ÅáêÅì ã ëí~åÅÉë=
ëÜ~ää=éêçéçëÉÇ=áåÑáää=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëóëíÉã ë=êÉëì äí=áå=áåÅêÉ~ëÉÇ=ÑäççÇáåÖ=íÜ~í=ÇçÉë=Ü~êã K qÜÉ=
~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=éêçî áÇÉ=~=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëíì Çó=íÜ~í=ã ÉÉíë=íÜÉ=?a ç=k ç=e ~êã ?=ÅêáíÉêá~K==qÜÉ=
Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëíì Çó=ã ì ëí=ÄÉ=êÉî áÉï ÉÇ=~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=r íáäáíáÉë=éêáçê=íç=
Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áí=áëëì ~åÅÉK= qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=áë=~Çî áëÉÇ=íç=Åçåí~Åí=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=çÑ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=
r íáäáíáÉë=a Éé~êíã Éåí=a ê~áå~ÖÉ=pÉÅíáçå=EVNSJUMUJNQMMF=~í=íÜÉ=É~êäó=éä~ååáåÖ=ëí~ÖÉë=íç=
~ÇÇêÉëë=~åó=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=êÉä~íÉÇ=êÉèì áêÉã ÉåíëK

bPMK k ç=ã çêÉ=íÜ~å=SIMMM=ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉí=áë=~ääçï ÉÇ=íç=ëÜÉÉí=Çê~áå=çî Éê=~=éì ÄäáÅ=ëáÇÉï ~äâK==fÑ=íÜÉ=
~êÉ~=áë=ä~êÖÉê=íÜ~å=SIMMM=ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉíI=íÜÉå=~å=çåJëáíÉ=ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëóëíÉã =áë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=
~åÇ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÅçååÉÅíÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ëíêÉÉí=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëóëíÉã =Äó=ã É~åë=çÑ=~=ëíçêã =Çê~áå=ëÉêî áÅÉ=
í~éK

bPNK mÉê=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉI=íÜÉ=pì ÄÇáî áÇÉê=ã ~ó=åçí=ÇÉî Éäçé=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=áå=~åó=ï ~ó=íÜ~í=çÄëíêì ÅíëI=
áã éÉÇÉëI=çê=áåíÉêÑÉêÉë=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=å~íì ê~ä=Ñäçï =çÑ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=çÑÑJëáíÉ=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=íÜ~í=ÅêçëëÉë=íÜÉ=
éêçéÉêíóK==qÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëÜ~ää=Åçåëíêì Åí=íÜÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=éì ÄäáÅ=~åÇLçê=éêáî ~íÉ=áåÑê~ëíêì Åíì êÉ=íç=
Ü~åÇäÉ=çÑÑJëáíÉ=êì åçÑÑ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a l r K==fÑ=éêáî ~íÉ=áåÑê~ëíêì Åíì êÉ=áë=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=
íç=Ü~åÇäÉ=çÑÑJëáíÉ=êì åçÑÑI=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÇÉÇáÅ~íÉ=íÜÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=éêáî ~íÉ=É~ëÉã Éåíë=
~åÇLçêI=~í=íÜÉ=ÇáëÅêÉíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a l r I=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÉåíÉê=áåíç=~åÇ=êÉÅçêÇ=~å=
^ ÖêÉÉã Éåí=Ñçê=j ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=çÑ=a ê~áå~ÖÉ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=̀ áíóI áå=~=Ñçêã =~ÅÅÉéí~ÄäÉ=íç=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=
^ ííçêåÉóK

bPOK cáåáëÜÉÇ=Ñäççê=ÉäÉî ~íáçåë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~Äçî É=íÜÉ=NMMJóÉ~ê=e d i =çê=NKRJÑççí=~Äçî É=íÜÉ=çî Éêä~åÇ=
Ñäçï =êÉäÉ~ëÉ=ÉäÉî ~íáçåI=ï ÜáÅÜÉî Éê=áë=ÜáÖÜÉê=çê=~ë=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a l r K

bPPK ^ =Öê~ÇáåÖ=éä~å=ëÜçï áåÖ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=~åÇ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÉäÉî ~íáçåë=áë=êÉèì áêÉÇK==̂ Çà~ÅÉåí=çÑÑJëáíÉ=
íçéçÖê~éÜó=ëÜ~ää=~äëç=ÄÉ=ëÜçï å=íç=íÜÉ=ÉñíÉåí=åÉÅÉëë~êó=íç=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=áã é~Åíë=íç=ÉñáëíáåÖ=
ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=é~íÜëK==k ç=Öê~ÇáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=çÅÅì ê=ì åíáä=íÜÉ=Öê~ÇáåÖ=éä~å=Ü~ë=ÄÉÉå=êÉî áÉï ÉÇ=
~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a l r K

bPQK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ã ì ëí Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=çÑ=p~Åê~ã ÉåíçDë=d ê~ÇáåÖI=bêçëáçå=~åÇ=pÉÇáã Éåí=
` çåíêçä=l êÇáå~åÅÉK==qÜáë=çêÇáå~åÅÉ=êÉèì áêÉë=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=íç=ëÜçï =Éêçëáçå=~åÇ=ëÉÇáã Éåí=
Åçåíêçä=ã ÉíÜçÇë=çå=íÜÉ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=éä~åëK==qÜÉëÉ=éä~åë=ëÜ~ää=~äëç=ëÜçï =íÜÉ=
ã ÉíÜçÇë=íç=Åçåíêçä=ì êÄ~å=êì åçÑÑ=éçääì íáçå=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉ=Çì êáåÖ=Åçåëíêì ÅíáçåK

bPRK mçëí=Åçåëíêì ÅíáçåI=ëíçêã ï ~íÉê=èì ~äáíó=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áåÅçêéçê~íÉÇ=áåíç=íÜÉ=
ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=íç=ã áåáã áòÉ=íÜÉ=áåÅêÉ~ëÉ=çÑ=ì êÄ~å=êì åçÑÑ=éçääì íáçå=Å~ì ëÉÇ=Äó=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=
çÑ=íÜÉ=~êÉ~K==páåÅÉ=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=áë=åçí=ëÉêî ÉÇ=Äó=~å=ÉñáëíáåÖ=êÉÖáçå~ä=ï ~íÉê=èì ~äáíó=Åçåíêçä=
Ñ~ÅáäáíóI=ÄçíÜ=ëçì êÅÉ=Åçåíêçä=~åÇ=çåJëáíÉ=íêÉ~íã Éåí=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉë=~êÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇK==̂ =
ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ= ~ÖêÉÉã Éåí= áë= êÉèì áêÉÇ= Ñçê= ~ää= çåJëáíÉ= íêÉ~íã Éåí= Åçåíêçä= ã É~ëì êÉëK=
fã éêçî Éã Éåí=éä~åë=ã ì ëí=áåÅäì ÇÉ=íÜÉ=ëçì êÅÉ=Åçåíêçäë=~åÇ=çåJëáíÉ=íêÉ~íã Éåí=Åçåíêçä=
ã É~ëì êÉë=ëÉäÉÅíÉÇ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=ëáíÉK==o ÉÑÉê=íç=íÜÉ=ä~íÉëí=ÉÇáíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=?píçêã ï ~íÉê=n ì ~äáíó=
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a ÉëáÖå=j ~åì ~ä=Ñçê=íÜÉ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=~åÇ=pçì íÜ=mä~ÅÉê=o ÉÖáçåë=Ej ~ó=OMMTF?=Ñçê=~ééêçéêá~íÉ=
ëçì êÅÉ=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉëK==o ì åçÑÑ=êÉÇì Åíáçå=ã É~ëì êÉë=EÉKÖK=éçêçì ë=é~î Éã ÉåíF=~êÉ=
çéíáçå~ä=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉëK=o ÉÑÉê=íç=íÜÉ=o ì åçÑÑ=o ÉÇì Åíáçå=̀ êÉÇáí=t çêâëÜÉÉí=áå=íÜÉ=~Äçî É=
j ~åì ~ä=Ñçê=éçêçì ë=é~î Éã Éåí=ÇÉëáÖåK

FIRE

bPSK o ç~Çë=ì ëÉÇ=Ñçê=cáêÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=~ÅÅÉëë=ëÜ~ää=Ü~î É=~å=ì åçÄëíêì ÅíÉÇ=ï áÇíÜ=çÑ=åçí=äÉëë=íÜ~å=
OM?=~åÇ=ì åçÄëíêì ÅíÉÇ=î ÉêíáÅ~ä=ÅäÉ~ê~åÅÉ=çÑ=NP?S?=çê=ã çêÉK==̀ c` =RMPKOKN

bPTK cáêÉ=̂ éé~ê~íì ë=~ÅÅÉëë=êç~Çë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=ã ~áåí~áåÉÇ=íç=ëì ééçêí=íÜÉ=áã éçëÉÇ=
äç~Çë=çÑ=ÑáêÉ=~éé~ê~íì ë=~åÇ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëì êÑ~ÅÉÇ=ëç=~ë=íç=éêçî áÇÉ=~ääJï É~íÜÉê=Çêáî áåÖ=
Å~é~ÄáäáíáÉëK==̀ c` =RMPKOKP

bPUK mêçî áÇÉ=íÜÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=ÑáêÉ=ÜóÇê~åíë=áå=~ÅÅçêÇ~åÅÉ=ï áíÜ=̀ c` =RMT=~åÇ=̂ ééÉåÇáñ=̀ I=pÉÅíáçå=
` NMRK=s ÉêáÑó=íÜ~í=~ää=ÑáêÉ=ÜóÇê~åíë=~êÉ=ëÉêî ÉÇ=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=ÑáêÉ=ï ~íÉê=ëÉêî áÅÉ=äáåÉK=qÜÉ=ÜóÇê~åí=
äçÅ~íÉÇ=Çì É=ëçì íÜ=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëíêì Åíì êÉ=áÇÉåíáÑáÉÇ~ë=NOMMM=ëè=Ñí=qÉå~åí=ëé~ÅÉ=áë=äçÅ~íÉÇ=çå=~=
Q?=Ççã ÉëíáÅ=ï ~íÉê=ëÉêî áÅÉ=äáåÉK

bPVK cáêÉ=ëÉêî áÅÉ=ã ~áåë=ëÜ~ää=åçí=Åêçëë=éêçéÉêíó=äáåÉë=ì åäÉëë=~=êÉÅáéêçÅ~ä=É~ëÉã Éåí=~ÖêÉÉã Éåí=
áë=éêçî áÇÉÇK=qï ç=ÑáêÉ=ëÉêî áÅÉ=ã ~áåë=Ñçê=ëíêì Åíì êÉë=çå=i çí=O=~êÉ=ëÜçï å=ÅêçëëáåÖ=çî Éê=~êÉ~ë=
çÑ=i çí=N=~åÇ=çåÉ=ÑáêÉ=ëÉêî áÅÉ=ã ~áå=Ñçê=i çí=R=áë=ëÜçï å=ÅêçëëáåÖ=íÜêçì ÖÜ=i çí=OK

bQMK ^ =êÉÅáéêçÅ~ä=áåÖêÉëë=ÉÖêÉëë=~ÖêÉÉã Éåí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=Äó=~ééäáÅ~åíI=ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç=êÉî áÉï
~åÇ=~ééêçî ~äÄó=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̂ ííçêåÉóI Ñçê=~ää=ëÜ~êÉÇ=Çêáî Éï ~óë=ÄÉáåÖ=ì ëÉÇ=Ñçê=cáêÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí
~ÅÅÉëëK

bQNK j ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=~ÖêÉÉã Éåíë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=áåíÉêáçê=êç~Çï ~óë=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=
Åçã éäÉñ=~åÇ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=ÑáêÉ=éêçíÉÅíáçå=ëóëíÉã ëK=qÜÉ=~ÖêÉÉã Éåí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉÅçêÇ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=mì ÄäáÅ=
o ÉÅçêÇÉêë=l ÑÑáÅÉ=Ü~î áåÖ=àì êáëÇáÅíáçå=~åÇ=ëÜ~ää=éêçî áÇÉ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖW

~K mêçî áëáçåë=Ñçê=íÜÉ=åÉÅÉëë~êó=êÉé~áê=~åÇ=ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=êç~Çï ~ó=ëì êÑ~ÅÉK

ÄK o Éã çî ~ä=çÑ=î ÉÖÉí~íáçå=çî ÉêÖêçï áåÖ=íÜÉ=êç~Çï ~ó=~åÇ=áåÑêáåÖáåÖ=çå=íÜÉ=êç~Çï ~ó=
ÅäÉ~ê=î ÉêíáÅ~ä=ÜÉáÖÜí=çÑ=íÜáêíÉÉå=ÑÉÉí=ëáñ=áåÅÜÉë=ENP?S?F=~åÇLçê=ï áÇíÜ=çÑ=íï Éåíó=ÑÉÉí=
EOM?FK

ÅK mêçî áëáçåë Ñçê=íÜÉ=ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉI=êÉé~áêI=~åÇLçê=êÉéä~ÅÉã Éåí=çÑ=k l =m̂ o hfk d Jcfo b=
i ^ k b=ëáÖå~ÖÉ=çê=ëíêáéáåÖK

ÇK mêçî áëáçåë=Ñçê=íÜÉ=åÉÅÉëë~êó=êÉé~áê=~åÇ=ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=çÑ=î ÉÜáÅäÉ=~åÇ=éÉÇÉëíêá~å=
~ÅÅÉëë=Ö~íÉë=~åÇ=çéÉåáåÖ=ëóëíÉã ëK

ÉK r åêÉëíêáÅíÉÇ=ì ëÉ=çÑ=~åÇ=~ÅÅÉëë=íç=íÜÉ=êç~Çï ~óë=Åçî ÉêÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=~ÖêÉÉã ÉåíëK

ÑK mêçî áëáçåë=Ñçê=íÜÉ=Åçåíêçä=çÑ=î ÉÜáÅäÉ=é~êâáåÖ=áå=éêçÜáÄáíÉÇ=~êÉ~ë=~åÇ=~=ã ÉÅÜ~åáëã =
Ñçê=íÜÉ=êÉã çî ~ä=çÑ=î ÉÜáÅäÉë=áääÉÖ~ääó=é~êâÉÇK
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ÖK j ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=~åÇ=íáã Éäó=êÉé~áê=çÑ=~ää=ÑáêÉ=éêçíÉÅíáçå=ëóëíÉã ëI=áåÅäì ÇáåÖ=Äì í=åçí=
äáã áíÉÇ=íç=ÜóÇê~åíëI=ÑáêÉ=~ä~êã =ëóëíÉã ë=~åÇ=ÑáêÉ=ëéêáåâäÉêëK

MISCELLANEOUS

bQOK ` ` Co Dë=çê=Éèì áî ~äÉåí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=~åÇ=êÉÅçêÇÉÇ=~ëëì êáåÖ=ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=
çÑ=éêáî ~íÉ=Çêáî ÉëI=Åçã ã çå=ä~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=~åÇ=äáÖÜíáåÖK==

ADVISORY NOTES

qÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=~Çî áëçêó=åçíÉë=~êÉ=áåÑçêã ~íáçå~ä=áå=å~íì êÉ=~åÇ=~êÉ=åçí=~=êÉèì áêÉã Éåí=çÑ=íÜáë=
qÉåí~íáî É=j ~éW

bQPK fÑ=ì åì ëì ~ä=~ã çì åíë=çÑ=ÄçåÉI=ëíçåÉI=çê=~êíáÑ~Åíë=~êÉ=ì åÅçî ÉêÉÇI=ï çêâ=ï áíÜáå=RM=ã ÉíÉêë=çÑ=
íÜÉ=~êÉ~=ï áää=ÅÉ~ëÉ=áã ã ÉÇá~íÉäó=~åÇ=~=èì ~äáÑáÉÇ=~êÅÜ~ÉçäçÖáëí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Åçåëì äíÉÇ=íç=
ÇÉî ÉäçéI=áÑ=åÉÅÉëë~êóI=Ñì êíÜÉê=ã áíáÖ~íáçå=ã É~ëì êÉë=íç=êÉÇì ÅÉ=~åó=~êÅÜ~ÉçäçÖáÅ~ä=áã é~Åí=
íç=~=äÉëë=íÜ~å=ëáÖåáÑáÅ~åí=ÉÑÑÉÅí=ÄÉÑçêÉ=Åçåëíêì Åíáçå=êÉëì ã ÉëK=̂ =åçíÉ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éä~ÅÉÇ=çå=
íÜÉ=Ñáå~ä=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=éä~åë=êÉÑÉêÉåÅáåÖ=íÜáë=ÅçåÇáíáçåK

bQQK j ~åó=éêçàÉÅíë=ï áíÜáå=íÜÉ=` áíó=çÑ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=êÉèì áêÉ=çåJëáíÉ=ÄççëíÉê=éì ã éë=Ñçê=ÑáêÉ=
ëì ééêÉëëáçå=~åÇ=Ççã ÉëíáÅ=ï ~íÉê=ëóëíÉã ëK==mêáçê=íç=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=éêçàÉÅíI=íÜÉ=a l r =
ëì ÖÖÉëíë=íÜ~í=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=êÉèì Éëí=~=ï ~íÉê=ëì ééäó=íÉëí=íç=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=ï Ü~í=éêÉëëì êÉ=~åÇ=
Ñäçï ë=íÜÉ=ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=éì ÄäáÅ=ï ~íÉê=ÇáëíêáÄì íáçå ëóëíÉã =Å~å=éêçî áÇÉ=íç=íÜÉ=ëáíÉK==qÜáë=
áåÑçêã ~íáçå=Å~å=íÜÉå=ÄÉ=ì ëÉÇ=íç=~ëëáëí=íÜÉ=ÉåÖáåÉÉêë=áå=íÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=íÜÉ=çåJëáíÉ=ÑáêÉ=
ëì ééêÉëëáçå=ëóëíÉã K

bQRK qÜÉ=íêì Åâ=äç~ÇáåÖ=ÇçÅâ=ã ì ëí=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=éÉê=íÜÉ=píçêã ï ~íÉê=n ì ~äáíó=a ÉëáÖå=j ~åì ~ä=Ñçê=
ëçì êÅÉ=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉë=Ñçê=äç~ÇáåÖ=~êÉ~ëK==̂ =êççÑ=çî ÉêÜ~åÖ=íÜ~í=ÉñíÉåÇë=NMJÑÉÉí=çî Éê=
íÜÉ=Ä~Åâ=çÑ=íÜÉ=íêì Åâ=áë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=~ë=ï Éää=~ë=~=ë~åáí~êó=ëÉï Éê=ÅçååÉÅíáçå=~í=íÜÉ=Ä~ëÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=
ÇçÅâK

bQSK qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=éêçàÉÅí=áë=äçÅ~íÉÇ=áå=~=pÜ~ÇÉÇ=wçåÉ=u=çå=íÜÉ=cÉÇÉê~ä=bã ÉêÖÉåÅó=
j ~å~ÖÉã Éåí=̂ ÖÉåÅó=Ecbj ^ F=cäççÇ=fåëì ê~åÅÉ=o ~íÉ=j ~éë=Ecfo j ëFK==̂ ÅÅçêÇáåÖäóI=íÜÉ=
éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉ=äáÉë=áå=~å=~êÉ~=ï áíÜ=åç=êÉèì áêÉã Éåíë=íç=ÉäÉî ~íÉ=çê=ÑäççÇ=éêççÑK

bQTK qáíäÉ=NUI=NUKQQ=m~êâ=a Éî Éäçéã Éåí=fã é~Åí=cÉÉI=Çì É=~í=íÜÉ=íáã É=çÑ=áëëì ~åÅÉ=çÑ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=
éÉêã áíK=qÜÉ=m~êâ=a Éî Éäçéã Éåí=fã é~Åí=cÉÉ=Çì É=Ñçê=íÜáë=éêçàÉÅí=áë=Éëíáã ~íÉÇ=~í=AQSIUSNK==
qÜáë=áë=Ä~ëÉÇ=çå=NMUIVUM=ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉí=~í=̀ çã ã ÉêÅá~ä=pÉêî áÅÉë=o ~íÉ=çÑ=A=MKQP=éÉê=ëèì ~êÉ=
ÑççíK=̂ åó=ÅÜ~åÖÉ=áå=íÜÉëÉ=Ñ~Åíçêë=ï áää=ÅÜ~åÖÉ=íÜÉ=~ã çì åí=çÑ=íÜÉ=mfc=Çì ÉK=qÜÉ=ÑÉÉ=áë=
Å~äÅì ä~íÉÇ=ì ëáåÖ=Ñ~Åíçêë=~í=íÜÉ=íáã É íÜ~í=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=áë=ëì Äã áííÉÇ=Ñçê=Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áíK=qÜÉ=
éêçàÉÅí=ã ~ó=ÄÉ=ÉäáÖáÄäÉ=Ñçê=ÅêÉÇáí=çå=éêáçê=ì ëÉ=Ñçê=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ëèì ~êÉ=Ñççí~ÖÉI=Äì í=
íÜ~í=ï áää=ÄÉ=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=~í=íáã É=çÑ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áí=ëì Äã áíí~äK

F. Conditional Use Permit íç=Åçåëíêì Åí=~=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~äLêÉí~áä=ëíçêÉ=íÜ~í=ÉñÅÉÉÇë=QMIMMM=
ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉí=áå=ëáòÉ áë=approved Ä~ëÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=̀ çåÇáíáçåë=çÑ=̂ ééêçî ~äW
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PLANNING

cNK qÜÉ=Äì ëáåÉëë=Üçì êë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äáã áíÉÇ=ÄÉíï ÉÉå=S=~Kã Kíç=NNWMM=éKã K=Éî Éêó=Ç~óK= ^ åó=
êÉèì Éëíë=íç=ã çÇáÑó=íÜÉëÉ=Üçì êë=ëÜ~ää=êÉèì áêÉ=~ÇÇáíáçå~ä=éä~ååáåÖ=êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ~äK

cOK ^ =ëáÖå=áåÇáÅ~íáåÖ=~=OQJÜçì ê=Éã ÉêÖÉåÅó=éÜçåÉ=åì ã ÄÉê=~åÇ=Åçåí~Åí=éÉêëçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=âÉéí=
Åì êêÉåí=~åÇ=éçëíÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=ëíçêÉÑêçåí=~ë=~=d ççÇ=k ÉáÖÜÄçê=mçäáÅó=ã É~ëì êÉK=

cPK ^ ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=éä~ÅÉ=ëáÖå~ÖÉ=Ñçê=íêì Åâ=Çêáî Éêë=~í=íÜÉ=äç~ÇáåÖ=ÇçÅâ=äáã áíáåÖ=áÇäáåÖ=íç=~=
ã ~ñáã ì ã =R=ã áåì íÉëK

cQK ^ ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=éêçî áÇÉ=ÉäÉÅíêáÅ~ä=Üççâì éë=Ñçê=ì ëÉ=Äó=íêì Åâë=~í=åÉÉÇáåÖ=ÉäÉÅíêáÅáíóK

cRK qÉëíáåÖ=çÑ=íÜÉ=Éã ÉêÖÉåÅó=ÖÉåÉê~íçê=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äáã áíÉÇ=íç=çåÉ=PMJã áåì íÉ=éÉêáçÇ=éÉê=ã çåíÜK=
qÉëíáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=çÅÅì ê=ÄÉíï ÉÉå=íÜÉ=Üçì êë=çÑ=NMWMM=~Kã K=~åÇ=RWMM=éKã K=j çåÇ~ó=íÜêçì ÖÜ=
cêáÇ~óK

cSK qÜÉ=ëÜçééáåÖ=ÅÉåíÉê=çéÉê~íçê=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉëéçåëáÄäÉ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=Ç~áäó=êÉã çî ~ä=çÑ=~ää=äáííÉê=
ÖÉåÉê~íÉÇ=Äó=áíë=Äì ëáåÉëë=çå=ëáíÉ=~åÇ=ÄÉ=êÉëéçåëáÄäÉ=ÑçêíÜÉ=ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=ã ~ëçåêó=
ï ~ääë=íÜ~í=~êÉ=ëÉé~ê~íáåÖ=íÜÉ=~Çà~ÅÉåí=êÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=ì ëÉëK

cTK ^ åó=ã çÇáÑáÅ~íáçå=íç=íÜÉ=~íí~ÅÜÉÇ=éä~åë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç=êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=Äó=mä~ååáåÖ=
a Éé~êíã Éåí=ëí~ÑÑ=éêáçê=íç=íÜÉ=áëëì ~åÅÉ=çÑ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áíëK

G. Site Plan and Design Review Ñçê=íÜÉ=Åçåëíêì Åíáçå=çÑ=~=Åçã ã ÉêÅá~ä=ÅÉåíÉê=çå=~=VKV� =~ÅêÉ=
ëáíÉ=~åÇ=êÉäçÅ~íáçå=çÑ=~å=ÉñáëíáåÖ=åÉçå=ëáÖå=Ñçê=íÜÉ=~åÅÜçê=íÉå~åí áë=approved Ä~ëÉÇ=çå
íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=̀ çåÇáíáçåë=çÑ=̂ ééêçî ~äW

PLANNING/DESIGN REVIEW

d NK qÜÉ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=Ü~î É=~=ÅçåëáëíÉåÅó=çÑ=ÇÉí~áä=~åÇ=èì ~äáíó=~ë=áåÇáÅ~íÉÇ=áå=íÜÉ=êÉéçêí=~åÇ=
ÉñÜáÄáíëK==cáå~ä=ÜÉáÖÜíëI=ã ~ëëáåÖI=~åÇ=ÇÉí~áäë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉî áÉï ÉÇ=~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=a ÉëáÖå=
o Éî áÉï =ëí~ÑÑ=éêáçê=íç=_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áí=ëì Äã áíí~äK

d OK ^ ì íç=~ÅÅÉëë=~åÇ=ëáíÉ=ä~óçì í=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~ë=áåÇáÅ~íÉÇ=áå=íÜÉ=êÉéçêí=~åÇ=ÉñÜáÄáíëK==cáå~ä=ÇÉí~áäë=
~åÇ=éÉÇÉëíêá~å=ÅáêÅì ä~íáçå=íêÉ~íã Éåíë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉî áÉï ÉÇ=~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=mä~ååáåÖ=ëí~ÑÑ=
éêáçê=íç=_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áí=ëì Äã áíí~äK

d PK qÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëÜ~ää=Ü~î É=Äì áäÇáåÖ=Éåíêó=~åÇ=ëÉíÄ~Åâë=~ë=áåÇáÅ~íÉÇ=áå=íÜÉ=ÉñÜáÄáíëK

d QK qÜÉ=ÉñíÉêáçê=Äì áäÇáåÖ=ã ~íÉêá~äë=ëÜ~ää=áåÅäì ÇÉ=î ~êáçì ë=íóéÉë=~ë=áåÇáÅ~íÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=ÉñÜáÄáíëK==
cáå~ä=éä~åëI=Åçäçê=~åÇ=ã ~íÉêá~ä=Äç~êÇ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëì Äã áííÉÇ=íç=a ÉëáÖå=o Éî áÉï =ëí~ÑÑ=Ñçê=Ñáå~ä=
êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=éêáçê=íç=_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áí=ëì Äã áíí~äK

d RK m~êâáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=éÉê=~ééêçî ÉÇ=éä~åëK

d SK ^ =ã áåáã ì ã =çÑ=O=ÉäÉÅíêáÅ=î ÉÜáÅäÉ=ÅÜ~êÖáåÖ=ëí~íáçåë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=~åÇ=äçÅ~íáçåë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç=éä~ååáåÖ=ëí~ÑÑ=íç=êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉK

Page 110 of 317



qÜÉ=m~êâ EmNRJMQUF l ÅíçÄÉêOMI=OMNS

d TK qÜÉ=éêçéçë~ä=áë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=íç=ã ÉÉí=íÜÉ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=êÉÖì ä~íáçåë=êÉÖ~êÇáåÖ=ÄáÅóÅäÉ=
é~êâáåÖX=~åÇ ÄáÅóÅäÉ=é~êâáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=éÉê=íÜÉ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=éä~åëK==_áÅóÅäÉ=é~êâáåÖ=
ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=áå=ÅäçëÉ=éêçñáã áíó=íç=Äì áäÇáåÖÉåíêáÉëK==i çÅ~íáçå=çÑ=ÄáÅóÅäÉ=é~êâáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=
ÄÉ=êÉî áÉï ÉÇ=~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=a ÉëáÖå=o Éî áÉï =ëí~ÑÑ=éêáçê=íç=_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áí=ëì Äã áíí~äK

d UK bñíÉêáçê=äáÖÜíáåÖ=ëíóäÉ=~åÇ=ÇÉëáÖå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Åçã é~íáÄäÉ=~åÇ=Åçã éäÉã Éåí~êó=íç=íÜÉ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=
ÇÉëáÖåI=~åÇ=íÜÉ=ëáíÉ=ëÜçì äÇ=ÄÉ=~ÇÉèì ~íÉäó=áääì ã áå~íÉÇ=Ñçê=ë~ÑÉíó=~åÇ=ëÉÅì êáíóK==j ~ñáã ì ã =
éçäÉ=ÜÉáÖÜí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=NU=ÑÉÉíK==̂ ééêçéêá~íÉ=äáÖÜíáåÖ=ëÜçì äÇ=äáÖÜí=ì é=ï ~ää=ëì êÑ~ÅÉë=~åÇLçê
ä~åÇëÅ~éÉ=~êÉ~ëK=qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ëì Äã áí=~ää=ëáíÉ=äáÖÜí=Ñáñíì êÉë=Åì í=ëÜÉÉíë=~åÇ=éä~å=
äçÅ~íáçåë=Ñçê=êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=Äó=a ÉëáÖå=o Éî áÉï =ëí~ÑÑ=éêáçê=íç=ëì Äã áííáåÖ=Ñçê=_ì áäÇáåÖ=
mÉêã áíK̂ ää=äáÖÜí=Ñáñíì êÉë=éêçî áÇÉÇ=Ñçê=é~êâáåÖ=äçíI=äç~ÇáåÖ=ÇçÅâI=~åÇ=Çêáî É=~áëäÉ=áääì ã áå~íáçå=
ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Ñì ää=Åì íçÑÑ=íç=êÉÇì ÅÉ=Öä~êÉ=~åÇ=äáÖÜí=ëéáääçî ÉêK

d VK l åJÄì áäÇáåÖ=äáÖÜí=Ñáñíì êÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äáã áíÉÇ=íç=~=ÜÉáÖÜí=çÑ=NO=ÑÉÉí=Ñçê=êÉ~ê=Äì áäÇáåÖ=ÉäÉî ~íáçåë=
Ñ~ÅáåÖ=íÜÉ=ï ÉëíÉêå=éêçéÉêíó=Äçì åÇ~êóK

d NMK ^ ää=êççÑ=ã çì åíÉÇ=~åÇ=Öêçì åÇ=ã çì åíÉÇ=ã ÉÅÜ~åáÅ~ä=Éèì áéã Éåí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëÅêÉÉåÉÇ=~åÇ=åçí=
î áëáÄäÉ=Ñêçã =~åó=ëíêÉÉí=î áÉï ëK==páíÉ=ã ÉÅÜ~åáÅ~ä=Éèì áéã Éåí=~åÇ=ì íáäáíó=î ~ì äíë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
áåÅçêéçê~íÉÇ=áåíç=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉ=~ë=éêçî áÇÉÇ=áåÅäì ÇáåÖ=ÖÉåÉê~íçêëI=p j r a =íê~åëÑçêã ÉêëI=
ÑáêÉ=éì ã éI=ÉíÅK==_~ÅâÑäçï =éêÉî Éåíáçå=ÇÉî áÅÉë ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éä~ÅÉÇ=~í=~=äçÅ~íáçå=íÜ~í=ï áää=ã áåáã áòÉ=
ëíêÉÉí=~åÇ=éÉÇÉëíêá~å=î áÉï ëK==qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ëì Äã áí=Ñáå~ä=ëáíÉ=ã ÉÅÜ~åáÅ~ä=äçÅ~íáçåë=
Ñçê=êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=Äó=a ÉëáÖå=o Éî áÉï =ëí~ÑÑ=éêáçê=íç=_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áí=ëì Äã áíí~äK

d NNK qê~ëÜ ÉåÅäçëì êÉë ëÜ~ää=ã ÉÉí=~ää=êÉèì áêÉã Éåíë=çÑ=íÜÉ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=êÉÖì ä~íáçåëI=
áåÅäì ÇáåÖI=Äì í=åçí=äáã áíÉÇ=íçI=éÉêáã ÉíÉê=ä~åÇëÅ~éáåÖI=ã ~ëçåêó=ï ~ääëI=ëçäáÇ=ã Éí~ä=Ö~íÉI=
ÅçåÅêÉíÉ=~éêçåI=çî ÉêÜÉ~Ç=ÅäÉ~ê~åÅÉ=~åÇ=ëáÖåëK

d NOK qÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëÜ~ää=áåÅäì ÇÉ=ä~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=ÉäÉã Éåíë=~ë=áåÇáÅ~íÉÇ=éÉê=íÜÉ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=éä~åëK==
qêÉÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éä~åíÉÇ=~åÇ=ã ~áåí~áåÉÇ=íÜêçì ÖÜçì í=ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=é~êâáåÖ=äçí=íç=Éåëì êÉ=íÜ~íI=
ï áíÜáå=ÑáÑíÉÉå=ENRF=óÉ~êë=~ÑíÉê=Éëí~ÄäáëÜã Éåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=é~êâáåÖ=äçíI=~í=äÉ~ëí=ÑáÑíó=ERMF=éÉêÅÉåí=çÑ=
íÜÉ=é~êâáåÖ=~êÉ~=ï áää=ÄÉ=ëÜ~ÇÉÇK==̂ ì íçã ~íáÅ=áêêáÖ~íáçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=Ñçê=~ää=éä~åíáåÖ=~åÇ=
ä~åÇëÅ~éáåÖK==cáå~ä=ä~åÇëÅ~éÉ=éä~åë=~åÇ=ÇÉí~áäë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉî áÉï ÉÇ=~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=
a ÉëáÖå=o Éî áÉï =ëí~ÑÑ=éêáçê=íç=_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áí=ëì Äã áíí~äK

d NPK ^ åó=ëáÖå~ÖÉ=ëÜ~ää=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=Åáíó?ë=ëáÖå=ÅçÇÉ=~åÇ=Ñáå~ä=ÇÉëáÖå=áë=ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç ~ÇÇáíáçå~ä=
éä~ååáåÖ=~åÇ=ÇÉëáÖå=êÉî áÉï =~í=íÜÉ=íáã É=çÑ=ëì Äã áíí~ä=ÑçêëáÖå=éÉêã áíëK

d NQK ^ åó=ÅÜ~åÖÉë=íç=íÜÉ=Ñáå~ä=~ééêçî ÉÇ=ëÉí=çÑ=éä~åë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç=êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=Äó=
a ÉëáÖå=o Éî áÉï =éêáçê=íç=_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áí=ëì Äã áíí~äK=̂ ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=~ää=Åì êêÉåí=
Äì áäÇáåÖ=ÅçÇÉ=êÉèì áêÉã ÉåíëK

d NRK k ç=Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áëëì ÉÇ=ì åíáä=íÜÉ=Éñéáê~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=NMJÇ~ó=~ééÉ~ä=éÉêáçÇK=fÑ=~å=
~ééÉ~ä=áë=ÑáäÉÇI=åç=éÉêã áí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áëëì ÉÇ=ì åíáä=Ñáå~ä=~ééêçî ~ä=áë=êÉÅÉáî ÉÇK

d NSK cáå~ä=çÅÅì é~åÅó=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç=~ééêçî ~ä=~åÇ=áåî çäî É=~å=çåJëáíÉ=áåëéÉÅíáçå=Äó=
mä~ååáåÖpí~ÑÑK
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PUBLIC WORKS

d NTK ` çåëíêì Åí=ëí~åÇ~êÇ=éì ÄäáÅ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=~ë=åçíÉÇ=áå=íÜÉëÉ=ÅçåÇáíáçåë=éì êëì ~åí=íç=qáíäÉ=NU=
çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉK==fã éêçî Éã Éåíë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=íç=̀ áíó=pí~åÇ~êÇë=~åÇ=~ëëì êÉÇ=~ë=ëÉí=
ÑçêíÜ=áå=pÉÅíáçå=NUKMQKNPM=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉK==̂ ää=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=
Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK==^ åó=éì ÄäáÅ=
áã éêçî Éã Éåí=åçí=ëéÉÅáÑáÅ~ääó=åçíÉÇ=áå=íÜÉëÉ=ÅçåÇáíáçåë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=
íç=̀ áíó=pí~åÇ~êÇëK=qÜáë=ëÜ~ää=áåÅäì ÇÉ=íÜÉ=êÉé~áê=çê=êÉéä~ÅÉã ÉåíLêÉÅçåëíêì Åíáçå=çÑ=~åó=
ÉñáëíáåÖ=ÇÉíÉêáçê~íÉÇ=Åì êÄI=Öì ííÉê=~åÇ=ëáÇÉï ~äâ=~Çà~ÅÉåí=íç=íÜÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=éêçéÉêíó=~äçåÖ=
cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=~åÇ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì É=éÉê=̀ áíó=ëí~åÇ~êÇë=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=
a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

d NUK ` çã éäó=ï áíÜ=êÉèì áêÉã Éåíë=áåÅäì ÇÉÇ=áå=íÜÉ=j áíáÖ~íáçå=j çåáíçêáåÖ=mä~å=ÇÉî ÉäçéÉÇ=ÄóI=~åÇ=
âÉéí=çå=ÑáäÉ=áåI=íÜÉ=mä~ååáåÖ=a áî áëáçå=l ÑÑáÅÉ=EmNRJMQUFK

d NVK a ÉÇáÅ~íÉ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì Åí=Ñì ää=Ñêçåí~ÖÉ=áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=~äçåÖ=cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=
ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=` áíó?ë=QJä~åÉ=~êíÉêá~ä=ëí~åÇ~êÇ=ï áíÜ=ëÉé~ê~íÉÇ=ëáÇÉï ~äâë=_áâÉ=ä~åÉë=~åÇ=åç=
é~êâáåÖK=qÜÉ=ÄáâÉ=ä~åÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=SJÑÉÉí=ï áÇÉ=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=Ñ~ÅÉ=çÑ=Åì êÄ=Eëí~åÇ~êÇF=éäì ë=~=PJÑççí=
ÄáâÉ=Äì ÑÑÉê=~Çà~ÅÉåí=íç=íÜÉ=íê~î Éä=ä~åÉ=~ë=ëÜçï å=çå=íÜÉ=qÉåí~íáî É=j ~é=Åêçëë=ëÉÅíáçå=íç=íÜÉ=
ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK=qÜÉ=äáã áí=çÑ=ï çêâ=çå=íÜÉ=Äì ÑÑÉêÉÇ=ÄáâÉ=
ä~åÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Ñêçã =j ÉÉê=ï ~ó=íç=t Éåíï çêíÜ=^ î Éåì É=ï áíÜ=ëáÇÉï ~äâ=~åÇ=ÄáâÉ=ä~åÉ=
íê~åëáíáçåë=éêçî áÇÉÇ=ï ÜÉêÉ=åÉÉÇÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

d OMK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=Åçåëíêì Åí=~=äÉÑí=íì êå=éçÅâÉí=~äçåÖ=cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=íç=~ääçï =äÉÑíJáå=
ã çî Éã Éåíë=Ñêçã =cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ëáíÉ?ë=ã ~áå=Çêáî Éï ~óK=qÜÉ=äÉÑí=íì êå=éçÅâÉí=ëÜ~ää=
ÄÉ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=éÉê=íÜÉ=êÉÅçã ã ÉåÇ~íáçåë=çÑ=íÜÉ=íê~ÑÑáÅ=~å~äóëáë=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=
a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

d ONK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=Åçåëíêì Åí=~=OJÑççí=ï áÇÉ=ëçäáÇ=ã ÉÇá~å=~äçåÖ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì É=Ñêçã =
íÜÉ=áåíÉêëÉÅíáçå=ï áíÜ=cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ëáíÉ?ë=Çêáî Éï ~ó=~äçåÖ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì É=
E~Çà~ÅÉåí=íç=äçí=RF=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

d OOK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=êÉã çî É=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=ëéÉÉÇ=Üì ã éë=~äçåÖ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì ÉI=~åÇ=
êÉÅçåëíêì Åí=åÉï =ëéÉÉÇ=Üì ã éë=ï Éëí=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=Çêáî Éï ~ó=~äçåÖ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì ÉK=
få=ÄÉíï ÉÉå=íÜÉ=åÉï äó=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íï ç=ëÉíë=çÑ=ëéÉÉÇ=Üì ã éëI=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=Åçåëíêì Åí=
~=ê~áëÉÇ=éÉÇÉëíêá~å=Åêçëë=ï ~äâ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

d OPK ^ ää=êáÖÜíJçÑJï ~ó=~åÇ=ëíêÉÉí=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=íê~åëáíáçåë=íÜ~í=êÉëì äí=Ñêçã =ÅÜ~åÖáåÖ=íÜÉ=êáÖÜíJçÑJ
ï ~ó=çÑ=~åó=ëíêÉÉí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äçÅ~íÉÇI=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=
a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK==qÜÉ=ÅÉåíÉê=äáåÉë=çÑ=ëì ÅÜ=ëíêÉÉíë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~äáÖåÉÇK

d OQK ^ ää=åÉï =~åÇ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Çêáî Éï ~óë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=íç=̀ áíó=pí~åÇ~êÇë=íç=
íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK=̂ åó=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Çêáî Éï ~óë=íÜ~í=~êÉ=åçí=
éêçéçëÉÇ=Ñçê=ì ëÉ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=éêçàÉÅí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉã çî ÉÇ=~åÇ=íÜÉ=Åì êÄ=êÉÅçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=
íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

d ORK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ã çÇáÑó=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=ëáÖå~ä=éÜ~ëáåÖ=~í=íÜÉ=áåíÉêëÉÅíáçå=çÑ=cêÉÉéçêí=
_çì äÉî ~êÇ=~åÇ=t Éåíï çêíÜ=̂ î Éåì É=ÅçåëáëíÉåí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=íê~ÑÑáÅ=~å~äóëáë=êÉÅçã ã ÉåÇ~íáçåë=
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~åÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

d OSK ` çåëíêì Åí=íê~ÑÑáÅ=ëáÖå~äë=~í=íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=áåíÉêëÉÅíáçåë=ï ÜÉå=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=
çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâë=EáÑ=åçí=~äêÉ~Çó=áå=éä~ÅÉFW

~K cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=~åÇ=j ÉÉê=t ~ó

NOTE: qÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâë=ëÜ~ää=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=íÜÉ=åÉÉÇ=Ñçê=ëáÖå~äëI=Ä~ëÉÇ=çå=
` ~äqê~åë=ëáÖå~ä=ï ~êê~åíë=~åÇ=âåçï å=éÉåÇáåÖ=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=éêçàÉÅíë=éêáçê=íç=íÜÉ=fëëì ~åÅÉ=
çÑ=~åó=Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áíK=fÑ=êÉèì áêÉÇI=ëáÖå~äë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=~ë=é~êí=çÑ=íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=
áã éêçî Éã Éåíë=Ñçê=íÜÉ=cáå~ä=j ~éK=qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=éêçî áÇÉ=~ää=çåJëáíÉ=É~ëÉã Éåíë=~åÇ=
êáÖÜíJçÑJï ~ó=åÉÉÇÉÇ=Ñçê=íì êå=ä~åÉëI=ëáÖå~ä=Ñ~ÅáäáíáÉë=~åÇ=êÉä~íÉÇ=~ééì êíÉå~åÅÉëK==qÜÉ=
~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=áåëí~ää=` ` qs =Å~ã Éê~ë=~åÇ=~ää=åÉÅÉëë~êó=~ééì êíÉå~åÅÉë=áÑ=ÇÉÉã ÉÇ=
åÉÅÉëë~êó=Äó=~åÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=qê~åëéçêí~íáçå=a áî áëáçå=EpáÖå~ä=l éÉê~íáçåë=
pÉÅíáçåFK

d OTK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ëì Äã áí=~=qê~ÑÑáÅ=páÖå~ä=a ÉëáÖå=̀ çåÅÉéí=o Ééçêí=Eqp` a o F=éÉê=ëÉÅíáçå=
NRKNM=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó?ë=a ÉëáÖå=~åÇ=mêçÅÉÇì êÉë=j ~åì ~ä=íç=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâë=Ñçê=
êÉî áÉï =~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=éêáçê=íç=íÜÉ=ëì Äã áíí~ä=çÑ=~åó=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=éä~åë=áåî çäî áåÖ=íê~ÑÑáÅ=
ëáÖå~äë=ï çêâK==qÜÉ=qp` a o =éêçî áÇÉë=Åêì Åá~ä=ÖÉçã ÉíêáÅ=áåÑçêã ~íáçå=Ñçê=ëáÖå~ä=ÇÉëáÖå=ï ÜáÅÜ=
ã ~ó=äÉ~Ç=íç=~ÇÇáíáçå~ä=êáÖÜíJçÑJï ~ó=ÇÉÇáÅ~íáçå=~åÇ=ëÜçì äÇ=ÄÉ=ëí~êíÉÇ=~ë=É~êäó=~ë=éçëëáÄäÉ=
íç=~î çáÇ=ÇÉä~óë=Çì êáåÖ=íÜÉ=éä~å=ÅÜÉÅâ=éêçÅÉëëK

d OUK mì êëì ~åí=íç=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=pÉÅíáçå=NTKTMMKMSMI=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=íç=ëì Äã áí=~=
qê~åëéçêí~íáçå=póëíÉã =j ~å~ÖÉã Éåí=mä~å=~åÇ=é~ó=~ää=êÉèì áêÉÇ=ÑÉÉë=éêáçê=íç=áëëì ~åÅÉ=çÑ=
_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áíëK=qÜÉ=qê~åëéçêí~íáçå=póëíÉã =j ~å~ÖÉã Éåí=mä~å=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=íç=êÉî áÉï =
~åÇ=~ééêçî ~ä=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíóI=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

d OVK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=êÉÅçêÇ=íÜÉ=cáå~ä=j ~éI=ï ÜáÅÜ=ÅêÉ~íÉë=íÜÉ=äçí=é~ííÉêå=ëÜçï å=çå íÜÉ=
éêçéçëÉÇ=ëáíÉ=éä~å=éêáçê=íç=çÄí~áåáåÖ=~åó=_ì áäÇáåÖ=mÉêã áíëK

d PMK qÜÉ=ëáíÉ=éä~å=ëÜ~ää=ÅçåÑçêã =íç=íÜÉ=é~êâáåÖ=êÉèì áêÉã Éåíë=ëÉí=ÑçêíÜ=áå=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=NTKSMUKMQMK

d PNK qÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=ï ~ääë=ÑÉåÅÉë=~åÇ=ëáÖå~ÖÉ=åÉ~ê=áåíÉêëÉÅíáçåë=~åÇ=Çêáî Éï ~óë=ëÜ~ää=~ääçï =
ëíçééáåÖ=ëáÖÜí=Çáëí~åÅÉ=éÉê=` ~äíê~åë=ëí~åÇ~êÇë=~åÇ=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=` áíó=` çÇÉ=pÉÅíáçå=
NOKOUKMNM=EORD=ëáÖÜí=íêá~åÖäÉFK==i ~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=áå=íÜÉ=~êÉ~=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Ñçê=~ÇÉèì ~íÉ=ëíçééáåÖ=
ëáÖÜí=Çáëí~åÅÉ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äáã áíÉÇ=PKRD=áå=ÜÉáÖÜí=~í=ã ~íì êáíóK==qÜÉ=~êÉ~=çÑ=ÉñÅäì ëáçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=mì ÄäáÅ=t çêâëK

DOU

d POK mÉê=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=pÉÅíáçåI=NPKMQKMTMI=ã ì äíáéäÉ=ï ~íÉê=ëÉêî áÅÉ=íç=~=ëáåÖäÉ=äçí=çê=é~êÅÉä=ã ~ó=ÄÉ=
~ääçï ÉÇ=áÑ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=a l r =a Éî Éäçéã Éåí=o Éî áÉï =~åÇ=l éÉê~íáçåë=~åÇ=j ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=ëí~ÑÑK==
^ åó=åÉï =ï ~íÉê=ëÉêî áÅÉë=EçíÜÉê=íÜ~å=ÑáêÉF=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ã ÉíÉêÉÇK==bñÅÉëë=ëÉêî áÅÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
~Ä~åÇçåÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a l r K

d PPK b~ÅÜ=é~êÅÉä=ëÜ~ää=Ü~î É=~=ëÉé~ê~íÉI=ã ÉíÉêÉÇ=áêêáÖ~íáçå=ëÉêî áÅÉX=éêçî áÇÉÇ=íÜ~í=~å=çï åÉê=çê=
Éåíáíó=éçëëÉëëáåÖ=~å=É~ëÉã Éåí=çê=çíÜÉê=éêçéÉêíó=êáÖÜí=~ì íÜçêáòáåÖ=~=Åçã ã çå=áêêáÖ~íáçå=
ëÉêî áÅÉ=Ñçê=ã ì äíáéäÉ=é~êÅÉäë=ã ~ó=êÉèì Éëí=~=Åçã ã çå=áêêáÖ~íáçå=ëÉêî áÅÉ=Ñçê=ëì ÅÜ=é~êÅÉäëI=~åÇ=
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` K̀ K=C=o Kë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=` áíó=~åÇ=êÉÅçêÇÉÇ=~ëëì êáåÖ=ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=~åÇ=
é~óã Éåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=Åçã ã çå=áêêáÖ~íáçåI=çå=ëì ÅÜ=íÉêã ë=~åÇ=ÅçåÇáíáçåë=~ë=ã ~ó=ÄÉ=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=
Äó=íÜÉ=a l r K

d PQK r íáäáíáÉë=êÉÅçêÇ=áåÇáÅ~íÉë=íÜ~í=íÜáë=éêçéÉêíó=Ü~ë=~=ëÉéíáÅ=ëÉï Éê=ëóëíÉã K==fÑ=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=
éä~åë=íç=ÅçååÉÅí=áåíç=íÜÉ=̀ áíó?ë=ëÉï Éê=ëóëíÉã I=íÜÉå=íÜÉ=ëÉéíáÅ=ëóëíÉã =ëÜ~ää=éêçéÉêäó=ÄÉ=
~Ä~åÇçå=ì åÇÉê=éÉêã áí=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=̀ çì åíó=båî áêçåã Éåí~ä=e É~äíÜ=a áî áëáçåK

d PRK qÜÉ=çåëáíÉ=ï ~íÉêI=ëÉï Éê=~åÇ=ëíçêã =Çê~áå=ëóëíÉã ë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêáî ~íÉ=ëóëíÉã ë=ã ~áåí~áåÉÇ=Äó=
íÜÉ=çï åÉê=çê=~ëëçÅá~íáçåK

d PSK qÜÉêÉ=áë=~å=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ã ~áå=~äçåÖ=íÜÉ=åçêíÜï Éëí=ÅçêåÉê=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉK==mêáçê=íç=
ÇÉëáÖåI=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÑáÉäÇ=î ÉêáÑó=íÜÉ=Éñ~Åí=äçÅ~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=~ää=̀ áíó=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëóëíÉã ë=
çå=íÜÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=éêçéÉêíó=~åÇ=ëÜçï =íÜÉëÉ=ì íáäáíáÉë=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=Çáëí~åÅÉë=Çáã ÉåëáçåÉÇ=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=
éêçéÉêíó=äáåÉ=çå=íÜÉ=çåëáíÉ=éä~åëK==r íáäáíáÉë=êÉÅçêÇ=ÇáÇ=åçí=áåÇáÅ~íÉ=íÜ~í=íÜÉêÉ=áë=~å=ÉñáëíáåÖ=
Çê~áå~ÖÉ=É~ëÉã ÉåíK==fÑ=íÜÉêÉ=åç=É~ëÉã Éåí=ÉñáëíëI íÜÉå=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÇÉÇáÅ~íÉ=~=NRJ
Ñí=ã áåáã ì ã =Çê~áå~ÖÉ=É~ëÉã Éåí=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=r íáäáíáÉëK

d PTK mÉê=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉ=NPKMQKOPMI=åç=éÉêã ~åÉåí=ëíêì Åíì êÉë=EáKÉK=íêÉÉëI=ÅçåÅêÉíÉ=ëä~ÄëI=é~î ÉêëI=
ÑÉåÅÉëI=ÉíÅKF=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=çå=íçé=çÑ=ï ~íÉê=çê=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=éáéÉäáåÉë=çê=~åóï ÜÉêÉ=ï áíÜáå=
íÜÉ=~ëëçÅá~íÉÇ=ì íáäáíó=É~ëÉã ÉåíëI=ì åäÉëë=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=ÇáêÉÅíçê=ì éçå=ÉñÉÅì íáçå=çÑ=~=
ÜçäÇ=Ü~êã äÉëë=~ÖêÉÉã Éåí=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̂ ííçêåÉóK

d PUK mÉê=pÉÅíáçå=NNKOKO=çÑ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó?ë=a ÉëáÖå=~åÇ=mêçÅÉÇì êÉë=j ~åì ~äI=ì åÇÉê=åç=ÅáêÅì ã ëí~åÅÉë=
ëÜ~ää=éêçéçëÉÇ=áåÑáää=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëóëíÉã ë=êÉëì äí=áå=áåÅêÉ~ëÉÇ=ÑäççÇáåÖ=íÜ~í=ÇçÉë=Ü~êã K=qÜÉ=
~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=éêçî áÇÉ=~=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëíì Çó=íÜ~í=ã ÉÉíë=íÜÉ=?a ç=k ç=e ~êã ?=ÅêáíÉêá~K==qÜÉ=
Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëíì Çó=ã ì ëí=ÄÉ=êÉî áÉï ÉÇ=~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉÇ Äó=íÜÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=çÑ=r íáäáíáÉë=éêáçê=íç=
Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áí=áëëì ~åÅÉK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=áë=~Çî áëÉÇ=íç=Åçåí~Åí=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=çÑ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=
r íáäáíáÉë=a Éé~êíã Éåí=a ê~áå~ÖÉ=pÉÅíáçå=EVNSJUMUJNQMMF=~í=íÜÉ=É~êäó=éä~ååáåÖ=ëí~ÖÉë=íç=
~ÇÇêÉëë=~åó=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=êÉä~íÉÇ=êÉèì áêÉã ÉåíëK

d PVK k ç=ã çêÉ=íÜ~å=SIMMM=ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉí=áë=~ääçï ÉÇ=íç=ëÜÉÉí=Çê~áå=çî Éê=~=éì ÄäáÅ=ëáÇÉï ~äâK==fÑ=íÜÉ=
~êÉ~=áë=ä~êÖÉê=íÜ~å=SIMMM=ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉíI=íÜÉå=~å=çåJëáíÉ=ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëóëíÉã =áë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=
~åÇ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÅçååÉÅíÉÇ=íç=íÜÉ=ëíêÉÉí=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=ëóëíÉã =Äó=ã É~åë çÑ=~=ëíçêã =Çê~áå=ëÉêî áÅÉ=
í~éK

d QMK mÉê=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉI=íÜÉ=pì ÄÇáî áÇÉê=ã ~ó=åçí=ÇÉî Éäçé=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=áå=~åó=ï ~ó=íÜ~í=çÄëíêì ÅíëI=
áã éÉÇÉëI=çê=áåíÉêÑÉêÉë=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=å~íì ê~ä=Ñäçï =çÑ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=çÑÑJëáíÉ=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=íÜ~í=ÅêçëëÉë=íÜÉ=
éêçéÉêíóK==qÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëÜ~ää=Åçåëíêì Åí=íÜÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=éì ÄäáÅ=~åÇLçê=éêáî ~íÉ=áåÑê~ëíêì Åíì êÉ=íç=
Ü~åÇäÉ=çÑÑJëáíÉ=êì åçÑÑ=íç=íÜÉ=ë~íáëÑ~Åíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a l r K==fÑ=éêáî ~íÉ=áåÑê~ëíêì Åíì êÉ=áë=Åçåëíêì ÅíÉÇ=
íç=Ü~åÇäÉ=çÑÑJëáíÉ=êì åçÑÑI=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÇÉÇáÅ~íÉ=íÜÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=éêáî ~íÉ=É~ëÉã Éåíë=
~åÇLçêI=~í=íÜÉ=ÇáëÅêÉíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=a l r I=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÉåíÉê=áåíç=~åÇ=êÉÅçêÇ=~å=
^ ÖêÉÉã Éåí=Ñçê=j ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ=çÑ=a ê~áå~ÖÉ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=̀ áíóI=áå=~=Ñçêã =~ÅÅÉéí~ÄäÉ=íç=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=
^ ííçêåÉóK

d QNK cáåáëÜÉÇ=Ñäççê=ÉäÉî ~íáçåë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~Äçî É=íÜÉ=NMMJóÉ~ê=e d i =çê=NKRJÑççí=~Äçî É=íÜÉ=çî Éêä~åÇ=
Ñäçï =êÉäÉ~ëÉ=ÉäÉî ~íáçåI=ï ÜáÅÜÉî Éê=áë=ÜáÖÜÉê=çê=~ë=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a l r K
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d QOK ^ =Öê~ÇáåÖ=éä~å=ëÜçï áåÖ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=~åÇ=éêçéçëÉÇ=ÉäÉî ~íáçåë=áë=êÉèì áêÉÇK==̂ Çà~ÅÉåí=çÑÑJëáíÉ=
íçéçÖê~éÜó=ëÜ~ää=~äëç=ÄÉ=ëÜçï å=íç=íÜÉ=ÉñíÉåí=åÉÅÉëë~êó=íç=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=áã é~Åíë=íç=ÉñáëíáåÖ=
ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=Çê~áå~ÖÉ=é~íÜëK==k ç=Öê~ÇáåÖ=ëÜ~ääçÅÅì ê=ì åíáä=íÜÉ=Öê~ÇáåÖ=éä~å=Ü~ë=ÄÉÉå=êÉî áÉï ÉÇ=
~åÇ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=a l r K

d QPK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ã ì ëí=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=çÑ=p~Åê~ã ÉåíçDë=d ê~ÇáåÖI=bêçëáçå=~åÇ=pÉÇáã Éåí=
` çåíêçä=l êÇáå~åÅÉK==qÜáë=çêÇáå~åÅÉ=êÉèì áêÉë=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=íç=ëÜçï =Éêçëáçå=~åÇ=ëÉÇáã Éåí=
Åçåíêçä=ã ÉíÜçÇë=çå=íÜÉ=ëì ÄÇáî áëáçå=áã éêçî Éã Éåí=éä~åëK==qÜÉëÉ=éä~åë=ëÜ~ää=~äëç=ëÜçï =íÜÉ=
ã ÉíÜçÇë=íç=Åçåíêçä=ì êÄ~å=êì åçÑÑ=éçääì íáçå=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉ=Çì êáåÖ=Åçåëíêì ÅíáçåK

d QQK mçëí=Åçåëíêì ÅíáçåI=ëíçêã ï ~íÉê=èì ~äáíó=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áåÅçêéçê~íÉÇ=áåíç=íÜÉ=
ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=íç=ã áåáã áòÉ=íÜÉ=áåÅêÉ~ëÉ=çÑ=ì êÄ~å=êì åçÑÑ=éçääì íáçå=Å~ì ëÉÇ=Äó=ÇÉî Éäçéã Éåí=
çÑ=íÜÉ=~êÉ~K==páåÅÉ=íÜÉ=éêçàÉÅí=áë=åçí=ëÉêî ÉÇ=Äó=~å=ÉñáëíáåÖ=êÉÖáçå~ä=ï ~íÉê=èì ~äáíó=Åçåíêçä=
Ñ~ÅáäáíóI=ÄçíÜ=ëçì êÅÉ=Åçåíêçä=~åÇ=çåJëáíÉ=íêÉ~íã Éåí=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉë=~êÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇK==̂ =
ã ~áåíÉå~åÅÉ= ~ÖêÉÉã Éåí= áë= êÉèì áêÉÇ= Ñçê= ~ää= çåJëáíÉ= íêÉ~íã Éåí= Åçåíêçä= ã É~ëì êÉëK=
fã éêçî Éã Éåí=éä~åë=ã ì ëí=áåÅäì ÇÉ=íÜÉ=ëçì êÅÉ=Åçåíêçäë=~åÇ=çåJëáíÉ=íêÉ~íã Éåí=Åçåíêçä=
ã É~ëì êÉë=ëÉäÉÅíÉÇ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=ëáíÉK==o ÉÑÉê=íç=íÜÉ=ä~íÉëí=ÉÇáíáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=?píçêã ï ~íÉê=n ì ~äáíó=
a ÉëáÖå=j ~åì ~ä=Ñçê=íÜÉ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=~åÇ=pçì íÜ=mä~ÅÉê=o ÉÖáçåë=Ej ~ó=OMMTF?=Ñçê=~ééêçéêá~íÉ=
ëçì êÅÉ=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉëK==o ì åçÑÑ=êÉÇì Åíáçå=ã É~ëì êÉë=EÉKÖK=éçêçì ë=é~î Éã ÉåíF=~êÉ=
çéíáçå~ä=Åçåíêçä=ã É~ëì êÉëK=o ÉÑÉê=íç=íÜÉ=o ì åçÑÑ=o ÉÇì Åíáçå=̀ êÉÇáí=t çêâëÜÉÉí=áå=íÜÉ=~Äçî É=
j ~åì ~ä=Ñçê=éçêçì ë=é~î Éã Éåí=ÇÉëáÖåK

DOU ADVISORY NOTES

d QRK j ~åó=éêçàÉÅíë=ï áíÜáå=íÜÉ=` áíó=çÑ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=êÉèì áêÉ=çåJëáíÉ=ÄççëíÉê=éì ã éë=Ñçê=ÑáêÉ=
ëì ééêÉëëáçå=~åÇ=Ççã ÉëíáÅ=ï ~íÉê=ëóëíÉã ëK==mêáçê=íç=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëì ÄàÉÅí=éêçàÉÅíI=íÜÉ=a l r =
ëì ÖÖÉëíë=íÜ~í=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=êÉèì Éëí=~=ï ~íÉê=ëì ééäó=íÉëí=íç=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=ï Ü~í=éêÉëëì êÉ=~åÇ=
Ñäçï ë=íÜÉ=ëì êêçì åÇáåÖ=éì ÄäáÅ=ï ~íÉê=ÇáëíêáÄì íáçå=ëóëíÉã =Å~å=éêçî áÇÉ=íç=íÜÉ=ëáíÉK==qÜáë=
áåÑçêã ~íáçå=Å~å=íÜÉå=ÄÉ=ì ëÉÇ=íç=~ëëáëí=íÜÉ=ÉåÖáåÉÉêë=áå=íÜÉ=ÇÉëáÖå=çÑ=íÜÉ=çåJëáíÉ=ÑáêÉ=
ëì ééêÉëëáçå=ëóëíÉã K

d QSK qÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=éêçàÉÅí áë=äçÅ~íÉÇ=áå=~=pÜ~ÇÉÇ=wçåÉ=u=çå=íÜÉ=cÉÇÉê~ä=bã ÉêÖÉåÅó=
j ~å~ÖÉã Éåí=̂ ÖÉåÅó=Ecbj ^ F=cäççÇ=fåëì ê~åÅÉ=o ~íÉ=j ~éë=Ecfo j ëFK==̂ ÅÅçêÇáåÖäóI=íÜÉ=
éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉ=äáÉë=áå=~å=~êÉ~=ï áíÜ=åç=êÉèì áêÉã Éåíë=íç=ÉäÉî ~íÉ=çê=ÑäççÇ=éêççÑK

FIRE

d QTK qáã áåÖ=~åÇ=fåëí~ää~íáçåK=t ÜÉå=ÑáêÉ=éêçíÉÅíáçåI=áåÅäì ÇáåÖ=ÑáêÉ=~éé~ê~íì ë=~ÅÅÉëë=êç~Çë=~åÇ=
ï ~íÉê=ëì ééäáÉë=Ñçê=ÑáêÉ=éêçíÉÅíáçåI=áë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=íç=ÄÉ=áåëí~ääÉÇI=ëì ÅÜ=éêçíÉÅíáçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
áåëí~ääÉÇ=~åÇ=ã ~ÇÉ=ëÉêî áÅÉ~ÄäÉ=éêáçê=íç=~åÇ=Çì êáåÖ=íÜÉ=íáã É=çÑ=Åçåëíêì ÅíáçåK==̀ c` =RMNKQ

d QUK mêçî áÇÉ=~=ï ~íÉê=Ñäçï =íÉëíK=Ej ~âÉ=~êê~åÖÉã Éåíë=~í=íÜÉ=mÉêã áí=̀ ÉåíÉê=ï ~äâJáå=Åçì åíÉêW=PMM=
o áÅÜ~êÇë=_äî ÇI=p~Åê~ã ÉåíçI=̀ ^ =VRUNQFK=` c` =RMTKQ

d QVK ^ ää=íì êåáåÖ=ê~Çáá=Ñçê=ÑáêÉ=~ÅÅÉëë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~ë=PR?=áåëáÇÉ=~åÇ=RR?=çì íëáÇÉK==̀ c` =
RMPKOKQI=ca =pí~åÇ~êÇK=qÜÉ=êÉéêÉëÉåí~íáçåë=çå=ëÜÉÉí=̂ N=Ñçê=íÜÉ=íì êåáåÖ=ê~Çáá=~êÉ=åçí=
~ÅÅì ê~íÉK=qÜÉó=ã ì ëí=êÉéêÉëÉåí=~=Ñì ää=ï áÇíÜ=çÑ=OM?=Ñçê=íÜÉ=ÑáêÉ=ä~åÉ=~ééêç~ÅÜ=áåíç=íÜÉ=íì êå=
ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=áåëáÇÉ=~åÇ=çì íëáÇÉ=ê~Çáá=êÉã ~áåáåÖ=ÅçåëáëíÉåí íÜêçì ÖÜçì í=íÜÉ=íì êåK=t ÜÉêÉ=çåÉJ
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ï ~ó=íê~ÑÑáÅ=áë=ÅçåÅÉêåÉÇI=ã ÉÇá~åë=ã ì ëí=ÄÉ=í~âÉå=áåíç=ÅçåëáÇÉê~íáçå=íç=ã ~áåí~áå=Éåçì ÖÜ=
êç~Ç=Ñçê=~éé~ê~íì ë=íç=Åçã éäÉíÉ=íÜÉ=íì êå=ï áíÜçì í=ÅêçëëáåÖ=çî Éê=íÜÉ=ã ÉÇá~åK=pÉÉ=Éñ~ã éäÉëK

d RMK mêçî áÇÉ=~ééêçéêá~íÉ=håçñ=~ÅÅÉëë=Ñçê=ëíêì Åíì êÉëK=̀ c` =pÉÅíáçå=RMS

d RNK ^ å=~ì íçã ~íáÅ=ÑáêÉ=ëéêáåâäÉê=ëóëíÉã =ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áåëí~ääÉÇ=áå=~åó=éçêíáçå=çÑ=~ Äì áäÇáåÖ=ï ÜÉå=íÜÉ=
Ñäççê=~êÉ~=çÑ=íÜÉ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=ÉñÅÉÉÇë=PIRVV=ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉíK=̀ c` =cáêÉ=̀ çÇÉ=̂ ã ÉåÇã Éåíë=VMPKO=
E~F

d ROK i çÅ~íÉ=~åÇ=áÇÉåíáÑó=cáêÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=̀ çååÉÅíáçåë=Eca ` ëF=çå=~ÇÇêÉëë=ëáÇÉ=çÑ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=åç=
Ñì êíÜÉê=íÜ~å=RM=ÑÉÉí=~åÇ=åç=ÅäçëÉê=íÜ~å=NR=ÑÉÉí=Ñêçã =~=ÑáêÉ=ÜóÇê~åí=~åÇ=åçí=ã çêÉ=íÜ~å=PM=
ÑÉÉí=Ñêçã =~=é~î ÉÇ=êç~Çï ~óK=ca ` ?ë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äçÅ~íÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=ë~ã É=ëáÇÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëíêÉÉí=çê=ÑáêÉ=
ä~åÉ=ëç=íÜ~í=ï ÜÉå=ÅçååÉÅíáåÖ=íç=~=ÑáêÉ=~éé~ê~íì ë=íÜÉ=ÑáêÉ=ÜçëÉ=ÇçÉë=åçí=çÄëíêì Åí=~ÅÅÉëë=
Ñçê=çíÜÉê=Éã ÉêÖÉåÅó=êÉëéçåÇáåÖ=î ÉÜáÅäÉëK

d RPK ^ å=~ééêçî ÉÇÑáêÉ=Åçåíêçä=êççã =ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=Ñçê=~ää=Äì áäÇáåÖë=éêçíÉÅíÉÇ=Äó=~å=~ì íçã ~íáÅ=
ÑáêÉ=ÉñíáåÖì áëÜáåÖ=ëóëíÉã K==qÜÉ=êççã =ëÜ~ää=Åçåí~áå=~ää=ëóëíÉã =Åçåíêçä=î ~äî ÉëI=ÑáêÉ=~ä~êã =
Åçåíêçä=é~åÉäë=~åÇ=çíÜÉê=ÑáêÉ=Éèì áéã Éåí=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=cáêÉ=̀ çÇÉ=l ÑÑáÅá~äK=cáêÉ=̀ çåíêçä=
êççã ë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=äçÅ~íÉÇ=ï áíÜáå=íÜÉ=Äì áäÇáåÖ=~í=~=äçÅ~íáçå=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=cáêÉ=̀ çÇÉ=l ÑÑáÅá~äI=
~åÇ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=ï áíÜ=~=ã É~åë=íç=~ÅÅÉëë=íÜÉ=êççã =ÇáêÉÅíäó=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=ÉñíÉêáçêK==a ì ê~ÄäÉ=
ëáÖå~ÖÉ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=ÉñíÉêáçê=ëáÇÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=~ÅÅÉëë=Çççê=íç=áÇÉåíáÑó=íÜÉ=ÑáêÉ=Åçåíêçä=
êççã K==cáêÉ=̀ çåíêçä=êççã ë=ëÜ~ää=åçí=ÄÉ=äÉëë=íÜ~å=RM=ëèì ~êÉ=ÑÉÉíK=̀ c` =̂ ã ÉåÇã Éåíë=
VMPKQKNKN

d RQK j áåáã ì ã =Ö~íÉ=ï áÇíÜ=ëÜ~ää=éêçî áÇÉ=OM=ÑÉÉí=ÅäÉ~ê=~ÅÅÉëëK=̂ å=~ééêçî ÉÇ=âÉó=Äçñ=EhåçñF=ëÜ~ää=
ÄÉ=áåëí~ääÉÇ=~í=äÉ~ëí=QU=áåÅÜÉë=~Äçî É=Öê~ÇÉ=çå=íÜÉ=çì íëáÇÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=Ö~íÉK=fí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇ=
ï áíÜ=~=âÉó=íç=çéÉå=íÜÉ=Ö~íÉK

POLICE

d RRK bñíÉêáçê=äáÖÜíáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ï ÜáíÉ=äáÖÜí=ì ëáåÖ=i ba =ä~ã éë=ï áíÜ=Ñì ää=Åì íçÑÑ=Ñáñíì êÉë=íç=äáã áí=Öä~êÉ=
~åÇ=äáÖÜí=íêÉëé~ëëK=̀ çäçê=íÉã éÉê~íì êÉ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÄÉíï ÉÉå=OTMMh=~åÇ=QNMMhK

d RSK _êçâÉå=çê=Ç~ã ~ÖÉÇ=ÉñíÉêáçê=äáÖÜíáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉé~áêÉÇ=çê=êÉéä~ÅÉÇ=ï áíÜáå=QU=Üçì êë=çÑ=ÄÉáåÖ=
åçíÉÇK=

d RTK m~êâáåÖ=~åÇ=ÄáÅóÅäÉ=é~êâáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áääì ã áå~íÉÇ=íç=~=ã ~áåí~áåÉÇ=ã áåáã ì ã =çÑ=NKR=Ñççí=
Å~åÇäÉë=éÉê=ëèì ~êÉ=Ñççí=çÑ=é~êâáåÖ=~êÉ~=~í=~=NMWN=ã ~ñáã ì ã =íç=ã áåáã ì ã =ê~íáç=Çì êáåÖ=
Äì ëáåÉëë=Üçì êëK

d RUK bñíÉêáçê=ï ~äâï ~óëI=~äÅçî Éë=~åÇ=é~ëë~ÖÉï ~óë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áääì ã áå~íÉÇ=íç=~=ã ~áåí~áåÉÇ=
ã áåáã ì ã =çÑ=� =Ñççí=Å~åÇäÉë=éÉê=ëèì ~êÉ=Ñççí=çÑ=ëì êÑ~ÅÉ=~êÉ~=~í=~=O=Ñççí=Å~åÇäÉ=~î Éê~ÖÉ=
~åÇ=~=QWN=~î Éê~ÖÉ=íç=ã áåáã ì ã =ê~íáç=Ñêçã =çåÉJÜ~äÑ=Üçì ê=ÄÉÑçêÉ=Çì ëâ=íç=çåÉJÜ~äÑ=Üçì ê=~ÑíÉê=
Ç~ï åK

d RVK bñíÉêáçê=äáÖÜíáåÖ=ÇáëíêáÄì íáçå=~åÇ=Ñáñíì êÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~ééêçî ÉÇ=Äó=íÜÉ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=mçäáÅÉ=
a Éé~êíã Éåí=̀ mqba =pÉêÖÉ~åí=Eçê=ÇÉëáÖåÉÉF=éêáçê=íç=áëëì ~åÅÉ=çÑ=~=Äì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áíK
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d SMK bñíÉêáçê=äáÖÜíáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=áå=ÅççêÇáå~íáçå=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=ä~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=éä~å=íç=ã áåáã áòÉ=
áåíÉêÑÉêÉåÅÉ=ÄÉíï ÉÉå=íÜÉ=äáÖÜí=ëí~åÇ~êÇë=~åÇ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=áääì ã áå~íáçå=~åÇ=íÜÉ=ä~åÇëÅ~éÉ=
íêÉÉë=~åÇ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=ëÜ~ÇáåÖ=Ep` ` =NTKSMUKMQMFK

d SNK ^ ää=äáÖÜí=Ñáñíì êÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=î ~åÇ~ä=êÉëáëí~åí=Ep` ` =NTKSMUKMQMFK

d SOK bñíÉêáçê=äáÖÜíáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ëÜáÉäÇÉÇ=çê=çíÜÉêï áëÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=íç=~î çáÇ=ëéáääJçî Éê=áääì ã áå~íáçå=íç=
~Çà~ÅÉåí=ëíêÉÉíë=~åÇ=éêçéÉêíáÉë=Ep` ` =NTKSMUKMQMFK

d SPK ^ ää=ã ~íì êÉ=ä~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=Ñçääçï =íÜÉ=íï ç=Ñççí=ëáñ=Ñççí=êì äÉK=̂ ää=ä~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
Öêçì åÇ=Åçî ÉêI=íï ç=ÑÉÉí=çê=äÉëë=~åÇ=äçï Éê=íêÉÉ=Å~åçéáÉë=çÑ=ã ~íì êÉ=íêÉÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~Äçî É=ëáñ=
ÑÉÉíK=qÜáë=áåÅêÉ~ëÉë=å~íì ê~ä=ëì êî Éáää~åÅÉ=~åÇ=Éäáã áå~íÉë=ÜáÇáåÖ=~êÉ~ë=ï áíÜáå=íÜÉ=ä~åÇëÅ~éÉK=

d SQK qêÉÉ=Å~åçéáÉë=ëÜ~ää=åçí=áåíÉêÑÉêÉ=ï áíÜ=çê=ÄäçÅâ=äáÖÜíáåÖK=qÜáë=ÅêÉ~íÉë=ëÜ~Ççï ë=~åÇ=~êÉ~ë=
çÑ=ÅçåÅÉ~äã ÉåíK=qÜÉ=ä~åÇëÅ~éáåÖ=éä~å=ëÜ~ää=~ääçï =Ñçê=éêçéÉê=áääì ã áå~íáçå=~åÇ=î áëáÄáäáíó=
êÉÖ~êÇáåÖ=äáÖÜíáåÖ=~åÇ=ëì êî Éáää~åÅÉ=Å~ã Éê~ë=íÜêçì ÖÜ=íÜÉ=ã ~íì êáíó=çÑ=íêÉÉë=~åÇ=ëÜêì ÄëK

d SRK mÉÇÉëíêá~å=é~íÜë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~=ã áåáã ì ã =çÑ=S?=ï áÇÉK=

d SSK ^ ää=ëçäáÇ=ÅçêÉ=ÉñíÉêáçê=Çççêë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Éèì áééÉÇ=ï áíÜ=~=NUM=ÇÉÖêÉÉ=î áÉï áåÖ=ÇÉî áÅÉ=íç ëÅêÉÉå=
éÉêëçåë=ÄÉÑçêÉ=~ääçï áåÖ=ÉåíêóI=~åÇ=ëÜ~ää=êÉã ~áå=äçÅâÉÇ=~í=~ää=íáã Éë=ÉñÅÉéí=Ñçê=Éã ÉêÖÉåÅáÉë=
~åÇ=ÇÉäáî ÉêáÉëK

d STK ^ =ÇÉÅçê~íáî É=íì Äì ä~ê=ëíÉÉä=ÑÉåÅÉ=áë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=~í=íÜÉ=åçêíÜÉê=ÄçêÇÉê=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçéÉêíó=íç=éêÉî Éåí=
éÉÇÉëíêá~åë=Ñêçã =ï ~äâáåÖ=íÜêçì ÖÜ=íÜÉ=ä~åÇëÅ~éÉÇ ~êÉ~=åçêíÜ=çÑ=?pÜçéë=QK?=cÉåÅÉ=ëÜ~ää=
ÉñíÉåÇ=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=éì ÄäáÅ=ëáÇÉï ~äâ=çå=cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇ=íç=íÜÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=̀ j r =ï ~ää=~í=íÜÉ=
É~ëíÉêåã çëí=êÉëáÇÉåíá~ä=ì åáí=~åÇ=ÄÉ=~í=äÉ~ëí=QO?=ÜáÖÜK

d SUK píÉéë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=í~âÉå=íç=ã áíáÖ~íÉ=~å=áã éêçã éíì =éÉÇÉëíêá~å=é~íÜ=~äçåÖ=cêÉÉéçêí=åçêíÜ=çÑ=
?pÜçéë=QK?=mçëëáÄäÉ=ã áíáÖ~íáçå=ã É~ëì êÉë=áåÅäì ÇÉ=~=S?=ëáÇÉï ~äâ=íç=~ääçï =ëì ÅÜ=Éåíê~åÅÉ=
çåíç=íÜÉ=éêçéÉêíó=çê=~=Q?=ÇÉÅçê~íáî É=íì Äì ä~ê=ëíÉÉä=ÑÉåÅÉ=íç=éêÉî Éåí=ëì ÅÜ=Éåíê~åÅÉ=çåíç=íÜÉ=
éêçéÉêíóK

d SVK ^ ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÉåíÉê=áåíç=é~êíåÉêëÜáé=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=mçäáÅÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=íç=áåëí~ää=
íï ç=EOF=ml a =Å~ã Éê~ë=ï áíÜáå=ëáñ=ESF=ã çåíÜë=çÑ=íÜÉ=Ñáêëí=íÉå~åí=çÅÅì éóáåÖ=íÜÉ=ëáíÉK=l åÉ=
Å~ã Éê~=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éçëáíáçåÉÇ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=áåíÉåíáçå=çÑ=êÉÅçêÇáåÖ=î ÉÜáÅäÉë=ÉåíÉêáåÖ=~åÇ=ÉñáíáåÖ=
íÜÉ=éêçéÉêíó=î á~=t Éåíï çêíÜ=^ î Éåì ÉK=qÜÉ=çíÜÉê=Å~ã Éê~=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éçëáíáçåÉÇ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=
áåíÉåíáçå=çÑ=êÉÅçêÇáåÖ=î ÉÜáÅäÉë=ÉåíÉêáåÖ=~åÇ=ÉñáíáåÖ=íÜÉ=éêçéÉêíó=î á~=cêÉÉéçêí=_çì äÉî ~êÇK=
qÜÉ=ã ~ñáã ì ã =Åçëí=Ñçê=íÜÉëÉ=Å~ã Éê~ë=íç=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ASMMM=íçí~ä=EAPMMM=éÉê=
ml a FK=

d TMK p~äÉë=çÑ=ÄÉÉê=~åÇ=ã ~äí=ÄÉî Éê~ÖÉë=Ñçê=çÑÑJéêÉã áëÉë=Åçåëì ã éíáçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áå=èì ~åíáíáÉë=çÑ=
åçí=äÉëë=íÜ~å=~=ëáñJé~ÅâK

d TNK p~äÉë=çÑ=ï áåÉ=Ñçê=çÑÑJéêÉã áëÉë=Åçåëì ã éíáçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áå=Åçåí~áåÉêë=çÑ=~í=äÉ~ëí=TRM=ã äK

d TOK p~äÉë=çÑ=ï áåÉ=ÅççäÉêë=Ñçê=çÑÑ=éêÉã áëÉë=Åçåëì ã éíáçåI=ï ÜÉíÜÉê=ã ~ÇÉ=Ñçê=ï áåÉ=çê=ã ~äí=
éêçÇì ÅíëI=ëÜ~ää=åçí=ÄÉ ëçäÇ=áå=èì ~åíáíáÉë=çÑ=äÉëë=íÜ~å=Ñ~Åíçêó=é~Åâë=çÑ=Ñçì êK
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d TPK p~äÉë=çÑ=ÇáëíáääÉÇ=ëéáêáíë=Ñçê=çÑÑJéêÉã áëÉë=Åçåëì ã éíáçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áå=Åçåí~áåÉêë=çÑ=~í=äÉ~ëí=OMM=
ã äK

d TQK bäÉÅíêçåáÅ=?éçáåí=çÑ=ë~äÉ?=~ÖÉ=î ÉêáÑáÅ~íáçå=ëóëíÉã =áë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=Ñçê=~äÅçÜçä=ë~äÉëI=áåÅäì ÇáåÖW

 ëÅ~åë=~åÇ=~ì íÜÉåíáÅ~íÉë=fa

 áÇÉåíáÑáÉë=Ñ~âÉ=fa ë

 Ü~ë=íÜÉ=~Äáäáíó=íç=ÅêÉ~íÉ=~=?Ä~ååÉÇ=é~íêçå?=äáëí

d TRK k ç=ã çêÉ=íÜ~å=PP=éÉêÅÉåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=ëèì ~êÉ=Ñççí~ÖÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=ï áåÇçï ë=~åÇ=ÅäÉ~ê=Çççêë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=
ÄäçÅâÉÇ=Äó=~Çî ÉêíáëáåÖI=ëáÖåëI=ëÜÉäî Éë=çê=~åóíÜáåÖ=ÉäëÉK=^ ää=~Çî ÉêíáëáåÖI=ëáÖåëI ~åÇ=
ëÜÉäî áåÖ=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éä~ÅÉÇ=~åÇ=ã ~áåí~áåÉÇ=áå=~=ã ~ååÉê=íÜ~í=Éåëì êÉë=íÜ~í=ä~ï =ÉåÑçêÅÉã Éåí=
éÉêëçååÉä=Ü~î É=~=ÅäÉ~ê=~åÇ=ì åçÄëíêì ÅíÉÇ=î áÉï =çÑ=íÜÉ=áåíÉêáçê=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêÉã áëÉëI=áåÅäì ÇáåÖ=
íÜÉ=~êÉ~=áå=ï ÜáÅÜ=íÜÉ=Å~ëÜ=êÉÖáëíÉêë=~êÉ=ã ~áåí~áåÉÇI=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=ÉñíÉêáçê=éì ÄäáÅ ëáÇÉï ~äâ=çê=
Éåíê~åÅÉ=íç=íÜÉ=éêÉã áëÉëK=̂ ää=ëáÖåë=ëÜ~ää=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=̀ áíó=̀ çÇÉK

d TSK qÜÉ=å~ã Éë=çÑ=~ää=ëíçêÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêáåíÉÇ=çå=~ää=êÉÅÉáéíëK

d TTK k ç=éì ÄäáÅ=é~ó=éÜçåÉëLíÉäÉéÜçåÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=~ääçï ÉÇ=çå=íÜÉ=éêÉã áëÉëK

d TUK qÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=áë=êÉëéçåëáÄäÉ=Ñçê=êÉ~ëçå~Ääó=ÅçåíêçääáåÖ=íÜÉ=ÅçåÇì Åí=çÑ=éÉêëçåë=çå=íÜÉ=ëáíÉ=
~åÇ=ëÜ~ää=áã ã ÉÇá~íÉäó=ÇáëéÉêëÉ=äçáíÉêÉêëK=qÜáë=ÇçÉë=åçí=áã éäó=íÜ~í=Ñì ää=íáã É=ëÉÅì êáíó=ã ì ëí=
ÄÉ=Éã éäçóÉÇK=

d TVK ^ ää=Çì ã éëíÉêë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=âÉéí=äçÅâÉÇK

d UMK qê~ëÜ=êÉÅÉéí~ÅäÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=çÑ=~=ÇÉëáÖå=íç=éêÉî Éåí=ì å~ì íÜçêáòÉÇ=êÉã çî ~ä=çÑ=~êíáÅäÉë=Ñêçã =
íÜÉ=íê~ëÜ=ÄáåK

d UNK ^ åó=Öê~ÑÑáíá=é~áåíÉÇ=çê=ã ~êâÉÇ=ì éçå=íÜÉ=éêÉã áëÉë=çê=çå=~åó=~Çà~ÅÉåí=~êÉ~=ì åÇÉê=íÜÉ=
Åçåíêçä=çÑ=íÜÉ=~ééäáÅ~åí=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉã çî ÉÇ=çê=é~áåíÉÇ=çî Éê=ï áíÜ=ã ~íÅÜáåÖ=é~áåí=ï áíÜáå=ëÉî Éå=
ETF=Ç~óë=çÑ=ÄÉáåÖ=~ééäáÉÇK

d UOK qÜÉ=çéÉê~íçê=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=êÉëéçåëáÄäÉ=Ñçê=íÜÉ=Ç~áäó=êÉã çî ~ä=çÑ=~ää=äáííÉê=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=ëáíÉK

d UPK pÉ~í=ï ~ääë=~åÇ=ÄÉåÅÜÉë=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=~åÇ=Äì áäí=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=áåíÉåí=íÜ~í=íÜÉ=ì ëÉê=ëáí=ì éêáÖÜí=
~åÇ=åçí=äáÉ=Ççï åK=pÉ~í=ï ~ääë=~åÇ=ÄÉåÅÜÉë=ëÜ~ää=~äëç=ÄÉ=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇ=íç=ã ~âÉ=ëâ~íÉÄç~êÇáåÖ=
äÉëë=~ííê~Åíáî ÉK=cáå~ä=ÇÉëáÖå=~ééêçî ~ä=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=p~Åê~ã Éåíç=mçäáÅÉ=a Éé~êíã Éåí=̀ mqba =
pÉêÖÉ~åí=çê=ÇÉëáÖåÉÉ=áë=êÉèì áêÉÇK=

d UQK fåíÉêå~ä=ëáÇÉï ~äâë=~êçì åÇ=?pÜçéë=R?=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áåíÉÖê~íÉÇ=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=éÉÇÉëíêá~å=é~íÜë=Ñêçã =
íÜÉ=åÉáÖÜÄçêáåÖ=éêçéÉêíó=íç=íÜÉ=É~ëí=íç=éêÉî Éåí=íÜÉ=ÅêÉ~íáçå=çÑ=Çáêí=é~íÜëK=

d URK _áâÉ=ê~Åâë=çå=íÜÉ=ëçì íÜ=ëáÇÉ=çÑ=?pÜçéë=O?=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=áå=Ñêçåí=çÑ=ï áåÇçï ë=íç=éêçã çíÉ=å~íì ê~ä=
ëì êî Éáää~åÅÉK
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qÜÉ=m~êâ EmNRJMQUF l ÅíçÄÉêOMI=OMNS

d USK _áâÉ=ê~Åâë=ëÜçï å=ï Éëí=çÑ=?pÜçéë=N?=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=ã çî ÉÇ=íç=~åçíÜÉê=äçÅ~íáçå=íÜ~í=éêçî áÇÉë=
å~íì ê~ä=ëì êî Éáää~åÅÉ=EÉKÖK=áå=Ñêçåí=çÑ=~=ï áåÇçï FK=qÜáë=ï çì äÇåçí=~ééäó=íç=?äçåÖ=íÉêã =ÄáÅóÅäÉ=
é~êâáåÖK?

REGIONAL TRANSIT

d UTK mêçàÉÅí=Åçåëíêì Åíáçå=ëÜ~ää=åçí=Çáëêì éí=íê~åëáí=ëÉêî áÅÉ=çê=éÉÇÉëíêá~å=~ÅÅÉëë=íç=íê~åëáí=ëíçéëK

d UUK a Éî ÉäçéÉê=íç=Åçåí~Åí=o çÄÉêí=e ÉåÇêáñI=o q=c~ÅáäáíáÉë=EVNSF=USVJUSMS=íç=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉ=áÑ=
ì éÖê~ÇÉë=Ñçê=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=Äì ë=ëíçé=~êÉ=êÉèì áêÉÇ=çê=áÑ=~=Äì ë=ëÜÉäíÉê=é~Ç=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=éêçî áÇÉÇK==
fÑ=ÇÉíÉêã áåÉÇ=~ééêçéêá~íÉ=EÄó=o qF=éêçî áÇÉ=~=Äì ë=ëÜÉäíÉê=é~Ç=~ë=ÇáêÉÅíÉÇK=̂ ÇÇáíáçå~ääóI=Äì ë=
ëíçé=~ÅÅÉëëáÄáäáíó=íç=~åÇ=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=ëáíÉ=ëÜçì äÇ=ÄÉ=ÇáëÅì ëëÉÇ=ï áíÜ=o çÄÉêí íç=Éåëì êÉ=ÅäÉ~ê=
~åÇ=É~ëó=ÅçååÉÅíáî áíó=Ñçê=~ää=íê~åëáí=ì ëÉêëI=áåÅäì ÇáåÖ=íÜçëÉ=ï áíÜ=Çáë~ÄáäáíáÉë

d UVK qê~åëáí=áåÑçêã ~íáçå=ëÜ~ää=ÄÉ=Çáëéä~óÉÇ=áå=éêçã áåÉåí=äçÅ~íáçåë=ï áíÜáå=íÜÉ=Äì ëáåÉëëÉë=Ñçê=
ÄçíÜ=é~íêçåë=~åÇ=Éã éäçóÉÉëK=mäÉ~ëÉ=ì ëÉ=íÜÉ=o Éèì Éëí=cçêã =~î ~áä~ÄäÉ=çå=ï ï ï Kë~ÅêíKÅçã
íç=çêÇÉê=íê~åëáí=áåÑçêã ~íáçå=ã ~íÉêá~äëK

H. Variance for Signage íç=ÉñÅÉÉÇ=íÜÉ=~ääçï ÉÇ=ëáÖå=Çáã Éåëáçåë=áå=çêÇÉê=íç=êÉäçÅ~íÉ=~å=
ÉñáëíáåÖ=ÇÉí~ÅÜÉÇ=ëáÖå=íç=íÜÉ=éêçéçëÉÇ=éêçàÉÅí=ëáíÉ áë=approved Ä~ëÉÇ=çå íÜÉ=Ñçääçï áåÖ=
` çåÇáíáçåë=çÑ=̂ ééêçî ~äW

e NK qÜÉ=î ~êá~åÅÉ=áë=Ñçê=íÜÉ=êÉäçÅ~íáçå=çÑ=íÜÉ=ÉñáëíáåÖ=éóäçå=ëáÖå=Ñêçã =íÜÉ=Åì êêÉåí=o ~äÉó?ë=
äçÅ~íáçå=íç=íÜÉ=ëçì íÜ=çåäóK

e OK _ì áäÇáåÖ=éÉêã áí=áë=êÉèì áêÉÇ=íç=êÉäçÅ~íÉ=íÜÉ=éóäçå=ëáÖåK

e PK ^ ääçíÜÉê=ëáÖå~ÖÉ çå=ëáíÉ ëÜ~ää=Åçã éäó=ï áíÜ=íÜÉ=Åáíó?ë=ëáÖå=ÅçÇÉ=~åÇ=Ñáå~ä=ÇÉëáÖå=áë=ëì ÄàÉÅí=
íç=~ÇÇáíáçå~ä=éä~ååáåÖ=êÉî áÉï =~í=íÜÉ=íáã É=çÑ=éì ääáåÖ=ëáÖå=éÉêã áíëK
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LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP



NOTES:

PROJECT
SITE

SERVICE PROVIDERS:

OWNER :

CIVIL ENGINEER:

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBERS: EXISTING AREA:

EXISTING ZONING: EXISTING GENERAL PLAN LAND USE:

FLOOD ZONE: BENCHMARK:

ARCHITECT:

PROJECT ADDRESS:

PROPOSED ZONING: PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN LAND USE:

VICINITY MAP



PROPOSED AREA:

BASIS OF BEARINGS:



OWNER : OWNER :

CITY OF SACRAMENTO BENCHMARK 317-C3E, A

RAMSET IN THE TRAFFIC SIGNAL BASE AT THE

SOUTHWEST CORNER OF FREEPORT BOULEVARD

AND WENTWORTH AVENUE. ELEVATION 20.276 FEET

(NAVD88)

Exhibit 5A: Tentative Map
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.

DATE:

MCG JOB #:

REVISIONSDATE

THE PARK
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

N

14.259.02

SEPTEMBER 8, 2016

MCG ARCHITECTS 2010 ALL RIGHTS RESERVEDC

0

SITE PLAN

Scale : 1" = 50'

25' 50' 100'

PROJECT SUMMARY

STREET ADDRESS
4700, 4740 & 4790 FREEPORT BLVD.,
1913, 1919, 1927 & 2009 WENTWORTH AVE.

ZONING
COMMERCIAL (C-2-EA-4, C-2)
RESIDENTIAL (R-1,R-1-EA-4, R-1A-EA-4)
RESIDENTIAL (R-2A-R-EA-4/R-2A-EA-4)

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS
017-0121-001, 017-0121-007, 017-0121-008,
017-0121-009, 017-0121-010, 017-0121-006

SITE AREA: 9.867 ACRES
(429,806.5 SF)

NET SITE AREA: 8.3 ACRES

TOTAL BUILDING AREA: 108,165 SF
FLOOR AREA RATIO: 0.24

PARKING
TOTAL ON-SITE PARKING: 457 STALLS
PARKING RATIO: 4.2/1000

STANDARD STALL SIZE: 8.5' X 18'
MINIMUM AISLE WIDTH: 24'

BICYCLE PARKING
LONG-TERM PARKING PROVIDED IN LOCKERS
1 STALL PER 10,000 SF: 11 STALLS

SHORT-TERM PARKING PROVIDED BY RACKS
DISTRIBUTED THROUGHOUT THE SITE
1 STALL PER 2,000 SF: 57 STALLS
BICYCLE PARKING AREA: 2' X 6'

MO CAPITAL
MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

A1

Exhibit 5B: Site Plan
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals.  No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.

DATE:
MCG JOB #:

REVISIONSDATE 

THE PARK
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA14.259.02

SEPT. 8, 2016

MCG ARCHITECTS 2010  ALL RIGHTS RESERVEDC

STREETSCAPE FROM FREEPORT BLVD.

Scale : N.T.S.

MO CAPITAL
MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA

A2

EXISTING BANKWENTWORTH AVE. SHOPS 2 EXISTING BANK SHOPS 3 SHOPS 4 ADJACENT SHOPS MEER WAY

Exhibit 5C: Floor Plans & Elevations
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.

DATE:

MCG JOB #:

REVISIONSDATE

LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

N

14.259.02

SEPTEMBER 8, 2016

MCG ARCHITECTS 2014 ALL RIGHTS RESERVEDC
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FLOOR PLAN
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FINISH MATERIAL KEYNOTES:

10 GREEN SCREEN

LEGEND:
MATERIAL/TYPE MANUFACTURER COLOR/NUMBER

A PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE ASHLAND SLATE, #1608

B PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE COBBLESTONE PATH, #1606

C PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE SILVERY MOON, #1604

D PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE DEEP OCHRE, #1048

E PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE LATTE, #2163-60

F PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE WHITALL BROWN, #HC-69

EXTERIOR CEMENT PLASTER, WALLS AND TRIM:

A B C

ALUMINUM STOREFRONT:

AA ALUM STOREFRONT KAWNEER ANODIZED ALUMINUM, CLEAR
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EXTERIOR WALL FINISHES:

CC STONE VENEER --- STACKED SLATE, CHINA NATURAL

DD BRICK VENEER MCNEAR COMMERCIAL SERIES, RED - DIESKIN
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.

DATE:

MCG JOB #:

REVISIONSDATE

LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA14.259.02

JUNE 22, 2015

MCG ARCHITECTS 2014 ALL RIGHTS RESERVEDC
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.

DATE:
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MCG ARCHITECTS 2014 ALL RIGHTS RESERVEDC
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FINISH MATERIAL KEYNOTES:

10 GREEN SCREEN

LEGEND:
MATERIAL/TYPE MANUFACTURER COLOR/NUMBER

A PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE ASHLAND SLATE, #1608

B PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE COBBLESTONE PATH, #1606

C PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE SILVERY MOON, #1604

D PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE DEEP OCHRE, #1048

E PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE LATTE, #2163-60

F PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE WHITALL BROWN, #HC-69

EXTERIOR CEMENT PLASTER, WALLS AND TRIM:

A B C

ALUMINUM STOREFRONT:

AA ALUM STOREFRONT KAWNEER ANODIZED ALUMINUM, CLEAR
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EXTERIOR WALL FINISHES:

CC STONE VENEER --- STACKED SLATE, CHINA NATURAL

DD BRICK VENEER MCNEAR COMMERCIAL SERIES, RED - DIESKIN
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.

DATE:

MCG JOB #:

REVISIONSDATE

THE PARK
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA14.259.02

SEPT. 8, 2016

MCG ARCHITECTS 2014 ALL RIGHTS RESERVEDC
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LEGEND:
MATERIAL/TYPE MANUFACTURER COLOR/NUMBER

A PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE ASHLAND SLATE, #1608

B PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE COBBLESTONE PATH, #1606

C PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE SILVERY MOON, #1604

D PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE DEEP OCHRE, #1048

E PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE LATTE, #2163-60

F PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE WHITALL BROWN, #HC-69
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.
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24'-7"

NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.
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MATERIAL/TYPE MANUFACTURER COLOR/NUMBER

A PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE ASHLAND SLATE, #1608

B PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE COBBLESTONE PATH, #1606

C PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE SILVERY MOON, #1604

D PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE DEEP OCHRE, #1048

E PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE LATTE, #2163-60
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals.  No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.
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LEGEND:
MATERIAL/TYPE MANUFACTURER COLOR/NUMBER
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B PAINT BENJAMIN MOORE COBBLESTONE PATH, #1606
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals.  No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.
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NOTE: This information is conceptual in nature and is subject to
adjustments pending further verification and Client, Tenant, and
Governmental Agency approvals. No warranties or guaranties of
any kind are given or implied by the Architect.
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Exhibit 5D: Circulation & Line of Sight Exhibits
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OCTOBER 2016
               RALEY’S LAND PARK		  SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA OVERALL LANDSCAPE SITE PLAN

0              50              100                            200

PLANT LIST

UPGRADES

Arbutus ‘Marina’
Cercis occidentalis
Cupressus sempervirens
Lagerstroemia i. ‘Tuscarora’ 	
Lagerstroemia i. ‘Zuni’	
Olea europea ‘Swan Hill’
Platanus a. ‘Columbia’	
Podocarpus ‘Icee Blue’
Quercus virginiana

Pedestrian light poles
Large pots with citrus
Shade structures with seating
Special Pavers
Outdoor Fire Place and Fire Pit (As needed)
42” Punched Metal Panel, See through Fencing
Bike Racks
New Entry Monoliths

Exhibit 5E: Landscaping Plans
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Exhibit 5F: Perspective Drawings 
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P.O. Box 22278 Sacramento CA 95822 - HollywoodPark95822.org - hpna95822@gmail.com 

Page 1 of 5 

October 19, 2016 

Via Email 

City of Sacramento Planning Commission 
C/O Elise Gumm 
Development Manager 
City of Sacramento, Planning Division 
egumm@cityofsacramento.org 

RE: The Park (P15-048) 

Dear Commissioners, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the September 8, 2016, plans of the Park 
shopping center project (P15-048), formerly the Land Park Commercial Center.  

First, we understand from the Final Environmental Impact Report that the original 
Raley’s neon sign will be will be incorporated into the project design and would like to 
thank the applicant and the city for ensuring the preservation of this historical landmark 
to preserve the character of Freeport Boulevard and the adjacent communities. Please 
ensure that this feature remains part of the project. 

The Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association (HPNA) supports the project. However 
we have remaining reservations and recommend additional modest changes to improve 
the livability of this portion of the Freeport Boulevard corridor.  

The HPNA’s mission is to improve the livability of the Hollywood Park and Carleton 
Tract neighborhoods bordering Freeport Boulevard on the West, Sutterville Road on the 
North, 24th Street on the East, and Fruitridge Road on the South. Virtually every single 
one of our residences is located within one mile of the project, a 20 minute walk. In fact, 
many of us moved to Hollywood Park specifically in order to be able to walk to 
commercial establishments and Raley’s, as the high quality supermarket it is, is 
understandably the primary destination. As the neighborhood directly facing the project, 
we are also uniquely positioned to engage with the project in some way or another on a 
daily basis, even if it is simply to travel by it on our commutes, whether via car, bus, foot 
or bike.  

Attachment 6:  Comments from Neighborhood Groups
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For these reasons, the HPNA has consistently been concerned with the manner in 
which the project facilitates pedestrian access and improves the walkability and livability 
of the entire Freeport Boulevard corridor. As such, our primary concern has been with 
improving the activation of the buildings that are directly adjacent to our neighborhood 
along Freeport Boulevard (e.g., in the current site plan, shops 3 and 4) and have 
previously recommended similar changes to the building along Wentworth Ave. (shops 
5). While the project is designed in a manner to facilitate activity via inviting promenades 
and store fronts, all of these features are oriented towards the parking lot. As a result, 
we are concerned that the adjacent neighborhoods, including Hollywood Park, are being 
excluded from the life and energy of the project.  

Through conversations with the applicants, we understand that the alternative site plan 
we previously recommended to move the supermarket to be perpendicular and adjacent 
to Freeport Blvd. and allow for improved pedestrian access to the most heavily used 
business would: a) not be commercially viable; and b) have negative consequences to 
the neighbors located behind the development. We also understand from the applicants 
that a mixed use type development of a more urban nature was similarly ruled out. As a 
result, we understand that the proposed site plan is the only feasible option.  

That being said, even without changing the site plan itself, we believe the following 
modest changes would vastly improve the manner in which the project engages with the 
adjacent neighborhoods. 

1. In order to ensure compliance with the letter and spirit of the requirements for the 
City’s Urban Corridor Low designation, ensure that the facades and entrances 
directly address the street. While the Final Environmental Impact Report 
concludes that the building entrances are oriented towards Freeport Blvd., the 
applicants have indicated that while there may be rear entrances that tenants can 
utilize along the street, the storefronts will face the parking lot. We do not believe 
that such an orientation sufficiently activates Freeport Boulevard or the adjacent 
neighborhoods nor do we believe that such an orientation would be in 
compliance with the 2035 General Plan. As a result, we suggest the following: 

a. Provide the best side of the project, the true “facade” or front, to actually 
face the street and neighborhoods by improving the eastern facing 
elevations of shops 3 and 4 and the southern elevation of shops 5 to 
ensure that the view from the street is at least as inviting as the view from 
the parking lot.  
 
We assume this could be a cost-neutral change by simply exchanging 
design elements so that the current street-facing features are moved to 
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the parking lot and vice versa. If costs are deemed to provide sufficient 
benefits, both elevations could be equally as inviting.  

b. Re-orient the design of shops 3 and 4 to move the main entrances (with 
double doors) for the northern and southern units to the northern and 
southern elevations. Similarly re-orient the design of shops 5 to move the 
main entrances (with double doors) for the eastern and western units to 
the eastern and western elevations. An alternative to this recommendation 
and the following recommendation for these units would be to provide 
inviting corner entrances at the corners closest to the street. 
 
Such a change would ensure that the main activity of these units is at 
least visible from the street, even if the tenant chooses not to utilize the 
patios envisioned by the current plans. While we understand that the 
tenants desired by the applicant prefer their entrances to be oriented 
toward the parking lot, the northern elevation of the northern unit of shops 
4 and the eastern elevation of the eastern unit of shops 5 meet this 
requirement and all other units are at least as close to the parking lot as 
several units in shops 2.  

c. Enhance the secondary street-facing entrances for all units in shops 3, 4, 
and 5 to ensure that those entrances are as equally as inviting and 
practical as the main entrances (e.g., if the main entrances have double 
doors, the street entrances should also have double doors). Make any 
other necessary changes to allow those tenants who so desire, to easily 
shift the orientation of their store to face the street (e.g., reconsider the 
placement of the utility closet from the middle unit of shops 3 or any 
similar unit to allow for such flexibility). 
 
Tenant preferences may change in the future as the most favored modes 
of customer transportation also change. In the meantime, although the 
street front is not guaranteed to be activated through customer utilization, 
the back door (facing the street) would at least have the bona fide look 
and feel of a front door. 

2. Widen the proposed sidewalk on Freeport Boulevard to the upgraded level as 
described in the Sacramento Pedestrian Master Plan.  
 
To accomplish this, we recommend reducing the width of the planter strip 
between the sidewalk and street curb on Freeport Boulevard from 7.8 ft and 
instead widen the sidewalk from 6 ft to 8-9 ft. This would encourage and facilitate 
two people actually walking side-by-side on the sidewalk without having to stop 
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for people that may be walking on the sidewalk in the opposite direction and 
allow for window shopping at shops that front the street.  

3. Provide additional enhancements along Freeport Boulevard to facilitate and 
encourage intermodal transportation to and from the center and to further 
activate the street front. While the rest of the Freeport Boulevard corridor 
provides street parking that also serves to activate the street, we understand that 
street parking will be removed for this stretch to provide room for a protected bike 
lane and support this change. However, we would appreciate consideration of 
the following changes to preserve the vitality of the street and to align with a 
future with many more transportation options: 

a. Move the southbound Freeport Blvd. and Meer Way bus stop a few yards 
south in front of shops 4 and make the necessary curb improvements to 
allow for an exclusive carve out for buses similar to what has been 
accomplished further north as a result of the Freeport Blvd. bike lanes 
project.  

b. Make similar changes via an exclusive carve out to allow for a passenger 
loading zone in front of shops 3 along Freeport Blvd.  
 
We believe that such a change might be prudent in order to prepare for a 
future of transportation that may well involve many more trips via shared 
automobiles, either because of the advent of autonomous vehicles or 
increased efficiencies by ride-sharing solutions like Uber and Lyft.  

4. Create a more bicycle-friendly landscape and access to the interior of the 
shopping center. Add a bicycle-only entrance from Freeport Blvd. at the 
northeast corner of the development, to allow cyclists to enter and exit without 
engaging with the vehicle traffic at the main Freeport entrance. Create a safe and 
well-marked route for cyclists to cross the parking lot from Freeport to the 
Raley’s, with road paint, signs, or even a separate walkway access route 
between the parking lanes.   
 
We believe that such a change will increase bicycle traffic to the development 
and promote safety for bicyclists. Due to the large expanse of parking lot 
between the street and the shops on the west side of the development, special 
precautions must be taken to ensure that cyclists are not put in danger when 
crossing the parking lots and navigating parking cars, pedestrians, and shopping 
carts. 
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We admit that we are not experts in land use, architecture or commercial development. 
However, as homeowners and families, some of whom plan to live out our lives in this 
neighborhood, we believe we have a long term stake in the future of Freeport Blvd. and 
that our thoughts and views deserve some consideration. To the extent that our 
recommended changes are not feasible for one reason or another, we trust that the 
commission and the city council, as our representatives, have the knowledge and 
resources to make that determination on our behalf. 

Thank you for all your work to make Sacramento such a great place to live. 

Sincerely, 

Board of Directors  

Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association 

cc: Councilmember Jay Schenirer (jschenirer@cityofsacramento.org) 
 Councilmember Steve Hansen (shansen@cityofsacramento.org)  
 County Supervisor Patrick Kennedy (kennedyp@saccounty.net)  
 Linda Kelley, Raley’s Fine Foods (lwilson3@Raleys.com)  
 Chelsea Minor, Raley’s Fine Foods (cminor1@Raleys.com)  
 Mike Maffia, MO Capital (mmaffia@newmarkccarey.com)  
 Todd Oliver (todd.oliver@dtz.com)  
 David Blair, MCG Architecture (dblair@mcgarchitecture.com)  
 Antonio Ablog, City of Sacramento (aablog@cityofsacramento.org)  
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PO Box 22903  Sacramento, CA  95822 

September 15, 2016 

Dana Mahaffey 
Associate Planner  
City of Sacramento 
Community Development Department Environmental Planning Services 
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor  
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Re: Land Park Commercial Center Draft EIR 

Dear Ms. Mahaffey: 

The South Land Park Neighborhood Association (SLPNA) is a nonprofit comprised of 
dues-paying residents and businesses from Sutterville Road to Florin Road, and Interstate 
to Freeport Blvd.  Approximately 13,000 residents live in this area.  SLPNA surveyed its 
membership in August 2016 to seek member input on the proposed Land Park 
Commercial Center.  Our membership and our Board of Directors is generally supportive 
of the plan.  

However, our Board strongly encourages the developer and the City to ensure that the 
proposal is consistent with the recommendations contained within the Freeport Boulevard 
Master Plan.  Much time, research, and money was spent developing the Master Plan, and 
it addressed myriad issues including neighborhood aesthetics, parking, landscape, 
streetscape, signage, traffic, public safety, pedestrian and bicyclist safety, etc. for the 
corridor, including the area of the proposed commercial center.  

Sincerely, 

Board of Directors 
South Land Park Neighborhood Association 
www.slpna.org 
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September 14, 2016 

Submitted by e-mail 

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento 
Community Development Dept. 
Environmental Planning Services 
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811-0218 
E-mail: DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org 

Re: Draft Environmental Report for the Land Park Commercial Center 
(P15-048) 

Dear Ms. Mahaffey: 

On behalf of Sacramento Modern (SacMod), thank you for the opportunity to comment 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Land Park Commercial Center 
project. SacMod has been observing the developments and discussions surrounding 
the proposed plans to demolish and redesign the Capital Nursery site at 4700 Freeport 
Boulevard. The largest building on the new site would house the Raley’s grocery store 
that is relocating from 4850 Freeport Boulevard. 

SacMod is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization founded in 2010; we are dedicated to 
preserving modern art, architecture, and design in the Sacramento region. We do this 
by conducting home tours, bike tours, walking tours, film screenings, preservation 
campaigns, publications, and educating the public about modernism. 

At this time, our comments regarding the proposed project are limited to aesthetics/
design and cultural resources. Both 4700 Freeport Boulevard and 4850 Freeport 
Boulevard have mid-20th century character-defining features and materials that we 
believe could be retained and integrated into the new Land Park Commercial project. 

A 501(c)(3) non-profit organization dedicated to promoting, preserving and protecting modern art, architecture and design in the Sacramento region. 
Gretchen Steinberg  4910 South Land Park Drive, Sacramento, CA 95822 

gretchen@SacMod.org
SacMod.org 

Page 161 of 317



4700 Freeport Boulevard/Proposed Project Site 
 
The former Capital Nursery site at 4700 Freeport Boulevard was completed in 
November 1946. 

^ Article from the Sacramento Bee, dated November 15, 1946. 

It was designed by Sacramento architect 
Leonard F. Starks, whose legacy firm still 
exists as Nacht & Lewis today. Capital 
Nursery’s design included elements and 
materials such as an octagonal structure, 
Arizona sandstone bricks, wooden slats, 
and radiating pathways with lush 
landscaping. It also had a green neon 
sign with a design dating back to 1946 
that contributed to the look and feel of the 
Freeport commercial corridor. 
 (Photo courtesy of HappyShooter, Flickr) > 
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Many neighbors have fond memories and recollections of the Capital Nursery site. 
Authentic vintage footage showing Capital Nursery in the 50s can be seen in a YouTube 
video. This nostalgia is not only for the site but also of the plants and trees folks took 
home to grow and thrive in their own yards and homes. Many of the landscapes, trees, 
and plants in our neighborhood are from Capital Nursery. 

^ Advertisement, December 1950 Sacramento Telephone Directory, Pacific Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company  

It is our understanding that the project applicant submitted new site drawings during the 
DEIR response period. Unfortunately, as of the time of this response, these new 
drawings were not posted on the City of Sacramento’s website. This makes it difficult to 
provide comments on the most current plans, though we understand from the 
Sacramento Business Journal that: “The resubmitted application for ‘The Park’ at 
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4700-4900 Freeport Blvd., adds more bike and walking paths, a new bike entrance, and 
more outdoor patio space…. ‘But the general site plan as a shopping center is pretty 
much the same….’” (Source: http://www.bizjournals.com/sacramento/news/2016/09/09/plans-change-for-land-
park-retail-center.html) 

We would like to see the proposed project harken back more to the Capital Nursery 
site’s sense of place. This could be achieved through the adaptive reuse of some of the 
historic materials, colors, designs, look, and feel (e.g., reintegrating some of the original 
Arizona sandstone bricks). 

ANOTHER ALTERNATIVE FOR CONSIDERATION: 

We would also like to introduce another project alternative for consideration: 
incorporating a plant nursery / gardening section on the site between the new Raley’s 
and existing residences. This is a permitted use under the current C-2 Zoning as 
delineated in the General Plan. 

A dedicated plant nursery / gardening section around the back and sides of the 
proposed new store could also serve as a much-needed buffer zone between the 
adjacent residences in South Land Park — while beautifully meeting the needs of the 
surrounding community after the loss of Capital Nursery. There is much interest in 
drought-tolerant plants and edible gardens these days. It would be wonderful for Raley’s 
to be a resource that fosters and encourages these consumer practices.  

This solution would be a different alternative than those delineated in the DEIR. It would 
allow a buffer between the proposed project and the residences that would be much like 
what was there when Capital Nursery occupied the space — only at a smaller scale. 

Essentially, we are suggesting that the footprint of the proposed site plan items labeled 
“Grocery - 55,000 SF,” “Shops 1 - 9,282 SF,” and  “Tenant - 12,000 SF” on DEIR page 
2-11 (Figure 2-4, Scheme A) could be relocated farther away from the South Land Park 
residences adjacent to the property line. The resulting space could be utilized for a plant 
nursery / garden section that would provide more distance and separation from the 
proposed project and the residences. 

This solution would require adjustments to the design of the parking lot and 
reorientation of other structures, but still is a viable and workable solution that 
addresses several community concerns while still meeting the project’s objectives. This 
alternative would also honor the heritage of the site, offer additional opportunities for 
placemaking, and create beautiful, healthy, community-oriented spaces. 
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4850 Freeport Boulevard/Current Raley’s Site 

The current Raley’s site was built in 1958 and includes a vintage neon sign designed by 
Electrical Products Corporation. 

(Photo courtesy of HappyShooter, Flickr) 

< Advertisement, August 1955 Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company, Amador, 
El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento and Yolo County Telephone Directory. 

Electrical Products Corporation (also known as “EPCO," “Eplo,” 
and “Zeon” in various City records) was located at 2101 28th 
Street at the time the Raley’s sign was built. 

EPCO designed many other favorites in the City of 
Sacramento, including: 

- the Sam's Hofbrau sign that was located at J & 17th; 
- the original Tower Records "dancing kids" sign atop Tower 
Café; 
- “Jugglin' Joe” from Gunther’s Ice Cream, and; 
- the Hollywood Hardware hammer on Freeport Boulevard. 
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Freeport Boulevard has historically been a commercial corridor and contains many of 
Sacramento’s beloved neon signs. The lost Capital Nursery neon sign and the current 
Raley’s neon sign have contributed to the corridor’s authentic and vintage character. 

The 1958 Raley’s sign from 4850 Freeport should be protected and preserved. We 
commend the applicant for being amenable to and looking into this possibility. Ideally, 
the 1958 sign would be relocated if the proposed Land Park Commercial project is 
realized. 

If it is not possible to move the 1958 sign, it should be preserved and the project should 
include a retro neon or neon-like sign to replace the loss of the Capital Nursery and 
Raley’s vintage signs on Freeport Boulevard’s neon corridor. 

We are also attaching an interesting article from the Sacramento Bee dated January 7, 
1959. At the time the store was built, it was known as “Hollywood Plaza Shopping 
Center.” The article specifically mentions the original neon sign in the parking lot — as 
well as the store’s original design features.  

While SacMod is limiting its comments to aesthetics/design and cultural resources, we 
would like to acknowledge the concerns raised by neighboring communities and the 
City’s Planning and Design Commissioners. These include, but are not limited to, 
concerns regarding: the need for a better buffer between the store and residences; re-
orientation of the buildings to the street; ingress/egress issues; accessibility and safety 
for pedestrians and bicyclists; the scale and massing of the buildings; light; noise; and 
the proximity of the loading docks to residences. We are optimistic that the applicant will 
incorporate thoughtful solutions to these concerns into their next plans and drawings.  

We also request that the City regularly update and post the most current project plans 
and drawings so that they may be readily viewed by the public during the open 
comment periods. 

As the City of Sacramento focuses most of its attention on granting entitlements for new 
shopping centers, it is vitally important to remember those centers that are already 
established. Legacy businesses generate civic pride and are part of our community. 

SacMod would like to see the better planning practices to ensure the integrity and 
survival of our already existing and struggling shopping centers near the proposed 
project. Examples include South Hills Shopping Center on South Land Park Drive and 
Florin West Center at Florin Road and South Land Park. 

Additionally, we would like to see a comprehensive and articulated plan that addresses 
the anticipated vacancy at 4850 Freeport after Raley’s moves. 
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SacMod commends Raley’s for being a great neighbor all these years. We appreciate 
Raley’s serving and supporting our neighborhood for several decades, well before 
occupying the current site at 4850 Freeport. We are very appreciative for the 
opportunity to provide constructive input and comments regarding the proposed Land 
Park Commercial Center project, and for the applicant’s willingness to listen to the 
surrounding community. 

The landscaping for the proposed project — as seen in an animated rendering on 
YouTube dated July 27, 2016 — is a terrific and welcomed addition to the 
neighborhood. We also appreciate this video incorporating a neon sign that looks like 
the 1958 Raley’s neon sign.   

The site plan could be modified using design solutions that meet the project’s objectives 
and needs of the surrounding community. We are happy to meet and discuss these 
ideas further. 

Respectfully submitted, 

!  
Gretchen Steinberg, President, SacMod 
In conjunction with the SacMod Board of Directors: 
Dane Henas, Vice President 
Nick Vinciguerra, Secretary 
Zann Gates, Treasurer 
Justin Wood, Director At-Large 
Jon Hill, Director At-Large
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Land Park Community Association | P.O. Box 188285, Sacramento, CA 95818  

www.landpark.org | a 501(c)(3) organization 

 

      
 
September 12, 2016 
 
Via Email 

 

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner  
City of Sacramento  
Community Development Dept.  
Environmental Planning Services  
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor  
Sacramento, CA 95811-0218  
E-mail: DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org 
 
RE: Land Park Commercial Center 
 
Dear Ms. Mahaffey, 
 
On behalf of the Land Park Community Association (“LPCA”), I write in connection 
with the draft EIR for the Land Park Commercial Center development (P15-048), better 
known to us as the Raley’s development project. In particular, I write to share the LPCA 
position in support of that proposal. 
 
We would like to commend Raley’s and the development team for their intent to create a 
neighborhood oriented environment, as well as the scale and modern treatment of the 
project’s design.  We feel this project is in true context with the surrounding area.  
Moreover, there are many attractive elements to the design including the Raley’s store 
itself, the extensive use of landscaped outdoor plazas, paseos and seating areas for dining 
and general public gatherings.  We also appreciate the extensive use of trees and would 
like to add our encouragement that this be a high priority and that as many specimen size 
trees as possible be included. 
 
After receiving input from the Land Park community as well as surrounding 
neighborhood associations and bicycle and pedestrian advocates, we feel that the Raley’s 
design team has done their due diligence to respond to neighborhood concerns and adjust 
their plans accordingly. We appreciate the additional bicycle and pedestrian access points 
into and out of the project as well as ample bicycle parking. The addition of glazing, 
windows and other building design elements to soften or break up the mass of the rear  
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building walls is also noted and welcomed. The Raley’s Design Team also integrated the  
historic Raley’s sign per neighbor requests and added foliage, trees, a closed fire lane, 
and other elements behind the Raley’s building to limit the noise and light pollution into 
the backyards of neighboring homes. Each adjustment that the Raley’s Design Team has 
made to accommodate the neighbors and the Land Park neighborhood continues to show 
us that they are a great neighbor and are willing to make this project an open and 
inclusive process. 
 
The Land Park Community Association is excited about the Raley’s development project 
and look forward to having a new Raley’s shopping center on the former Capital Nursery 
site.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
LPCA Board of Directors 
Steve Winlock, President 
president@landpark.org 
 
Cc:  Raley’s Design Team (by email only) 
 Chelsea Minor, Raley’s (by email only, at CMinor1@raleys.com) 
 Planning & Design Commissioners (by email only) 
 Elise Gumm, Project Planner (by email only, at egumm@cityofsacramento.org) 

 Councilmember Steve Hansen (by email only, at shansen@cityofsacramento.org) 
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Elise Gumm

From: Jordan Lang <jordan.lang@att.net>
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 3:39 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Cc: Jennifer Donlon Wyant; Jim Brown
Subject: Revised Plans for Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048)
Attachments: LTR EGumm Land Pk Comm Ctr 10 16 15.pdf

Hello Elise:   Thank you for routing the revised plans for the Land Park Commercial Center project to us.  We are very 
pleased that the project now proposes to provide adequate short‐term and long‐term bicycle parking as we requested in 
our October 16, 2015 letter (attached).  
 
We continue to be disappointed by the lack of comfortable access for bicycles onto the project site and to the project 
site from surrounding residential neighborhoods.  Failure to provide comfortable access for bicyclists of all ages and 
abilities will force many potential customers to use automobiles even though their residences are only fractions of a mile 
away.   We request that the project proponent and the City’s Transportation Division work together to improve bicycle 
access as follows: 

1. Along Freeport Boulevard for customers who live in neighborhoods north and south of the project site 
2. Across Freeport Boulevard for customers who live in the Hollywood Park neighborhood (particularly at the 

Wentworth Avenue/Stacia Way intersection) 
3. Along Wentworth Avenue for customers who live in neighborhoods west of the project site.  

 
We also request that the project provide lanes for bicyclists into the project site that are separated from the vehicle 
lanes.  The current site plan shows single vehicle lanes with bicyclists forced to share those lanes. Shared lanes will be 
problematic for many riders especially during heavy shopping periods.   
 
We would appreciate an opportunity to meet with City Transportation Division staff and the project proponent to 
discuss potential improvements for bicycle access.   
 
Thank you for soliciting our comments.   
 
Jordan Lang 
Project Analyst 
SABA 
 

From: Elise Gumm [mailto:EGumm@cityofsacramento.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 2:26 PM 
To: Elise Gumm <EGumm@cityofsacramento.org>; Jeffrey Brooks <JBrooks@cityofsacramento.org>; Winfred DeLeon 
<WDeleon@cityofsacramento.org>; Jeffrey Heeren <JHeeren@cityofsacramento.org>; Kourtney Burdick 
<KBurdick@cityofsacramento.org>; Hansen, Steve <SHansen@pd.cityofsacramento.org>; Consuelo Hernandez 
<cahernandez@cityofsacramento.org>; Ryan DeVore <RDeVore@cityofsacramento.org>; Joy Patterson 
<JPatterson@cityofsacramento.org>; Stacia Cosgrove <SCosgrove@cityofsacramento.org>; Zarah Lacson 
<ZLacson@cityofsacramento.org>; Melissa Anguiano <MAnguiano@cityofsacramento.org>; Tom Buford 
<TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Dana Mahaffey <DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>; Tunson, King 
<ktunson@sfd.cityofsacramento.org>; Jim McDonald <JMcDonald@cityofsacramento.org>; Linda Tucker 
<LTucker@cityofsacramento.org>; Yvonne Riedlinger <YRiedlinger@cityofsacramento.org>; Mark Griffin 
<MGriffin@cityofsacramento.org>; Sheri Smith <SSmith@cityofsacramento.org>; Diane Morrison 
<DMorrison@cityofsacramento.org>; Mary de Beauvieres <MdeBeauvieres@cityofsacramento.org>; dmlj@pge.com; 
Wann, William <WWann@pd.cityofsacramento.org>; pphilley@airquality.org; jhurley@airquality.org; 
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�
October� 14,� 2015�

�
Elise�� umm,�� ssociate�� lanner�

City� of� Sacramento,� Community� Development� Department�
300� Richards� Boulevard,� Third� Floor�
Sacramento,� CA� 95811� 0218�
egumm@cityofsacramento.org�

�
Subject:� � Planning� Application� for� Land� Park� Commercial� Center� (P15� 048)�

�
Dear� Ms.� Gumm:�� �
�

Thank� you� for� sharing� the� subject� application� packet�� ith�� s.�� We� are� pleased� to� see� that� the� applicant� is�
proposing� to� intensify� land� uses� along� the� important� commercial� corridor� of� Freeport� Boulevard.� � The�

proposed� project� site� is� immediately� surrounded� by� residential� neighborhoods;� residents� of� these�
neighborhoods� should� be� provided� excellent� walking� and� biking� access� to� the� site� to� encourage� them� to�
use� those� modes� to� travel� to� and� from� the� commercial� center.� � Such� encouragement� will� help� the� City�

achieve��� s�� limate�� ction�� lan�� oals� as�� ell�� s�� itigate�� he�� raffic��� pacts�� f�� he�� roject.� �
�

We� are� concerned� about� 3� aspects� of� the� project:� bike� parking,� bike� access� on� the� project� site,� and� bike�
access� to� the� site� from� surrounding� areas.� � We� request� meetings� with� the� project� applicant� and� City�
traffic� planning� staff� to� discuss� the� measures� described� below:�

�
Bicycle� Parking.�� The�� roject�� ite�� s�� ocated�� n�� he�� rban�� arking� District.� � For� both� restaurant� and� retail�

store�� ses,�� he�� roject�� s�� equired�� o�� rovide�� �� ong� term� bike� parking� space� per� 10,000� sf� of� building� and�
1� short� term� space� per� 2,000� sf.� � The� project� proposes� a� total� of� 109,000� sf� of� restaurant� and� retail� uses�
in� 8� different� buildings.� � Therefore� the� project� is� required� to� provide� 11� long� term�� icycle� parking� spaces�

for� employees� and� 55� short� term�� paces�� or�� ustomers�� nd�� isitors.��� We� request� that� the� short� term�
spaces� be� dispersed� in� visible� and� easily� accessed�� ocations�� ear�� he�� ntrances�� f�� he�� �� usinesses.��� For�

example� the� large� grocery� building� should� have� spacious� parking� spaces� usable� by� cargo� bikes� and� bikes�
with� trailers� because� of� the� immediate� proximity� of� surrounding� residential� neighborhoods.� � (Note:� the�
Site� Plan� in� the� application� package� incorrectly� states� that� the� “bicycle� parking� required”� is� 1� per� 12,000�

sf,�� ithout�� istinguishing�� ong� term� and� short� term� parking.)� �
�

Bicycle� Access� on� the� Project� Site.�� The� proposed� site� plan� shows� that� bicycle� access� on� the� site� would� be�
shared�� ith�� ehicles�� n�� �� ypical�� hopping�� enter�� arking�� ot�� onfiguration.��� e�� elieve�� hat�� his�� ype�� f�
bicycle� access� will� not� be� inviting� to� the� many� people� of� all� ages� and� abilities� who� could� bicycle� from�

surrounding� neighborhoods� if� they� felt� comfortable.� � In� fact,� many� people,� for� example� many� seniors,�
women,� and� children,� although� interested� in� bicycling,� are� not� comfortable� sharing� vehicle� lanes� with�

cars� and� trucks.� � Especially�� t�� he�� mmediate�� ntrances�� o�� he� site� from� Freeport� Boulevard� and�
Wentworth� Avenue,� traffic� of� cars� and� delivery� trucks� may� be� heavy� at� times.� �
�

The� proposed� site� plan� shows� access� routes� for� pedestrians� from� the� proposed� site� entrances.�� We�
request� that� the� project� provide� comparable� access� routes� for� bicycles� from� the�� ntrances� to� primary�

areas� for� bike� parking� (for� example,� at� the� grocery� story� entrance,� at� the� plaza� in� front� of� the� “Shops� 2”�
building,� and� at� the� “Paseo”� between� the� “Shops� 1A”� and� “Shops� 1B”� buildings).� � These� bike� access�

routes� should� be� separated� from� vehicle� lanes� where� they� enter� the� site,� at��� ast�� �� t�� ide,� and�
demarcated� with� pavement� surface� treatments� to� distinguish� them� from� pedestrian� routes.� � Wayfinding�
signs�� hould�� e�� rovided�� o�� irect�� icyclists�� o�� ike� parking��� cations.� �

909 12th St, Ste. 116  
Sacramento, CA 95814

sacbike.org
saba@sacbike.org  
916 444-6600
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�
Bicycle� Access� to� the� Project� Site.�� Attractive� and� comfortable� bicycle� access� to� the� proposed� project� is�

critical,� given� its� location� amidst� abundant� residential� neighborhoods� full� of� potential� customers� of� all�
ages� and� demographics.� � Unfortunately,�� he�� pplication�� roposes�� o�� rovide�� icycle�� ccess�� o�� he�� ite�� t�

only� two� locations� both� shared� with� car� and� truck� traffic.� � We� request� that� the� applicant� work� with� the�
City� to� make� the�� ollowing�� mprovements�� o�� icycle�� ccess�� o�� he�� ite:�
�

1. From� Freeport� Boulevard:� � The� proposed� site’s� frontage� along� Freeport� Boulevard� currently� has�
13� car� parking� spaces� and� a� standard� 5� ft� bicycle� lane.� � The� proposed� site� plan� shows� vehicles�

turning�� nto�� he�� ite�� nd�� eaving�� he�� ite�� y�� sing�� he�� ike�� ane,� producing� a� hazardous� situation�
for� bicyclists� both� entering� the� site� and� passing� the� entrance� on� their� way� south� along� Freeport�
Boulevard.�� (Note:� we�� oubt� the�� eed�� or�� ar�� arking�� long�� his�� egment�� f�� reeport,�� iven�� hat�

all� businesses� located� there,� both� existing� and� proposed,� provide� abundant� off� street� parking.)�
�

We� request� that� the� 13� parking� spaces� be� removed� from� the� site� frontage� and� be� replaced� with�
a� separated� and� protected� bike�� ane.� The� bike� lane� should� be� positioned� next� to� the� curb� and� a� 2�
ft� zone� of� protective� features� (e.g.� bollards)� be� placed� between� the� bike� lane� and� the� south�

bound� vehicle� lane.� � At� the� point� where� vehicles� need� to� move� right� to� turn� into� the� proposed�
site,� the�� ike�� ane�� hould�� hift�� eft�� hus�� llowing�� �� ight�� urn�� ane�� or�� ehicles�� nto�� he�� roject�

site.�� Where� the� bike� lane� shifts�� cross� the� right� turning� traffic� lane,�� t� should� be� painted� with�
protective� markings� (a� green� band� between� white� dashed� lines)� to� warn� vehicle� operators� that�

bikes� have� right� of� way�� here.��� imilarly,� where� vehicles� exiting� the� site� and� turning� right� onto�
southbound� Freeport� cross� the� bike� lane,� protective� markings� should� also� be� applied� to� the� bike�
lane.� �

�
Several� exhibits� in� the� application� package� show� a� left� turn� pocket� on� northbound� Freeport� so�

that�� ehicles�� ould�� se�� t�� o�� urn�� irectly�� nto�� he�� roposed�� roject�� ntrance� from� Freeport.� � If�
this�� eft� turn�� ocket�� s�� ndeed�� roposed,�� rotective�� easures�� ill�� e�� eeded�� o�� revent� conflicts�
with� bicycles� headed� south� bound� on� Freeport� past� the� project� entrance.� �

�
2. From� neighborhoods� to� the� north� and� west:�� The�� roject�� ite�� s�� isconnected� from� surrounding�

residential� areas� to� the� north� and� west.� � This� disconnection� is� particularly� problematic� for�

bicyclists� from�� he�� orth:�� although� they� can� get� to� the� site� by� riding� south� along� Freeport,� they�
will� have� no� easy� way� to� return� north� without� a� long� circuitous� route� across� and� along�
northbound� Freeport.� �

�
We� request� that�� he�� roject�� rovide�� icycle�� nd�� edestrian�� ccess�� o�� he�� ite�� rom�� he�� nd�� f�

Babich� Avenue� (at� the� northwest� corner� of� the� site)� and� from� the� end� of� Sherwood� Avenue� (at�
the� southwest�� orner).	
  	
  	
  These�� ccess�� oints�� ould�� e�� xtremely�� aluable�� n�� roviding�
comfortable� bike� riding� conditions� for� people� who� may� be� uncomfortable� bicycling� alongside�

heavy� traffic� along� Freeport� Boulevard� and� in� traffic� on� Wentworth� Avenue� (which� does� not�
have� bike� lanes).� � � (Note:� �� f� security� concerns� exist,� both� access� points� could� be� provided� with�

gates� that� close� for� appropriate� overnight� hours.)�
�

3. From� Hollywood� Park� on� eastside� of� Freeport� Boulevard:�� Thousands� of� potential� customers� and�

employees� reside� within� convenient� biking� distance� of� the� proposed� commercial� center� in�
Hollywood� Park,� east� of� Freeport� Boulevard.� � Currently,� however,� crossing� Freeport� Boulevard�

by� bicycle� can� be� hazardous� and� uncomfortable� because� of� uncertain� right� of� way�� onditions� at�
the� Stacia� Way/Wentworth� Avenue� intersection� and� at� the� Meer� Way� intersection.��� or�

example,� heavy� traffic� exiting� the� existing� Raley’s� store� uses� the� Wentworth� Avenue� intersection�
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to� make� left� turns� to� access� northbound� Freeport� Boulevard;� this� eastbound� traffic� is� often�
oblivious� or� uncertain� about� right� of� way� priorities� for� vehicles,� bicycles,� and� pedestrians� trying�

to�� ross�� reeport�� estbound�� rom�� tacia�� ay.�� These�� onflicts�� ill�� e�� ncreased�� ith�� ncreased�
traffic� from� the� proposed� project� seeking� to� head� northbound� on� Freeport.� �

�
We� request� that�� he�� ity�� ork�� ith�� he�� roject�� pplicant�� o�� mprove� right� of� way� conditions� for�
bike� and� pedestrian� crossings� of� Freeport�� t� the� Stacia� Way/Wentworth� Avenue� by� providing�

advance� signal� phasing� for� pedestrians� and� bikes� crossing� Freeport� so� that� they� can� establish�
presence� in� the� intersection� before� vehicles� exiting� Wentworth� get� green� signals.� Also,� we�

request� that�� he�� ity�� nstall�� �� uffered�� ike�� ane�� long�� he�� orth� side� of� Wentworth� leading� west�
from� the� intersection� to� protect� bicyclists� headed� into� the� proposed� project,� and� green� backed�
sharrows�� n�� he�� ight� turn/straight� ahead� eastbound� lane� of� Wentworth� approaching� the�

intersection� to� protect� bicyclists� headed� to� Hollywood� Park.� Finally,� we� request� that� the� City�
install� bike� lanes� on� both� the� north� and� south� sides� of� Stacia� Way� where� it� intersects� with�

Freeport� to� provide� refuge� spaces� from� vehicles� exiting� and� entering� Freeport.� �
�
At�� eer�� ay,� we� request� that� the� City�� nstall�� n�� n� demand� pedestrian� and� bicycle� traffic� signal�

for� crossing� Freeport� Boulevard.� � Also,� we� request� that� the� City� remove� the� 4� parking� spaces�
along� the� southside� of� Meer� Way� east� of� Freeport� so� that� bicyclists� have� comfortable� traveling�

space� eastbound� from� Freeport.� � �
�

We� request� an� opportunity� to� meet� with� the� project� applicant� as� well� as� City� staff� to� discuss� these�
requests.��� ur�� oal�� s�� o�� ncourage�� icycle�� se�� o�� his�� ommercial� center� in� such� a� convenient� bicycling�
location� near� so�� any�� esidential� neighborhoods.� �

�

SABA� works� to� ensure� that� bicycling� is� safe,� convenient,� and� desirable� for� everyday� transportation.�
Bicycling� is� the� healthiest,� cleanest,� cheapest,� quietest,� most� energy� efficient,� and� least� congesting�
form� of� transportation.�
�
Thank� you� for� considering� our� comments.� �

�
�

Sincerely,�
�
�

�

�

Jordan� Lang�

Project� Analyst�

�
�
CCs:	
  	
  	
  	
  Paul� Philley,�� MAQMD� (pphilley@airquality.org� )�

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Fedolia� Harris,� Sacramento� Interim� Alternative� Modes� Coordinator� (fharris@cityofsacramento.org)� �
�
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P.O. Box 22278 Sacramento CA 95822 - HollywoodPark95822.org - hpna95822@gmail.com 
 

October 16, 2015 

Submitted Via Email 

Elise Gumm 
Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento, Planning Division 
egumm@cityofsacramento.org 

RE: Land Park Commercial Center (P15­048)  

Dear Ms. Gumm, 

Thank you so much for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Land Park Commercial 
Center (LPCC). The Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association is incredibly enthusiastic about 
the vision of the project to “create a public gathering and community room environment.” As the 
residential neighborhood directly across Freeport Boulevard from Raley’s, Hollywood Park is 
particularly attached to this Sacramento fixture. Raley’s is the general store to our Main Street of 
Freeport Boulevard. It is an informal neighborhood gathering spot where we catch up on the 
latest neighborhood news. Raley’s is woven into the very fabric of our neighborhood. We love 
Raley’s! 

That is why we were so excited when we learned we would be able to witness and experience 
the next generation of the flagship Freeport Boulevard Raley’s. That excitement has subsided 
as we have reviewed the proposed design. While we love the modern design, the courtyards 
and the trees, we have come to the realization that because the building facades are all oriented 
toward the inside parking lot rather than Freeport Boulevard it seems as if the fabulous 
community vision set forth in the planning documents did not consider the existing 
neighborhoods to be part of that community. We assume this was not the intention but 
nevertheless, for us, this is the effect. 

We are similarly concerned that the design may not follow the vision that the city has laid out in 
the 2035 General Plan. As currently proposed, the orientation and layout of the proposed 
structures of the LPCC do not appear to be consistent with the parcels’ pedestrian­oriented, 
urban low corridor general plan designation. In accordance with that designation, the facades 
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HPNA RE: Land Park Commercial Center (P14-036) October 16, 2015 

and entrances of the proposed smaller buildings (e.g., lots 3 and 5) should be required to 
directly face Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth Avenue rather than have their backs to the 
street. Also, the urban low corridor designation requires that parking be located behind or to the 
side of buildings (or within a parking structure). We believe that the positioning of the buildings 
should be reconsidered to address the orientation of the facades, entrances of the buildings and 
the location of parking areas in order to have a more pedestrian­friendly and pedestrian­oriented 
commercial center. 

Another concern is the changes in pedestrian and traffic flow across Freeport Boulevard to the 
new shopping center. We expect the new shopping center to be a popular destination for people 
from all of the surrounding areas and would like to ensure safe access for all modes of 
transportation. The intersection of Freeport and Meer Avenue will likely be a natural crossing 
point for a large portion of our neighborhood, however the intersection as it is currently laid out 
would not allow access to the development. There is also the concern of people using smaller 
streets like Helen Way or Irvin Way as a cut­through to avoid lights. Lastly, increased vehicle 
traffic will create new safety hazards to cyclists and pedestrians who use the adjoining streets 
and sidewalks to access the shopping center or travel through the neighborhood. The design 
must incorporate safe means of access for pedestrians such as wide, ADA­compliant sidewalks 
and proactive solutions that create safe modes of transit by cyclists navigating the increased 
vehicle traffic. These issues should be examined by the developer and the city through a 
pedestrian and bicycle safety study and then thoroughly addressed during the construction of 
this project. 

Our final concern is that the existing Raley’s neon sign adjacent to Freeport Boulevard has not 
been properly considered as part of the final design of the Raley’s store at its new location. This 
sign is an important fixture in the neighborhood because it pays homage to Hollywood Park’s 
50’s­era roots and history while also making the neighborhood more unique and distinct from 
newer, outlying suburbs of Sacramento. Our stretch of Freeport Boulevard is a creative, vibrant 
place, and we want to encourage the developers and designers of the LPCC to recognize the 
value of those neighborhood attributes by preserving the vintage Raley’s neon sign structure in 
the new development. 

The Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association requests that the developer work with the city 
and community members to accomplish the following: 

1) Modify the design and/or the positioning of the buildings, such as those designated 
“Shops 3” and “Shops 5”, so that entrances face Freeport Boulevard and Wentworth 
Avenue, and re­orient the location of the parking areas relative to buildings to allow 
direct pedestrian access to buildings from the street. This would remove the “walled 
fortress” feeling of the development and conform to the 2035 General Plan by 
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creating an invitation for customers to visit and enjoy the space directly from natural 
street access points.  

2) Create estimated traffic flow patterns for customers arriving from across Freeport 
Boulevard and re­examine the intersections to prevent an increase in neighborhood 
traffic and ensure safety at pedestrian crossings. Conduct a pedestrian and bicycle 
safety study.  Adjust lighting, pedestrian access, and traffic measures to mitigate 
traffic congestion, vehicle accidents, and increased risk to cyclists and pedestrians 
who share the road. 

3) Commit to preserving neighborhood history by incorporating the existing Raley’s 
neon sign structure in the design and layout of the new Raley’s location and overall 
LPCC project. 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to working with all 
parties involved on this exciting project. 

Sincerely, 

Board of Directors 
Hollywood Park Neighborhood Association 

cc:  City Councilmember Jay Schenirer (​jschenirer@cityofsacramento.org​)  
City Councilmember Steve Hansen (​shansen@cityofsacramento.org​)  
County Supervisor Patrick Kennedy (​kennedyp@saccounty.net​)  
Linda Kelley, Raley’s Fine Foods (​lwilson3@raleys.com​) 
David Blair, MCG Architecture (​dblair@mcgarchitecture.com​)  
Land Park Community Association (​info@landpark.org​) 
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10/16/2015                   VIA EMAIL 

 
Elise Gumm, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento 
Community Development Department  
300 Richard Boulevard, 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
  

RE: Land Park Commercial Center  

 

Dear Ms. Gumm, 

WALKSacramento has reviewed the Development Project Routing for the Land Park Commercial 
Center on Freeport Boulevard between Meer Way and Wentworth Avenue. Thank you for the 
opportunity to review and provide comment on the project. 

Development projects that lead to more walking and active travel are critical to our community’s 
future. Human beings need moderate exercise, such as walking, for about 30 minutes a day in order 
to prevent the development of chronic disease and overweight. Only 30% of the population in the 
Sacramento region is active at this minimal level, often due to limitations placed by a built 
environment not suited to walking and other types of physically active travel. This project proposes a 
significantly sized retail destination adjacent to two residential communities, creating the 
opportunity for a significant amount of walking and biking trips. To best encourage and 
accommodate those trips it is imperative that the site provides safe, accessible, and direct 
pedestrian routing to and throughout the site. Based on our review we offer the following 
observations and recommendations:  

WALKSacramento commends the project on its inclusion of several pedestrian walkaways, 
designated pedestrian entrances, wide outdoor seating areas, buildings that interface well with 
adjacent roadways, and pedestrian wayfinding signs that all encourage and enable more active 
transportation. The proceeding recommendations are made with a goal of further enabling safe and 
convenient access for alternative modes of transportation. 

Crossing at 23rd Avenue 

An opportunity exists to improve pedestrian access to the site by providing a crossing at the 
intersection of Freeport Boulevard and 23rd Avenue. A pedestrian actuated crossing here would 
provide access from the adjacent neighborhood to the major pedestrian site entrance on Freeport, 
helping to integrate the project into the community at a pedestrian scale. Additionally, because of 
the location of the major on-site pedestrian entrance and walkway at this location, pedestrians may 
be encouraged to cross Freeport here rather than first traveling out of their way to use a dedicated 
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crossing facility to the north or south. WALKSacramento recommends that site entrance across from 
23rd be designed in such a way that construction of a future pedestrian crossing is easily 
implemented should the need for a crossing arise.  

Site entrance on Wentworth Avenue 

As proposed, the pedestrian entrance and connecting walkway on Wentworth Avenue is on the east 
side of the vehicle driveway. It should be noted that majority of pedestrians who access this site 
from Wentworth Avenue will be traveling from the adjacent South Land Park community, west of 
the project site. Thus, to best accommodate these trips and eliminate the need to cross a vehicle 
driveway to access the pedestrian walkway, an additional pedestrian travel path should be 
constructed on the west side of the Wentworth driveway leading to the 12,000 sq. ft. building.  

Raised pedestrian crossings 

Raised pedestrian crossings are effective in improving visibility of pedestrians and slowing vehicle 
speeds. Ideal locations for installing raised crosswalks are along main pedestrian paths of travel that 
cross long, uninterrupted drive aisles. WALKSacramento recommends installing raised crosswalks at 
crossings within the two main pedestrian paths of travel: between Shops 1A and 1B and Freeport 
Blvd., and between the grocery store and Freeport Blvd. The raised crosswalks will slow north – 
south traffic and increase visibility of pedestrians attempting to cross.  

Connections to the adjacent community 

Another opportunity exists to improve pedestrian access to the site from nearby neighborhoods by 
creating entrances to the site from Sherwood Avenue and Babich Avenue. Entrances here would 
encourage and enable more active travel by significantly reducing trip lengths and the need to travel 
along major roadways. These entrances should be designed with Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) elements to reduce potential safety and criminal issues. 
WALKSacramento recommends that the applicant reach out to the neighboring communities to 
discuss the potential for creating pedestrian connections at these locations.  

WALKSacramento is working to support increased physical activity such as walking and bicycling in 
local neighborhoods as well as helping to create community environments that support walking and 
bicycling. The benefits include improved physical fitness, less motor vehicle traffic congestion, better 
air quality, and a stronger sense of cohesion and safety in local neighborhoods.   

Thank you for your consideration of these comments and recommendations. If you have questions 
or need additional information, please contact me at (916) 446-9255 or 
kkumar@walksacramento.org 

 

Sincerely,  

Kirin Kumar 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosure: Development Checklist for Biking and Walking 
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DEVELOPMENT CHECKLIST for BIKING and WALKING 
Prepared by WALKSacramento and SABA (Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates) 

September 2012 
 
This checklist is provided to give an indication of design, engineering, and policy elements that 
we consider when reviewing development projects. 
 
POLICIES 

 Walking and biking is a priority 
 Adopted a policy to develop a full multi-modal and ADA accessible transportation 

system 
 

Project Review and Comment 
 
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

 Pedestrian Master Plan 
 Bicycle Master Plan 
 Regional Blueprint 
 Regional Blueprint Consistent General Plans 
 Adopted Climate Action Plans 
 Subdivision ordinances to support pedestrian and bicycle access and safety 
 Zoning ordinance to support pedestrian and bicycle access and safety 

 
ENGINEERING 

 SIDEWALKS & BIKELANES ON BOTH SIDES OF MAJOR ROADWAYS  
o Pedestrian Level of Service “C” or better on arterials 
o Bicycle Level of Service “C” or better on arterials 

 SAFE CROSSINGS FOR PEDESTRIANS 
o every 300-600 feet on major arterials 
o well lit, marked crosswalks 
o audible signals & count-down signals 
o median refuge islands 

 SPEED MANAGEMENT 
o Speed limits based on safety of pedestrians and bicyclists 
o Implement “road diets” where there is excess lane capacity 

 STREET DESIGN STANDARDS 
o Maximize pedestrian and bicyclist safety 
o Sidewalks buffered by trees and landscaping on major arterials 
o Vertical curbs 
o 5’ minimum sidewalk widths, 8’ in front of schools 
o 6’ minimum bike lanes on busy streets 
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INTERSECTIONS 
o Median refuge islands for pedestrians 
o Signal timing to enable safe passage 
o Signal detection for bicyclists 
o Crossings on all 4 legs of intersections 

 
 ELIMINATE BARRIERS 

o Freeway, railroad, river and creek crossings 
o Obstructions in sidewalks and bike lanes 

 
NEW DEVELOPMENT – REQUIRE 

 Walking & bicycling circulation plans for all new development  
 Direct and convenient connections to activity centers, including schools, stores, parks, 

transit 
 Mixed uses and other transit supporting uses within ¼ mile of light rail stations or bus 

stops with frequent service 
 Minimum width streets 
 Maximum block length of 400’ 
 4-lane maximum for arterials; Recommend 2 lanes wherever possible 

 
NEW DEVELOPMENT – DISCOURAGE 

 Cul-de-sacs (unless it includes bike/ped connections) 
 Gated and/or walled communities 
 Meandering sidewalks 
 Inappropriate uses near transit (gas stations, drive-thru restaurants, mini storage and 

other auto dependent uses) 
 
BUILDINGS – REQUIRE 

 Direct access for pedestrians from the street 
 Attractive and convenient stairways 
 Bicycle parking – long & short term 
 Shower & clothing lockers 

 
OLDER NEIGHBORHOODS 

 Improve street crossings 
 Reduce speeds 
 Provide new connections 
 Create short cuts for walkers and bicyclists by purchase of properties or other means 
 Provide sidewalks on both sides of major streets 
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Policy Review and Comment 
 
ENFORCEMENT & MAINTENANCE 

 Enforce speed limits 
 Enforce crosswalk rules – conduct crosswalk sting operations 
 Enforce restrictions against parking on sidewalks 
 Enforce bicycle rules including riding with traffic, lights at night, stopping at red lights 
 Implement CVC 267 setting speed limits based on pedestrian and bicyclist safety 
 Sweep streets and fix hazards 
 Repair and replace broken sidewalks 

EDUCATION 
 Train staff on pedestrian and bicycle facility design. 
 Train development community about pedestrian and bicycle planning and safety issues 
 Bicycle skills training 

 
FUNDING 

 Include pedestrian and bicycle facilities in capital improvement programs 
 Include pedestrian and bicycle facilities as a part of roadway widening and improvement 

projects 
 Support Measure A pedestrian and bicycle facility allocation 
 Set priorities based on safety and latent demand 
 SACOG Community Design grants & Bike/Ped grants 
 California Bicycle transportation Account 
 Safe Routes to School 

 
 
www.walksacramento.org   www.sacbike.org 
  
WALKSacramento    Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates  
909 12th Street, Suite 122   909 12th Street, Suite 116  
Sacramento, CA 95814   Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 446-9255    916 446-6600 
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1

Elise Gumm

From: Emily Hannon <hannon.emily@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 6:24 AM
To: Consuelo Hernandez
Cc: Elise Gumm; Kate Gillespie
Subject: support for Raley's redevelopment project on Freeport Blvd

Dear Ms. Hernandez, 

I live in Land Park and I am writing to you and Steve Hansen to voice my support for the Raley's development 
project.  I know it is on the agenda for Thursday's City Council meeting. 

I have lived in Land Park for 8 years and when I first moved to the area I was shopping at Safeway on 19th and 
S streets.  Then, I discovered Raley's: family-owned, friendly, helpful, and closer to home.  I have been a loyal 
Raley's customer since. 

I support the new Raley's development "The Park."  I have seen the designs and can't wait to walk across Land 
Park to the new store.  I look forward to the revitalization this project will bring to Freeport Blvd and the 
currently vacant Capital Nursery space.  I know Raley's has worked with the community to develop a project 
that will fit our neighborhood and our needs.   

Please support the proposed Raley's development, "The Park." 

Sincerely, 
Emily Hannon  
3671 East Lincoln Avenue 

Attachment 7:  Support Letters from Neighbors
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Elise Gumm

From: Jennifer R. Madden <jmadden@delfinomadden.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2016 4:50 PM
To: Elise Gumm; Kate Gillespie
Subject: Support for Raley's Project

Elise Gumm 
Project Planner 
Planning Department 
City of Sacramento 
 
Dear Ms. Gumm, 
 
I am long time Land Park resident and Raley’s customer.  I write to you in support of the Raley’s project, which 
is before the Planning Commission this coming Thursday, October 20.  Please add this email to the list of 
supporters of the project, so that the Planning Commission is aware of my support.  Also, I plan to attend the 
hearing and give a statement in support. 
 
Most importantly, Raley’s has been an exemplary member of the Sacramento Community.  Raleys is well know 
for its support of the arts and other community activities, and its involvement in the community has greatly 
improved the quality of life in Sacramento. 
 
This strong support of the community by Raley’s is due, in large part, because Raley’s is headquartered in 
Sacramento.  This blessing is not guaranteed to our community.  The grocery business is very competitive, what 
with new competition from Wal-Mart, Target and, most recently, Amazon. 
 
If Raley’s is not allowed to organize its business activities to its benefit, it may lose out to competitors.  Again, 
having a major company headquartered in Sacramento is not guaranteed to the community. 
 
Additionally, Raley’s has reached out to local residents, soliciting and responding to their inputs.  I am a Land 
Park resident, I have attended meetings of the Land Park Community Association, and I and have witnessed 
first-hand Raley’s willingness to listen to residents and make appropriate changes to the project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 

 
Jennifer Randlett Madden 
DELFINO MADDEN O’MALLEY COYLE & KOEWLER LLP 
500 Capitol Mall Suite 1550 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
p 916‐661‐5810 f 916‐661‐5701 
jmadden@delfinomadden.com 
www.delfinomadden.com 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This electronic communication and any accompanying document(s) may be confidential 
and privileged.  If you received this transmission in error, please immediately notify the sender by return e-mail or by calling 
916-661-5700 and delete it from your system.  Thank you.  
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Elise Gumm

From: Jim Randlett <Randlett@RandlettNelson.com>
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2016 7:56 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Cc: Kate Gillespie
Subject: Support for Raley's Project

Elise Gumm 
Project Planner 
Planning Department 
City of Sacramento 
 
Dear Ms. Gumm, 
 
I am writing in support of the Raley’s project, which is before the Planning Commission this coming Thursday, October 
20.  Please add this email to the list of supporters of the project, so that the Planning Commission is aware of my 
support.  Also, I plan to attend the hearing and give a statement in support. 
 
Most importantly, Raley’s has been an exemplary member of the Sacramento Community.  Raleys is well know for its 
support of the arts and other community activities, and its involvement in the community has greatly improved the 
quality of life in Sacramento. 
 
This strong support of the community by Raley’s is due, in large part, because Raley’s is headquartered in Sacramento.  
This blessing is not guaranteed to our community.  The grocery business is very competitive, what with new competition 
from Wal‐Mart, Target and, most recently, Amazon. 
 
If Raley’s is not allowed to organize its business activities to its benefit, it may lose out to competitors.  Again, having a 
major company headquartered in Sacramento is not guaranteed to the community. 
 
Additionally, Raley’s has reached out to local residents, soliciting and responding to their inputs.  I am a Land Park 
resident, I have attended meetings of the Land Park Community Association, and I and have witnessed first‐hand Raley’s 
willingness to listen to residents and make appropriate changes to the project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my views. 
 
Jim Randlett 
1725 13th Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95818 
 
cc: Kathryn Gillespie, Planning Director, City of Sacramento 
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Elise Gumm

From: Fitzgerald, Jennifer <jfitzger@amgen.com>
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2016 5:46 PM
To: Bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; 

darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; 
phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; 'mailto:matt@mrpe.com'; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; 
wdfarrell@hotmail.com; jyeepdc@gmail.com

Cc: 405dir@raleys.com; cminor1@raleys.com; Steve Hansen; Consuelo Hernandez; Dana Mahaffey; Elise 
Gumm; Tom Buford

Subject: Raley's Freeport site

To the Planning Commission and City Council, 
 
I am writing today to urge your support of the new Raley’s site on Freeport Blvd. I have seen the proposal on YouTube 
and I am completely thrilled by the project. However, I received a notice from the opponents of the proposal and I 
wondered if they live in the same neighborhood that I do. In fact, I disagree with every single point they made on the 
flyer.  
 
We have resided in Land Park for the past 25 years and my husband and I have raised 3 teenage children here . You can 
imagine how much grocery shopping I do to feed a family of five! However, when I venture into grocery stores in other 
neighborhoods it shows me just how sad our stores are and how behind we are in Land Park. Additionally, we have the 
ugliest gas stations and a general lack of useful, updated retail establishments. Based on the flyer I received it appears 
that there is a vocal minority trying to thwart smart and appropriate upgrades that our neighborhood needs and 
deserves.  
 
The conversation in Land Park has changed lately from a general pride of neighborhood to a subtle undercurrent of 
negativity. There is a sense that Land Park is slipping behind other similarly situated neighborhoods. The homeless 
population congregating in the park, standing outside our stores, and sleeping on our lawns have had a serious negative 
effect on the way we live here. Traffic has become challenging and property crime is completely out of control.  
 
I believe that support of a core improvement to the neighborhood which provides a basic need (grocery store), 
supports a Sacramento‐based business, and cleans up an old and ugly piece of property on a street in desperate need 
of beautification, would go a long way to improve the morale of those living here.  
 
Please SUPPORT the plan as proposed.  
 
Jennifer Fitzgerald 
Director, State Government Affairs  
A 
(916) 207‐7603 Cell 
1001 K Street 6th Floor 
Sacramento, Ca. 95814 
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Elise Gumm

From: Brandon Castillo <bcastillo@bcfpublicaffairs.com>
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2016 6:08 PM
To: Bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; 

darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; 
phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; 'mailto:matt@mrpe.com'; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; 
wdfarrell@hotmail.com; jyeepdc@gmail.com; Steve Hansen; Consuelo Hernandez; Dana Mahaffey; 
Elise Gumm; Tom Buford

Cc: MONICA Castillo (castillomom6@gmail.com)
Subject: Support Raley's on Freeport

Dear planning commission members and city council members, 
 
As a Land Park resident and taxpayer, I wanted to express my strong support for the planned new Raley’s and 
shopping center on Freeport. Our community needs improved grocery and retail, and Freeport Blvd needs 
upgrading, particularly of the vacant former Green Acres property. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
-Brandon & Monica Castillo 
6255 Oakridge Way 
Sacramento, CA 95831 
 
 
 
Brandon A. Castillo 
O: (916) 443-0872 
C: (916) 730-1011 
 

 
www.bcfpublicaffairs.com 
 
 
 
This email message is confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure is strictly prohibited.  If 
you received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender at mail@bcfpublicaffairs.com and delete 
this message from your system.  Thank you. 
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October 2, 2016 

TO: Planning Board Commission 

FROM: Land Park Resident on Parkridge Road 

RE:  Support Raley’s Development Project for the Land Park Commercial Center 

On behalf of my family which includes my wife and 20 month-old son, I write in strong support 
of this exciting and needed project.  This project will be of great benefit to our family, neighbors 
and the Land Park Community while being the first step in revitalizing this section of Freeport 
Boulevard.   We are grateful of all of the efforts and communication from the Raley’s team in 
pursuing this priority for the community and neighbors.   

We are born and raised Sacramentans and have resided on the neighboring street, Parkridge 
Road, for the past five years.  The “old” Raley’s has received a lot of our business and we 
frequently walk to the grocery store because it is a few blocks from our home.  However, we have 
always been optimistic of a “new” Raley’s center, community commercial center and the positive 
face-lift effect of Freeport. 

Our family, similar to all of our Land Park friends, very much enjoys our neighborhood and strive 
to keep its reputation while making it better.  It has been fun and exciting watching new and local 
business succeed in neighboring parts of Sacramento.  However, the Land Park area desperately 
needs its own development.  We need to bring in great businesses such as the new Raley’s center, 
but also more local restaurants and shops.  The Raley’s Development Project and Land Park 
Commercial Center is the ideal opportunity to continue making Land Park a desirable place to 
live while further boosting the value of our local neighborhood. 

While there will always be some negatives expressed by individuals, the benefits of this new 
project and center far outweigh those short-sighted concerns.  This is a thoughtful and needed 
project for our community, and my family is very hopeful we can be walking to the new Raley’s 
and center in the very near future. 

Sincerely, 

Matt B. Robinson (matt.b.robinson@gmail.com) 

cc:  Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner, City of Sacramento 
Raley’s Design Team 
Chelsea Minor, Raley’s 
Planning & Design Commissioners 
Elise Gumm, Project Planner, City of Sacramentoamento 
Councilmember Steve Hansen 
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October	2,	2016	
	
Mr.	Alan	LoFaso	
Chair,	Planning	Commission	
City	of	Sacramento	
300	Richard	Blvd.,	Third	Floor	
Sacramento,	CA		95811	
	
Ref:	 Raley’s	Development	Project	–	Freeport	Boulevard	(Land	Park)	
	
Dear	Mr.	LoFaso:	
	
My	wife	Jennifer	and	I	have	been	a	resident	in	Land	Park	for	more	than	twenty	years	and	we	
have	raised	our	three	children	since	1998	in	the	South	Land	Park	Estates	area	of	Land	Park.		We	
enjoy	Land	Park,	our	neighborhood,	and	our	close	proximity	to	the	Sacramento	urban	core.		We	
both	have	jobs	in	downtown	Sacramento,	and	for	now,	have	resisted	the	temptation	for	
cleaner,	more	efficient	and	newer	amenities	of	the	suburban	neighborhoods.		We	feel	that	it	is	
our	civic	responsibility	to	support	downtown,	and	to	live	within	the	footprint	that	we	have.		I	
have	recently	moved	my	company,	MarketOne	Builders,	and	our	476	employees,	to	downtown	
Sacramento	in	the	R	Street	District.	
	
With	that	said,	we	feel	that	is	the	City’s	equal	responsibility	to	promote	smart,	sustainable,	and	
economical	infill	projects	that	provide	the	amenities	that	a	growing	urban	population	wants	
and	needs.		For	these	reasons,	we	are	urging	the	City	Planning	Commission	to	support	the	
Raley’s	Market	on	Freeport,	and	provide	a	cleaner,	safer,	and	more	sustainable	grocer	in	the	
Land	Park	community.	
	
It	is	not	uncommon	for	developmental	re-use	in	urban	locations,	as	the	private	sector	strives	to	
find	the	“best	use”	for	aging	real	estate	assets.		The	Freeport	corridor	is	already	busy	with	new	
and	adaptive	retail	projects,	and	the	Raley’s	relocation	project	to	the	old	nursery	site	will	add	to	
the	excitement	and	energy	of	the	Land	Park	community.		While	we	realize	there	may	be	some	
dissenting	votes,	we	urge	the	Commission	to	consider	the	greater	population	that	this	project	
will	benefit.	
	
Please	vote	for	the	Raley’s	project,	and	say	yes	to	smart	development	in	the	urban	core.	
	
Sincerely,	
	
James	Fitzgerald	(jfitzgerald@m1b.com)	
	
cc:	 Jennifer	Fitzgerald	
	 Councilmember	Steve	Hansen,	City	of	Sacramento	
	 Chelsea	Minor,	Raleys	
	 Dana	Mahaffey,	Associate	Planner,	City	of	Sacramento	
	 Elise	Gumm,	Project	Planner,	City	of	Sacramento	
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Elise Gumm

From: DEBRA <ootie6910@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 4:56 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Submitting a comment on the Land Park Commercial Center project

Hello, Elise, 
 
My husband and I live at 1812 Wentworth Avenue, 95822; we received the notice provided to 
property owners within a 300-ft. radius of the project.  We do have a comment:  Hurry up!  We can't 
wait!  We're very excited!  :) 
 
Thank you so much, 
 
Debra & Victor Muro 
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Elise Gumm

Subject: FW: Raley"s projectP15-048

 
 

From: Liz Leighton [mailto:lizl000@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 4:02 PM 
To: Dana Mahaffey <DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>; Kate Gillespie <KGillespie@cityofsacramento.org>; Hector 
Barron <HBarron@cityofsacramento.org>; Brian Holloway <brian@holloway.co>; protectlandpark@gmail.com 
Subject: Raley"s projectP15‐048 

 
Hello 
I live at the south end of Babich Ave. I originally signed the petition against the rezone of the former 
Capitol Nursery property on the condition that what would be built on the west portion of the property 
would be a small cul de sac of houses of the same size and density as is already on Babich Ave and 
Meer Way. Current building practices differ from this. Multi-story, crammed together housing like that 
just north of Sutterville at the south east corner of the rail yard project by Curtis Park would not be 
acceptable in this area. Neither would be opening Babich Ave. through to Wentworth Way or even 
into the shopping center. 
 
I believe that the current placement of the Raley's store at the rear of the property is the least 
detrimental to the neighborhood. 
 
The problem I have with the current project is the 20 retail pads planned for the space and as many of 
them as are intended for food service. This is too many for the area. Half this number could be 
workable given the space available. Possibly add a few more in the future if it proves workable, 
perhaps in the current Raley's parking lot. 
 
 Concerns include traffic on Freeport Blvd as well as Babich and Meer. Those 2 streets are already 
used as a cut-through to get around the light at Sutterville Rd. Between the traffic light being planned 
for the Meer/Freeport intersection and  the additional customers for this project may make these small 
streets impassable. Emergency vehicles cannot get through in situations like this where cars have no 
space to pull out of the way. When there are events in the south east corner of Land Park these 
streets are severely congested. These are only for parts of days a few times a month at the most, not 
all day every day. 
 Also, every eatery or group of them will have dumpsters which can get smelly in the summer and 
have to be emptied, usually in the early morning hours. These places also have deliveries arriving at 
all hours, creating more noise and possibly cutting through the residential streets. 
  
The members of the Land Park Assn who endorsed this project live on the north side of William Land 
Park and do not have to deal with all this on a daily basis and do not represent my view of this 
project. 
 
Thank you, 
Brita Leighton 
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Elise Gumm

From: Dana Mahaffey
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 3:16 PM
To: Neil Schild
Cc: Elise Gumm; Antonio Ablog
Subject: RE: Land Park Commercial Project (P15-048) FEIR

Hello Neil, 
I am forwarding your comments to Elise Gumm to facilitate distribution to the PDC.  
 
Thank you, 
Dana 
 
 

From: Neil Schild [mailto:Neil.W.Schild@mwhglobal.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 3:08 PM 
To: Dana Mahaffey <DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: RE: Land Park Commercial Project (P15‐048) FEIR 
 
I have been concerned about the impact of the rezoning and proposed development that is being pursued through this 
Planning Report and the Environmental Impact reports being circulated for public review and input. I feel strongly that 
the reports overlook many of the impacts on the local areas. The bodies approving the documents are ignoring the input 
of the residents in the area. I will again point out my primary concerns and these represent the direct impacts on the 
property I own at 1912 Wentworth Ave. this is shared by neighbors up and down the street on Wentworth Ave.  

 Additional traffic on Wentworth entering the development through the proposed access directly across the 
street from the property I currently own.  

 There is currently traffic on Wentworth entering the commercial area on the south side but even with closing 
Raley’s there is certain to be another business move in and that traffic will still remain about the same. 

 The traffic entering the proposed commercial area on north side of Wentworth Ave. where residences and 
Capital Nursery had existed for years will add traffic entering the development from Wentworth Ave. 

 The vehicles will be waiting to turn north into the new proposed entrance creating backups of vehicles which 
will restrict vehicles wanting to enter or exit the driveways for homes on South side of Wentworth Ave. 

 It seems that the firms preparing the development and environmental reports over looked the fact that 
Wentworth Ave is a two lane road with residences on both sides of the street.  

 A number of residences were purchased outright and the land is being rezoned so there should have been some 
consideration to the residences on south side of Wentworth Ave. 

 If the city decides to limit parking along either side of Wentworth Ave this leaves a further impact on all 
remaining residences. 

 
I request these comments be added to the statements from the audience as since I am under doctors care receiving 
Chemo and Radiation for cancer I can’t participate with audiences because of the exposure to colds and flu plus other 
germs in the air.  
If doctors will allow me to attend I will participate in the City Council meeting where the Planning and Design 
Commissions comments will be presented.   
 

From: Dana Mahaffey [mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org]  
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 9:30 AM 
To: Dana Mahaffey <DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org> 
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Cc: Elise Gumm <EGumm@cityofsacramento.org>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: Land Park Commercial Project (P15‐048) FEIR 
 
The Final Environmental Impact Report for the Land Park Commercial Project is now available on the 
Community Development Department’s EIR webpage: 
 
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community‐Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact‐Reports.aspx 
 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) contains the public and agency comments received during the 
public review period for the Land Park Commercial Center Project Draft EIR, and responses to each of those 
comments. The responses in the Final EIR clarify, correct, and/or amplify text in the Draft EIR, as appropriate. 
Also included are text changes made at the initiative of the Lead Agency (City of Sacramento). These changes 
(summarized in Chapter 2) do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
The project will be reviewed before the Planning and Design Commission on October 20, 2016 at the City 
Council Chambers at 5:30 p.m. The Commission’s comments will be forwarded to the City Council hearing 
scheduled for November 22, 2016.  
 
Thank you for your interest in the Land Park Commercial Project. 
 

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner 
Environmental Planning Services 
Community Development Department 
City of Sacramento 
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
(916) 808-2762 
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Who are the people who completed the survey? 
 
A small handful of neighbors went door to door on the streets listed on the survey results.  They took 
with them the petition and survey, and talked with other residents about the Land Park Commercial 
development.  The survey responses came from residents who signed the petition.  Not all of them, 
though.  Some did not have time, were running out the door to take their child to a soccer match, etc. 
 
At homes where the resident opted not to sign the petition, they were still asked if they wanted to take 
the survey.  A couple of them did so. 
 
The survey spreadsheet was mailed out to residents who signed the petition. 
 

 
 

Survey questions 
 
1.  Has anyone from Raley's outreach team knocked on your door to speak with you in person, or left 
a note or flyer letting you know that they were trying to contact you about the development?   
  (The "yes» answers are on sheet number two of attachment.) 
 
2. What kind of retail store or retail service, restaurant, or cafe, if any, would you most like to see at 
the new development? 
 
3.  How many new restaurants or cafes at the Raley's development do you feel would befit the 
neighborhood?  (Keeping in mind the number of restaurants we now have along Freeport Blvd. and 
keeping in mind that when Raley’s moves across the street, this will free up 4.8 acres of commercial land 
for yet more new tenants that could be additional food places . . .) 
 
4.  Given the choice, would you prefer to have outdoor seating at the development with  
  a)  a view of the parking lot     b) a view of a green space/garden     c) indifferent 

  (The developer and architect have also said that they want this to be a community gathering 
place to which residents can walk and bike, with plenty of outdoor seating, yet the plan shows a 
parking lot dominating the central area of the property with stalls for 457 cars. And when you add 
the parking spots for Bank of America and East/West Bank, they number near 500.   The present 
Raley’s has 202 stalls.) 

 
5.   Given the choice, would you prefer to see parking  
  a)  underground and out of sight     b) all surface level    c) half underground & half surface 
      (This is assuming that underground parking would be enclosed and secured.) 
 
6.  If you (or your family) were walking or biking to or within the development as currently planned, 
might you have safety concerns?  If so, what concerns would they be? 
 
7.  (The present Raley’s has 5 entrances:  two on Wentworth, two on Freeport and one on Potrero.  The 
new 10‐acre site will have only two:  one on Freeport and one on Wentworth shared by delivery, garbage 
and recycle trucks.)  How do you think this will affect traffic on the surrounding neighborhood streets? 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

M
e
e
r

NO None 0 garden/greenspace half/half
Dangerous because of cars & traffic.  Would 

not bike or walk over there.

More pollution, noise, more traffic. Now already, 

from frustration, people speed, go crazy in their cars. 

This will increase.  Yet more people will use inner 

streets as alternate routes.

M
e
e
r

NO
Capital Nursery,  a 

nursery.
0 garden/greenspace

No parking lot 

at all

Unsafe because of number of cars causing 

congestion, traffic.

It will back us all up.  It will be much worse than it is 

now.  Already people use Meer, speed to avoid light 

at Freeport & Sutterville.

M
e
e
r

NO
A nursery.  A fabric  

(sewing) store.
1 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes.  More cars = more danger, accidents, 

especially for cyclists.

Congestion.  People will use alternate streets to 

avoid it, especially Meer.  They already do, so the 

development will make it worse.

M
e
e
r Left a 

flyer

No chain restaurants.  

No fast food.  Jack's 

Urban Eats,  a local 

independent  bagel 

shop.  

2 garden/greenspace half/half No.

No extra traffic on Meer though cars already cut 

through here.  There will be a lot of extra traffic on 

Wentworth though.

M
e
e
r Left a 

note.
None 0 view of parking lot

All under‐

ground

Yes, locks on bikeracks.  Small size of 

parking spaces restricts driver's view when 

backing up, increasing danger.

People will park on Meer, seek inner surrounding 

streets as alternate routes.

M
e
e
r Left a 

note.
A bookstore.   0 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes, locks on bikeracks.  Small size of 

parking spaces restricts driver's view when 

backing up, increasing danger.

People will park on Meer, seek inner surrounding 

streets as alternate routes.

B
ab

ic
h

NO
Nursery like Tellini's on 

Folsum Blvd
3 garden/greenspace half/half

I'm concerned motorists won't pay 

attention, will be distracted in general.  This 

raises safety concerns.

Gridlock.  People already race thru our inner streets 

to avoid Freeport traffic .  Freeport already has 

congestion issues.

B
ab

ic
h

NO

No restaurnt chains.  

Good Indian like 

Bombay, good burger 

like Ford's, Steak House 

like Trails.

2‐3 garden/greenspace half/half I'd need to see plans before I can answer.
There will be some additional traffic.  People already 

cut through here and speed.
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B
ab

ic
h

NO

No resatuarnt chains. 

Good Indian like 

Bombay, good burger 

like Ford's, Steak House 

like Trails.

2‐3 garden/greenspace all surface Not really
There will be some additional traffic.  People already 

cut through here and speed.
B
ab

ic
h

NO
French style cheese 

shop.  Trader Joe's
0 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes.  Danger from inattentive drivers within 

the parking lot.

Traffic will be really bad.  It's already bad from  cars 

cutting thourgh and speeding to avoid light.  There is 

no recognition of impact on Babich, Argail, Meer 

sector.

A
rg
ai
l

NO

Something like Casa 

Garden Community 

restaurant.   A small 

nursery.  A meditation 

corner.

None.  

The 

communit

y is 

already 

well‐

served.

garden/greenspace half/half
Yes.  Especially with kids ‐ who can be 

volatile. A mess.

A
rg
ai
l

NO
A small park.  A big 

greenspace.
0 garden/greenspace

All 

underground

Yes,  Old people are more vulnerable.  More 

pedestrian and cyclist accidents from 

number of cars.

Traffic clogs.  Roads will deteriorate faster, cost us 

more money to repair them.

A
rg
ai
l

NO A juice bar. 2 garden/greenspace all surface

Not safe for kids.  Cars speed already.  I 

don't let my kids bike or walk here because 

of speeding cars on my street.

Traffic will be horrible from more congestion, from 

so many additional cars.

A
rg
ai
l

NO None at the moment 0 garden/greenspace half/half
Yes.  Increase of cars = people inattentive = 

increasing danger

People will be captive in the lot.  Not enough 

ingress/egress.  Quiet inner street will be no more.  

Additional traffic on Argail.

A
rg
ai
l

NO

No fast food.  Panera's.  

Quality soup/salad.  

Nursery with a 

restaurant and events.  

Something like Casa 

Nino's restaurant.

2‐3 garden/greenspace all surface

Yes.  Autos don't pay attention and don't 

care.  Pedestrians and cyclists don’t pay 

attention either.

Probably increase what already exists on Argail.  Cars 

presently speed to beat lines of cars on Sutterville 

and cut thorugh here.
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A
rg
ai
l

NO

Mexican like Mimi's, 

On the border.  

Bookstore like 

Barnes/Noble.  Small 

neighborhood‐type pub 

or  tavern like Dad's, 

Jamies.  Replace the 

old Raleys with a movie 

theater.

3 garden/greenspace all surface No
Huge traffic jams.  Added traffic on Freeport and 

Wentworth ‐ ‐ and my kids walking to school?

Marion 

Court
NO None 0 indifferent half/half

No more than usual.  In general, caution 

exercised.

Congestion and people forced to take inner 

surrounding streets.

M
ar
io
n

NO

A family restaurant, 

medium priced, 

American menu.

1 garden/greenspace all surface
No more than usual.  Must have eyes open 

everywhere.

Increase in traffic congestion, especially on Freeport. 

People will seek alternate routes on surrounding 

streets.

M
ar
io
n

NO Trader Joe's.  Peet's. 2 skip indifferent No Won't be better.

M
ar
io
n

NO Insight Coffee 5 max garden/greenspace
all 

underground

As a cyclist and pedestrian, fear of getting 

hit.

Congestion.  People will seek alternate routes in 

surrounding inner  streets.

M
ar
io
n

NO None or a gun shop. 0 garden/greenspace
all 

underground
Too much traffic.  Fear of getting hit.

All inner streets will have additional traffic.  Too 

much traffic.

M
ar
io
n

NO None 3 garden/greenspace half/half
I would not ride a bike because it's a parking 

lot.
Gridlock:  all of Freeport, Sutterville, Del Rio Rd.

M
ar
io
n

NO None 1 garden/greenspace half/half

No, but this area is a breeding ground for 

the Swainson Hawk and that will be 

disrupted.

Back‐ups on Freeport.  Current inner streets get 

much more traffic.

M
ar
io
n

NO

Local, independent 

such as Temple, 

Magpie.

1‐2 garden/greenspace
all 

underground
Yes.  Busy Freeport.  No shade. Detrimental.  Backups.
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M
ar
io
n

NO

Classy gift shop like 

Collected Works.  Good 

Italian like Espagnol. A 

nursery like Plant 

Foundry.

2 good 

ones
garden/greenspace half/half

Yes.  If congested, would stay away as a 

pedestrian.

A jam. Awful.  Worse than ever before.  Noise, 

danger, bicyclists.
M
ar
io
n

NO Same as above.
2 good 

ones
garden/greenspace

No parking lot 

at all.
No Same as above.

M
ar
io
n

NO
Nice ones like Pheasant 

Club, Espagnol.
2 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes, traffic congestion and safety concerns.  

Hard to maneuver, marked safety 

egress/ingress issues.

Disaster!  Increase traffic on inner streets and lower 

pedestrian safety.

M
ar
io
n

NO

No chain restaurants; 

we never frequent 

them.  Riverside 

Clubhouse or bistrot.  

Trader Joe's!

2 max,  if 

nice ones
garden/greenspace half/half No

Increase in number of cars raises danger level for 

pedestrians especially school kids, cyclists, and dog‐

walkers.

M
ar
io
n

NO
A bakery,  a breakfast 

place akin to Magpie.
2 max  garden/greenspace all surface No

Increase in angry, impatient drivers entering and 

exiting the lot.

M
ar
io
n

NO

No chain restaurants.  

Trader Joe's.  Good 

Italian like the one in 

River Park.

2 max garden/greenspace all surface

Could get hit if very congested with cars.  

People are already impatient drivers here.  

Fear of impatient drivers.

Noise!  Inner streets are short cuts to get around 

glut, congestion.

M
ar
io
n

NO None 3 indifferent all surface No
Traffic will be blocked.  People will seek routes 

through alternate inner streets

M
ar
io
n

NO
None.  Would rather 

see homes built.
0 garden/greenspace

all 

underground

Yes.  Good way to get hit in a parking lot, be 

it a cyclist or pedestrian with kids.

U‐turns on Freeport.  congested traffic, more 

accidents.  Not good for residents on inner streets 

where cars will seek alternate routes.  Speed bumps.  

no one wants through traffic on residential streets.  

Not fair to inner street residents.
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Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO
Trader Joe's.  A 

nursery.  Secret Garden

3 as long 

as NOT 

chain or 

fast food.  

garden/greenspace half/half Ok during day, maybe not at night.
More congestion.  People will  seek alternate routes 

through inner streets.
Sh

e
rw

o
o
d

NO no opinion _ garden/greenspace half/half
Absolutely ‐ no sidewalks or side streets 

around here.
More traffic on Sherwood

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO

Another nursery, a gift 

shop.  Senior housing.  

Kid‐related‐gym‐dance 

studio.  Activities.  

Playground.

1‐3 at 

most.  

Plenty 

already

garden/greenspace Don't know.
Already concerned about neighborhood 

traffic when walking.

Huge mess for entrance/exit ‐ just like Safeway at 

19th.  Flow of traffic and speed is increasing already.  

Will be more out of control.  Object to the proposed 

number of 20 retail shops ‐ excessive!

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO
No chain restaurants.  

Nothing.  A park.
1‐2 garden/greenspace half/half

Don't like walking in/around parking lots.  

Easy to get hit.  Heard many accidents.

I would want plans that assure no backups on 

Freeport or inner streets.

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO
A nice caliber organic 

restaurant
1 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes.  Cars in and out, inattentive drivers 

increase danger to pedestrians and cyclists.

Just look at Chipotle on Sutterville and Freeport!  

Only one entry/exit on the new Raley project!  ‐‐ 

especially at holiday and game days.  it's crazy ‐ 

congested!  

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO a nursery 1 garden/greenspace
all 

underground
No Increase in traffic.

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO yoga studio 3 garden/greenspace
all 

underground

Yes, because people drive too fast already 

in this neighborhood.
It will affect it with traffic jams.

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

No
Hair salon, bakery, a 

Denny's
1 indifferent surface level

Yes, I'm concerned about the homeless 

coming through.  Otherwise just usual 

concerns for safety.

Traffic will be worse on Mead.
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Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO
Raley's grocery, a café, 

a restaurant
2‐3 indifferent surface level

Yes, the flow of traffic will make it more 

dangerous.
Noisy, traffic problems.

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO A park. _ _ _ _  _ _
I'm concerned about carbon monoxide from 

all the cars.
I want speed bumps on Sherwood

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

NO None 3‐4 max garden/greenspace half/half
Absolutely.  No sidewalks or sidestreets to 

avoid traffic.
More traffic on Sherwood.  

Sh
e
rw

o
o
d

Left a 

flyer
None

1 resto, 2 

cafes max
garden/greenspace half/half

Not more caution than I usually take 

whenever I'm in or around a parking lot.

Considerably more traffic.  Will impact traffic on 

Mead, Wentworth, Argail, Babich, Meer

Sutterville NO None 0 garden/greenspace all surface More cars = jeapordized safety.
Streets will be flooded with cars for the shopping 

center.

M
e
ad

NO
Temple or Insight 

coffee.  Trader Joe's.
0 garden/greenspace half/half No

Traffic in surrounding streets is already harry.  Will 

only get worse.

M
ea

d
  

NO

A bagel shop.  Not 

another noodle shop 

though.  We have many 

already.

2 garden/greenspace half/half No. Mead wil become busier.

M
ea

d
  

NO None 0 garden/greenspace all surface No
Cars will seek alternate routes through surrounding 

inner streets.

M
ea

d

NO

Trader Joe's              Not 

Asian because we 

already have so many.  

Something akin to 

Meet & Eat.  

3 garden/greenspace half/half Not as a pedestrian
Traffic will increase congestion throughout 

surrounding streets.
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M
ea

d
Flyer

No chain resto; prefer 

local independent.  

Resto akin to Panera 

Bread, casual walk‐in 

dining.

1‐2 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes.  Increase 10‐fold on Mead and 

Wentworth because people speed on these 

streets.  My kids and I less safe on the street 

especially since this is supposed to be a 

residential neighborhood.

All bad.  More congestion.  People speed already on 

Meed and Wentworth ‐ this will increse.
W
e
n
tw

o
rt
h

NO None 0 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes, usual safety concerns.  Already I've 

been hurt by a lady in a big Cadillac talking 

on her cell phone who drives into me while 

I'm loading groceries into my car in the 

parking lot.

It will be worse than ever.  Wentworth is already a 

thoroughfare.  I won't park my car on the street even 

now.  There are sideswipers.  It's too narrow.

Wentworth NO

No national food 

chains!  Peet's.  Jack's 

Urban Eats or 

something akin.  Dos 

Coyotes.

2 garden/greenspace

Underground 

and out of 

sight

Yes.  Pedestrians and cyclists are already on 

high alert of danger in this area.

Wentworth had yet another increase in cars when 

Sprouts went in.  Will be yet more traffic on this 

street!  They added "traffic calming" bumps 10 years 

ago on this street.  They did NOT  appreciably reduce 

traffic.  People today regularly gun up the hill 

(toward Del Rio near end of Wentworth).

Wentworth NO

Italian like Obo's on 

Folsum Blvd.  Like 

Scott's Seafood but 

softer on the wallet.  

Family‐owned 

sandwich place.

3 garden/greenspace all surface

People already take alternate routes and we 

have more accidents where the road curves. 

Pedestrians and cyclists are in more danger.

There are already issues with trucks on Potrero; 

anticipate the same on Wentworth.

Wentworth NO

No food!  Clothing or 

shoe store.  A thrift 

store.  

Zero.  We 

need 

more 

green 

spaces

garden/greenspace

Underground 

and out of 

sight

Pedestrians will be less safe.
In past 2 years there are more cars, more speeders 

already.
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Wentworth NO Beauty salon 2 garden/greenspace

Underground 

and out of 

sight

Negavtively. A mess.

Wentworth NO
A greenspace.          

A nursery.
1‐2 garden/greenspace half/half Yes!  Dangerous.

Street traffic is already congested ‐ it has increased a 

lot.

Wentworth NO a Denny's 0 garden/greenspace half/half Yes.  Too many cars to get around. There will be noise, interference, congestion.

Wentworth NO

A nursery.  Professional 

office (dentist).  Bakery‐

deli.

2 garden/greenspace

Underground 

and out of 

sight

We don't have sidwalks on this stretch of 

Wentworth.  Reduction in safety, especially 

for elderly, children, school kids.

Nightmare, traffic jams.

Wentworth NO
None.  We've got 

everything.
1 indifferent all surface level

Yes.  Cars!  Other people's way of driving.  

They can be retarded.

It's already ugly.  It will just get worse.  Trucks will 

get confused, disoriented and take wrong streets.

Wentworth NO

Family places akin to 

Dad's Kitchen, Jack's 

Urban, Subway.  Peet's 

(café culture like Santa 

Cruz)  Pub or Tavern 

like Track 7, Fox & 

Goose.

3‐5 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes.  My kids out playing will be more 

nervous because more vehicles.  Frustrated, 

aggressive drivers.  Can we walk safely to 

the LP Center?

Traffic already congested on Freeport, busy on 

Wentworth.  Will get worse.

Wentworth NO
Nice coffee shop like 

Brookfield's
2‐3 indifferent

all 

underground
_ _  Negative.

Wentworth NO
Indep, local family‐

owned café.
3‐4 garden/greenspace all surface level

Yes.  Won't be able to walk safely in the 

neighborhood.
Negative.  Cars speed frequently.
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Wentworth NO A nursery.  A café 1 garden/greenspace

Underground 

and out of 

sight

_ _ Awful.

Wentworth NO

Café locally owned like 

Temple.  Hardware and 

lumber store.  

Bakery/café like 

Magpie.

3 quality garden/greenspace all surface level
Negative effect, especially on school 

children

More traffic all the time will increase even more with 

this.

Wentworth NO

Local indep cafes, 

family run.  Residences 

for seniors.

5‐6 garden/greenspace

Underground 

and out of 

sight

Safety concerns for pedestrians and cyclists.

Yes.  Getting hit.  I already can't exit my driveway.  

Traffic will be backed up,  heavier on Wentworth and 

inner streets.

Wentworth NO
A really good Mexican 

restaurant.
5 max garden/greenspace half/half No

Fairly busy as now.  People already cut through 

Wentworth from Del Rio  to get to Freeport

Wentworth NO

No fast food.  a Mels or 

something akin.  

Baker's Square.  3 

Sisters.  A Mexican 

restaurant.

3 garden/greenspace half/half

 Parking lot for 457 cars will not make for a 

casual, relaxing place.   I will probably not 

walk down Wentworth and go there.  

Vagrants will see opportunity for 

panhandling. 

Drivers don't always pay attention.  With pedestrian 

and cyclists, must be extra careful.  Danger level 

raised with trucks sharing the entry/exit on 

Wentworth.   I already had a disoriented truckdriver  

erroneously go west on Wentworth and back into 

the fence of my property trying to make a u‐turn on 

Wentworth.  Semi's already erroneously take 

Wentworth.  Semi's also use Mead and Wentworth 

as cut through to Freeport.   This signals the kind of 

negative effects. With fast food, it will bring 20‐yr 

olds.  No peace for us. .
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Wentworth NO

No fast food or chain 

restaurants.  A café 

Coffee shop akin to La 

Petite Paris was on 

19th and L.  Locals like 

Paragary's

1‐2 max if 

resto's
indifferent half/half No

Streets will clog up, cause accidents.  Line up of cars 

waiting in street to enter will increase potential for 

accidents.
P
o
tr
e
ro

NO None 0 garden/greenspace half/half

We have an increase in homeless around 

here.  Homeless go where the people are to 

beg and steal, make problems, go through 

garbage and recycle bins.  They already do it 

at current Raley's.  Already one guy follows 

me, threatens me.  Police take him away for 

1 or 2 nights, then he comes back.  Why?  

Our church had a summer session for 

children here and we wouldn't let him hang 

around here.

People will park further away from the LP 

Commercial Center  on surrounding inner streets.

P
ar
kr
id
ge

NO

Nothing.  No fast food 

and no restaurant 

chains.  High quality 

nursery.  A post office.

0 garden/greenspace

Underground 

and out of 

sight

Yes.  Inattentive drivers.  With such a big 

pkg lot, so many cars, this  inherently 

presents dangers to pedestrians and 

cyclists.

Atrocious.  Will impact all inner streets with more 

traffic from people seeking alternate routes.  

Increase of pollution, noise.  Quality of life degraded.
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1 1B, 1C 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
W
en

tw
or
th

YES

They gave me a flyer that showed 
only the square feet of the grocery.  
They said the rigs would enter off 
Freeport by Awesome Video.  

 They neither 
shared 

examples of 
types of 

tenants they 
were thinking 
of putting in, 
nor asked my 
input as to 

what I would 
like to see in 
their lot.  

Panda Express, 
clothing stores 2 garden/greenspace half/half

I'm worried that people will 
slip a pedal.  I've seen many 
accidents with elderly drivers 
causing accidents running into 

people

Drivers will navigate through inner 
streets, especially Wentworth.  It will 
be even more difficult backing out of 
my property.  The development will 

cause a lot more traffic in this 
neighborhood.

W
en

tw
or
th

YES

They said it would help the 
community and keep the fabric of 
the community the same.  It was all 
nonsense.  They gave no assurance 

against traffic issues and noise 
problems.

They gave no 
examples of  
tenants.  My 
input was not 
requested.

check back 2 garden/greenspace half/half

Yes.  Traffic, congestion, 
unsafe for walking or biking.  
No aesthetics.  there will be 
more trash.  There is already 

waste on Wentworth.

Traffic will increase 200%.  Since the 
late 90's it's increased 1000%.  The 
project will downgrade the entire 

community.

W
en

tw
or
th

YES
They were vague.  No mention of 

the rezoning.

They gave no 
examples of  
tenants.  My 
input was not 
requested.

There should not 
be any cars 3‐4 garden/greenspace all under‐ground No comment There should not be any more cars.

W
en

tw
or
th

YES
I spent considerable time on phone 
talking to Chelsea and others ‐ to 

no avail.

They gave no 
examples of  
tenants.  My 
input was not 
requested.

none 0‐1 garden/greenspace all under‐ground
Yes.  As a pedestrican or 

cyclist the traffic flow and its 
volume would discourage me.

Cars will seek alternate routes 
thorugh surrounding inner streets.  

They already cut through 
Wentworth.

Sh
er
w
oo

d

YES
Was I aware of it?  Did I have 

concerns?

They gave no 
examples of  
tenants.  My 
input was not 
requested.

Moosalo, like 
Dad's or Tayor's 
restaurant.  One 
Speed Pizza.  
Café Roma.

2 garden/greenspace half/half

I would not bike there for 
groceries.  Wouldn't go with 
children.  It's a hassle.  I avoid 

parking lots because of 
inherent danger.

Congestion.  People seek alternate 
routes.  They will try my cul‐de‐sac.  
Safety concerns ‐ vagrants will be 
attracted to this spot to panhandle.
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Sh
er
w
oo

d

YES

Said there'd be a grocery and pads 
with a few more businesses.  They 
would not open Sherwood ‐ it's too 

narrow a street.

They gave no 
examples of  
tenants.  My 
input was not 
requested.

Just a grocery 0 garden/greenspace not sure Yes.

Terribly!  Wentworth already a 
thoroughfare.  People will seek 

alterate routes thorugh inner streets.  
Horendous increase in traffic.

M
ar
io
n

YES

3‐page glossy.  They said the 

current zoning was an error, and 

that noise would be minimalized.

No examples of 

tenants.  Yes 

on my input.

Family‐owned, 

local 

independent 

businesses.

0 garden/greenspace all under‐ground
All the cars would force me to 

navigate the parking lot rather 

than enjoy the walk or stroll.

All inner streets in quarter‐mile radius 

will be sought by people trying to find 

short‐cuts or alternate routes.

A
vi
n
a

N
o
t 
b
e
fo
re
 O
ct
 7
, 2

0
1
6

Very little other than lights on back 

of grocery will be adjusted

They gave no 
examples of  
tenants.  My 
input was not 
requested.

Gift shop, card 

shop.  Dry 

cleaners.   No 

national food 

chains, no fast 

food.  Mid‐range 

Greek, Italian, 

Ethiopian.  Café 

like Identity, 

Temple are 

places people 

gather.   NOT 

Starbucks.

3‐4 

max
garden/greenspace half/half

Yes.  But people will still need 

to exercise caution as one 

must always do in a lot.

Significant increase as people try to 

figure out how to get to/from/in/out 

of development. Due to new changes 

on Freeport implemented in the past 

few weeks, its impact needs to be re‐

evaluated along with the impact of 

the new development.
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1

Elise Gumm

Subject: FW: Raley's Project Public Hearing

   

From: Phil McKibbin [mailto:pdmack@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2016 8:37 AM 
To: Planning <Planning@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: Raley's Project Public Hearing 
  
Dear Planning Commission Members: We the undersigned object to Raley's current plans to open a 
new store on the site of the old Capitol Nursery for the following reasons: 

1) The proposed new store will increase traffic on Freeport Blvd. as well as the neighborhood streets -
have you seen or taken into account the tremendous traffic jams going down Freeport and Sutterville 
during rush hours? 

2) What type of businesses will share the space with Raley's - no more fast food. That is all there is 
up and down Freeport Blvd. More traffic with more noise, trash, and pollution.  Raley's is currently a 
terrible neighbor - trash in their parking lot and up and down Wentworth and Portrero.  As well as the 
parking lot at the rear of current store - very trashy. 

3) People using neighborhood streets decreases our property values and every aspect of our 
neighborhood.   

4) What type of buffer will exist between Raley's and our neighborhood? 

5) We live within a quarter mile west of the project, and Raley's has made NO effort to contact us for 
our opinions, i.e., they feel they can ramrod this past the community with no input from the public. 
"We are Raley's, and what is good for Raley's is good for everyone." 

6) So Raley's gets its rezoning and we then go from one vacant eyesore to another when Raley's 
moves out of its current location.  

7) So far, this whole concept has been poorly executed by Raley's - from the lack of concern on the 
part of Raley's to the surrounding neighborhood to the long term environmental impact of this project.

8) Towards that end, a full scale environmental impact study should be required with no zoning 
changes.  

  

Thank you for the opportunity for allowing us to express and deep seated concerns. 

  

Katherine E. McKibbin 

Philip D. McKibbin    
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1

Elise Gumm

Subject: FW: Raley's project P15-048

 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Liz Leighton [mailto:lizl000@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 12:31 PM 
To: Kathryn Gillespie <KGillespie@cityofsacramento.org> 
Cc: Hector Barron <HBarron@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: Raley's project P15‐048 
 
Hello, 
 
I am concerned about how the construction of this project will affect storm drainage from the houses along the north 
perimeter of this property. 
 
My house is at the south end of Babich Ave. The lot drains towards the former nursery, as do all others along Meer Way. 
A portion of the street gutter in front of my house drains southward, the rest to the north towards the nearest drain. 
The house behind me (west) also drains to the nursery via my yard, as does the one just to the north. How will this be 
handled? 
 
At least 3 times in the 30 years I have lived there the nursery property's west half has flooded all the way up to my patio, 
with water running under the fence at the end of the street and overwhelming the storm drain system. I do not recall 
exactly which winters those were. I have water in my crawl space most any winter there is substantial rain. Groundwater 
levels can get within 2 ‐ 3 feet of the surface. In October 2005 when I burried my cat I had to bail out her grave to put 
her in it. The water level may have been this high at other times as well. 
 
What are the plans for dealing with this? 
 
Mr. Holloway is cc'd on this letter as he suggested I write it and comments must be accepted until the project is actually 
approved. 
 
Thanks, 
Liz Leighton 
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Elise Gumm

From: Planning
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 9:06 AM
To: Elise Gumm; Antonio Ablog
Cc: Planning
Subject: FW: Raley's Project 

fyi 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Patricia Ryan [mailto:trishryan@mail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 6:57 PM 
To: Planning <Planning@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: Riley's Project 
 
Dear Planning Commission, 
 
Unfortunately I'm unable to attend tomorrow night's meeting regarding the proposed project at the former Capital 
Nursery site on Freeport Boulevard so I'm writing to express my opinion here.  I live in Hollywood Park very close to the 
current Raley's site. I am concerned with the effects of the proposed building on current neighbors who would have a 
decline in their quality of living having to deal with the lights, noise and vibrations from truck deliveries which occur at 
all hours of the day and night.  There should be a buffer between those neighbors' yards and the proposed site, or 
perhaps the orientation of the store could be changed so that parking could be adjacent to those yards.  In addition, I'm 
particularly concerned about what will happen to the current site.  Unlike the Nursery site, which in its abandoned state 
retains some charm, the Raleys store will be a huge ugly shell that will accumulate trash and infer a deteriorating 
neighborhood.  I think the Raleys group can be asked to find some use for the store, or revamp it for some use, to help 
the neighborhood that has contributed to its great success.   
 
Thank you for considering my opinion with the others at tomorrow's meeting. 
 
Trish Ryan 
4929 Helen Way, 
Sacramento, CA 95822 
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Elise Gumm

From: Kurt Pedersen <kandspedersen@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2016 3:00 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: P15-048,  Title--The Park, Drainage Issue from Meer Way into Capital Nursery Site

Dear Ms. Gumm: 
 
My wife and I reside at 2020 Meer Way.   Our backyard abuts the Capital Nursery site land 
which is the subject of The Park project.   Our lot and some of our neighbors lots are 
slightly higher in elevation than the adjoining Capital Nursery parcel.   As a result,  
water drains from our lot onto the Capital Nursery lot site.   
 
It is our understanding that a 12 foot masonry wall is to be constructed behind our lot and our neighbors on Meer Way 
and the subject property of the proposed development. 
We are concerned that flooding of our lot may occur if there is not proper drainage under 
the proposed masonry wall that is to be built.    Whom do we contact about this issue? 
 
We would like some assurance that this issue is being considered and will be addressed by the planners of the proposed 
project. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kurt and Susan Pedersen‐‐‐concerned neighbors. 
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October 14, 2016 

Dear Commissioners, 

We oppose the Raley’s Project as it is currently designed and the associated rezoning.  We have met 

with Brian Holloway, the community outreach worker several times and have found him to be polite but 

unresponsive to questions.  We believe that this development is ill‐conceived and does not reflect 

consideration of neighborhood concerns nor take advantage of a wonderful opportunity to do a 

development that showcases the uniqueness of this site as a former nursery.  We oppose the rezoning 

of approximately 4.5 acres from residential to commercial unless there is a redesign of the plan.     

More specifically, this site design has too many commercial tenants, overbuilds parking, puts a truck 

loading dock in close proximity to residential property, and is nothing more than a suburban shopping 

center with a few trees added for looks. The design does nothing but meets Raley’s need for a new store 

and then adds lots of commercial development for the next property owner.  Few neighbors are aware 

that the property will be sold to the developer as soon as the site plans pass city council.  The plan 

minimally meets all the EIR report criteria but does nothing to further quality of life.  We oppose the 

issuance of any special or conditional use permits for the site tenants.  

As neighbors directly behind the planned new Raley’s store, we have many very specific concerns for our 

personal quality of life, including the following: 

 The 12’ high concrete wall needs to be 15’ and have a decorative blocks for the height which is

visual from our back yard

 New trees need to be sufficiently large so that we are not waiting 10 years for them to block the

visual of the back of Raley’s

 The usage permits for the whole development should ban smoking

 Commercial tenants should have limited hours of business

 Truck deliveries for any property, including Raley’s should be limited to 7 am – 5 pm

 Construction hours should be limited to 5 days/week and 7 am to 5 pm

 Raley’s truck loading dock should be covered to minimize noise

 Night‐time security lighting behind the Raley’s store should be motion activated to minimize the

impact of ambient lighting in neighboring yards

 The fire lane security gate needs to be moved on the north side so that it includes the firetruck

turnaround

 The fire lane should be made of a material, other than black asphalt, so that it does not generate

a heat sink which raises the temperature in neighboring properties

 Raley’s HVAC should be positioned on the front of the Raley’s roof to minimize impact on

neighboring properties

 Existing buildings and or fencing on adjacent properties must be unhampered by any

construction

 Parking should be reduced to comply with required number and not overbuilt
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 Parking lot lights should be designed to minimize any increase in ambient lighting in the 

surrounding neighborhood 

 

We enjoy a quality of life both in our own home and in the neighborhood which will be significantly 

impacted by this development.  We recognize the value of both and believe this project design puts our 

neighborhood and property at risk so that an out of town developer can maximize its profit.  We depend 

upon the Commissioners to preserve the value of our neighborhood and property and not approve the 

current site design or rezoning.  

 

Sincerely, 

Ann M. Collentine and Kevin Williams 

4621 Marion Court 

Sacramento, Ca  95822 
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Elise Gumm

From: Nina Mandrussow <amandrussow@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 6, 2016 2:35 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048) - Raley's Development

Good Afternoon, 
 
My name is Nina Raddatz and I own a home which will be right up against the new Raley's project. My home is 
at the corner of Meer Way & Babich (at the dead end of Babich). 
 
I have reviewed the most recent proposed changes to the Raley's project. 
 
I have the following concerns: 
 
1.  A new stoplight/intersection at Meer Way & Freeport is being proposed.  
 
- This new intersection would significantly increase the amount of traffic cutting through our tiny 
neighborhood. Currently many drivers speed through our neighborhood in an effort to avoid the light at 
Freeport and Sutterville. We have no stop signs, and so drivers save time by avoiding the Freeport/Sutterville 
light and speeding down our street. We have a couple speed lumps, but there are gaps in the lumps that drivers 
straddle and speed over smoothly. I anticipate drivers will use this shortcut much more frequently in an effort to 
avoid being trapped between the two short blocks between the Sutterville/Freeport intersection and the new 
Meer way/Freeport intersection.   
 
- We have narrow streets in our neighborhood, and residents on Meer Way park on both sides of the 
street.  With cars parked on both sides of the street, there is really only room for one lane of traffic to go in one 
direction comfortably.  So not only will this new intersection cause traffic to back up in our residential 
neighborhood, but traffic will not have sufficient space on the street to flow smoothly. 
 
- This new intersection would unavoidably disrupt traffic flow down Freeport Blvd and cause significant 
backups and traffic (Freeport has so much traffic due to the city college, commuters traveling to highways 5 & 
99, commuters avoiding highways 5 & 99, etc). The reason this intersection is problematic is that it is two very 
short blocks from the Freeport/Sutterville intersection. Drivers will get trapped between the short space between 
the two intersections. 
 
- Although I know this technically not allowed, semi-trucks delivering beer and food products  to the liquor 
store/gas station at the corner of Meer & Freeport DO use Babich/Meer as a short cut (i.e. from sutterville they 
turn onto Babich, then take a left on Meer).  Often times, the semi-trucks actually double park on Meer and 
block traffic for periods of time throughout the day.  This will only compound the traffic issues if there is an 
intersection at Meer with increased traffic going through our neighborhood. 
 
In sum, the proposed new stoplight/intersection just seems illogical as  it is so close to the Sutterville/Freeport 
intersection and would inevitably cause back up into our residential neighborhood. Our neighborhood was never 
meant to be a thoroughfare, and this new intersection will force traffic to back up onto our streets.  I am asking 
that this intersection NOT be approved.   
If the intersection must be approved, it should be conditional upon 1. stop signs being installed at Argail/Meer 
and Babich/Meer.  This will at least slow down drivers and hopefully act as a deterrent in general, and 2. The 
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speed lumps being redone so that there are no gaps (to prevent drivers from straddling the lumps and not having 
to slow down).  
 
2.  The developers spoke at a recent Land Park Community Association meeting.  They stated that they were 
projecting there would be 20 tenants at the Raley's site, with 1/2 being eateries.  I believe that the Raley's site as 
a whole will have about 450 parking spaces.  My concern is that the current Raley's has about 150 employees, 
and the tenants will also have employees.  Between the employees and the shoppers at this site, it does not 
appear to me that the parking spaces as proposed will be sufficient, and I anticipate that employees or shoppers 
will start to park in the residential neighborhoods adjacent to the site.  To protect the surrounding 
neighborhoods, I am proposing that having permitted parking in the adjacent neighborhoods be part of the 
deal.  The residents in my neighborhood would like parking to be by permit ONLY (i.e. no one can park in the 
neighborhood for any period of time without a permit both during the week and on weekends)... similar to what 
the residents who live closest to the Starbucks on Argail way/Freeport have. 
 
I have the following suggestion for the proposed new site: 
 
I think that the new development should be in a "U" formation acing Freeport, with parking in the 
rear.  This would make this project more bike-friendly, pedestrian-welcoming and overall less 
"suburban."  There is a "U" shaped shopping center in downtown Davis (where their Whole Foods is on the 
corner of 1st and where E street/Richards Blvd collide) I am thinking of.  There are several restaurants/eateries 
there, and other mixed retail. It has beautiful outdoor patios/seating with bike parking and a large lawn in front 
which allows for picnicking and for people to come and just hang out under the shade of trees. 
 
This design would also protect the neighborhoods/streets directly adjacent to the development site by forcing 
the buildings to be closer to Freeport since parking would be in the rear.  People who park would gain access to 
the shops and to Raley's via outdoor thoroughfares between the buildings and/or if Raley's has an entrance both 
in the rear and the front.  I think it's the best of both worlds. Also, a design like this would not lend itself to 
drive-thrus, which, although the design team pledged would not be a part of this project --- nevertheless could 
be a reality down the line if they are able to negotiate their C-1 vs. C-2 zoning permit. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Best, 
Nina Raddatz  
4533 Babich Avenue 
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Elise Gumm

From: Sue Bollig <suebca2012@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 6, 2016 12:28 PM
To: Bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; 

darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; 
phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; 
wdfarrell@hotmail.com; jyeepdc@gmail.com

Cc: Elise Gumm; Antonio Ablog
Subject: Raleys-Land Park Commercial Center
Attachments: Land Park Commercial Center.doc

To the City Commission Members, Project and Environmental Planners. 

  

I would like to express my opposition to the rezoning of the old Capitol Nursery lot on Freeport Ave. I have 
strong concerns regarding the huge number of retail shops and parking spaces and the impact of traffic in the 
South Land Park Estate neighbor. 

  

I believe Raley’s intentions initially were to enhance the neighborhood and support the ambience of urban Land 
Park rather than inject major congestion and disruptive elements.  I am wary of the development corporation’s 
intention to hastily push through approval for the rezone for their own profit and gain in order to build a 
suburban type development in an established residential neighborhood.   

  

I empathize with those neighbors whose property are next to the site and the adverse impact on them because of 
the lights, noise of delivery trucks, refuse removal etc  Because I live on Wentworth Ave, it is the access and 
circulation impact that are the most concern to me, along with dozens of neighbors in South Land Park. 

  

I am referencing the proposed single vehicular entrance on Freeport with its right turn in only and right turn exit 
out. Since there is no access from northbound traffic., Wentworth Ave , Mead, Meer, Monterey, Sherwood and 
adjoining streets will be highly impacted by vehicular and truck traffic which will turn both east and west onto 
Wentworth.  These are narrow residential streets (some do not have pedestrian sidewalks) that are not designed 
to accommodate the increased traffic. 

  

Also, I would like to hear more discussion of what development is possible with the current zoning.  I met with 
the developer representative, Brian Holloway, very recently and he was evasive in answering these questions 
asked by my neighbors and myself.  I also attended the City Planning Commission in June and the Land Park 
Association meeting in Sept.  I heard lots of questions from the attendees that were not sufficiently answered by 
the developer. I do not believe that the neighborhood has been given enough information about the pros and 
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cons of rezoning prior to the past month as well as information regarding an alternate plan if the zoning change 
is not approved. 

  

I support the maintenance of the current zoning and propose that Raley’s scale back the commercial 
development to include a reduced number of retail spaces (6-10 maximum) in the 5 acres currently allowed for 
commercial.  I ask that you consider the impact of rezoning this urban location will affect the neighborhood for 
decades to come and  will set a precedent in Sacramento for future urban infill development.   

  

Sincerely, 

Sue Bollig 
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Elise Gumm

From: Dana Mahaffey
Sent: Wednesday, October 5, 2016 7:03 AM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Fwd: Capitol Nursery Site

 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Sara Correa <Masporfavor21@gmail.com>  
Date: 10/4/16 9:47 PM (GMT-08:00)  
To: Dana Mahaffey <DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>, "Mayor of the City of Sacramento, Kevin Johnson" 
<Mayor@cityofsacramento.org>, Angelique Ashby <AAshby@cityofsacramento.org>, Allen Warren 
<AWarren@cityofsacramento.org>, jharris@cityofsacramento.org, Danielle Williams-Vincent <DWilliams-
Vincent@cityofsacramento.org>, Steve Hansen <SHansen@cityofsacramento.org>, Jay Schenirer 
<JSchenirer@cityofsacramento.org>, Eric Guerra <EGuerra@cityofsacramento.org>, Christine Roybal 
<CRoybal@cityofsacramento.org>, Rick Jennings <RJennings@cityofsacramento.org>, "Lawrence R. Carr" 
<LCarr@cityofsacramento.org>, Bodipo50@gmail.com, cburke.realestate@gmail.com, dcovill@cbnorcal.com, 
lynnlenzi2@gmail.com, darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net, todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com, ALofaso@sbcglobal.net, 
phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com, matt@mrpe.com, wangconnellypdc@gmail.com, rwconsultants@hotmail.com, 
jyeepdc@gmail.com  
Subject: Capitol Nursery Site  

Land Park residents want a responsible and appropriate development at the Capitol Nursery site. The proposal to bring a Raley’s as 
part of a bloated, overflowing strip mall is a terrible fit for our neighborhood. We cannot support a project that will encroach on our 
homes with non-stop delivery truck noise, overpowering parking lot lights, pollution and poor air quality, increased traffic and 
congestion on Freeport Blvd and surrounding surface streets. We cannot stand for a project that will rezone the area to eliminate the 
low-density housing buffer area that the site was always intended to be. We oppose a rezone, and we urge the city council to make 
sure this project fits into the character of Land Park and the surrounding residents. 
 
-- 
Sara Correa 
Masporfavor21@gmail.com 
1799 Markham Way 
95818 

Page 249 of 317



1

Elise Gumm

From: Dana Mahaffey
Sent: Wednesday, October 5, 2016 7:02 AM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Fwd: Capitol Nursery Site

 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Whitney Fong <Whitneyfong@live.com>  
Date: 10/4/16 10:27 PM (GMT-08:00)  
To: Dana Mahaffey <DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>, "Mayor of the City of Sacramento, Kevin Johnson" 
<Mayor@cityofsacramento.org>, Angelique Ashby <AAshby@cityofsacramento.org>, Allen Warren 
<AWarren@cityofsacramento.org>, jharris@cityofsacramento.org, Danielle Williams-Vincent <DWilliams-
Vincent@cityofsacramento.org>, Steve Hansen <SHansen@cityofsacramento.org>, Jay Schenirer 
<JSchenirer@cityofsacramento.org>, Eric Guerra <EGuerra@cityofsacramento.org>, Christine Roybal 
<CRoybal@cityofsacramento.org>, Rick Jennings <RJennings@cityofsacramento.org>, "Lawrence R. Carr" 
<LCarr@cityofsacramento.org>, Bodipo50@gmail.com, cburke.realestate@gmail.com, dcovill@cbnorcal.com, 
lynnlenzi2@gmail.com, darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net, todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com, ALofaso@sbcglobal.net, 
phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com, matt@mrpe.com, wangconnellypdc@gmail.com, rwconsultants@hotmail.com, 
jyeepdc@gmail.com  
Subject: Capitol Nursery Site  

Land Park residents want a responsible and appropriate development at the Capitol Nursery site. The proposal to bring a Raley’s as 
part of a bloated, overflowing strip mall is a terrible fit for our neighborhood. We cannot support a project that will encroach on our 
homes with non-stop delivery truck noise, overpowering parking lot lights, pollution and poor air quality, increased traffic and 
congestion on Freeport Blvd and surrounding surface streets. We cannot stand for a project that will rezone the area to eliminate the 
low-density housing buffer area that the site was always intended to be. We oppose a rezone, and we urge the city council to make 
sure this project fits into the character of Land Park and the surrounding residents. 
 
-- 
Whitney Fong 
Whitneyfong@live.com 
4690 Francis Court 
95822 
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Elise Gumm

From: Denny Pollard <stacheair@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, October 2, 2016 1:52 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER PROJECT (P15-048)

Ms. Gumm, 
  
On Saturday October 1, 2016 the home owners on Meer Way meet with Brain Holloway about the Raley’s 
proposed project at my neighbor’s home at 10:00 AM.  Mr. Holloway was good enough to bring small handout 
showing the proposed zoning change from R1 to commercial.   
  
The proposed zoning change to all commercial will result in many changes to the quality of life that we all 
purchased homes in this neighborhood for.  The existing R1 provides a noise buffer from commercial to 
residual and that we are all pleased about.  Even without the rezoning Raley’s can still built the commercial 
building they need and will fit into the quality of life the neighborhood was designed to have.  The R1 still 
could be used as parking for the project. 
  
Mr. Holloway explain without the rezoning Raley’s would have five or so sub‐venders on the property creating 
a smaller foot print with less noise, traffic, restaurant smell in our yards and neighborhood.  Without the 
rezoning the owners on Meer Way could back the proposed project. 
  
Mr. Holloway explain with the rezoning Raley’s is requesting would have up to at least twenty (20) sub‐
venders with the possibly of some being open until 2:00 AM serving alcohol.  This rezoning to all commercial 
would have a large foot print on the neighborhood and certainly affect our quality of life. 
  
South Land Park is known for its quit neighborhoods that are safe for our children and within walking distance 
to schools, the parks, shopping, and many restaurants that the mixed community currently supports.  We are 
not in favor of a new mini mall that will certainly increase traffic on Meer Way as vehicles will cut across 
Babich Ave. to avoid the backup on Sutterville Road at Freeport Blvd.  Adding a new stop light at Meer Way 
and Freeport is not the answer for traffic flow.  A good example of this is Argail Way when the new Star Bucks 
went in now with total grid lock on Argail Way and the quality of life on Argail is be a total loss. 
  
The home owners on Meer Way would support a protected crosswalk with flashing lights.  Current we have an 
unprotected crosswalk.  But we do not want a full light signal the will direct traffic to our narrow street and 
will certainly cause more traffic back‐ups. 
  
As mention in the last city council meeting Commissioner Chair Lofaso as well as others indicted they do NOT 
want Raley’s to become like the Safeway mini mall on R street and 15th. With total traffic grid lock and not 
enough parking.  If Raley’s received the rezoning it will add 20 vender stores this will certain reduce the 
existing 437 park slot currently planned forcing employees to park on Meer Way and other surrounding 
streets.  This will certainly hurt the quality of life we currently enjoy and paid for with the high cost of housing 
in Southland Park. 
  
I have read the entire EIR and executive summary and no where in either of these document does it cover the 
quality of life for residents in the surrounding neighborhoods affected by this project.  Or has the developers 
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made a real effort to contact or discuss the project until this past Saturday at our request.  Many thanks to Mr. 
Holloway for coming and talking with us well appreciated. 
  
Nest there has been so much miss information about this project depending who you talk to.  The revised EIR 
as an example is written in such small font it is impossible to read it as a printed document so I had to 
download it and enlarge on my computer screen.  This is unacceptable documents should be clearly written in 
a font we can print out and read.  Needless to say without your assistance I could not of located the EIR on 
line.  Trying to find information on this project and who to contact is another issue.  Only because of my due 
diligence I was able to find contact information by attending several meeting and asking how and who to 
contact.   
  
Lastly, my neighbors and I would like to have a meeting with the planning department and the City Council 
member Steve Hanse that I have requested before any final decisions are made on this project.  Many of my 
neighbors are afraid to write letter on contact city government for one reason or another, but would attend a 
meeting if we can arrange it.  I have contact Mr. Hansen office already and we are waiting for a time and date 
we would very much like to have you input if a meeting can be arranged before the final vote on this project is 
casted. 
  
Thank you for your time and patience responding to my requestes. 
  
Denny Pollard  
2017 Meer Way 
Sacramento, CA 
 
This communication, together with any attachments or links contained herein, is for sole use of the intended 
recipient(s) and may contain information that is confidential or legally protected. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution or use of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender 
immediately by return e-mail message and delete the original and all copies of the communication, along with 
any attachments hereto or links herein, from your system. 
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Elise Gumm

From: Denny Pollard <stacheair@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2016 7:14 AM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Planning Project Routing for Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048)

Ms. Gumm, 
  
I live within 300 feet of the Land Park Commercial Center at 2017 Meer Way and did not receive an updated 
(9/9/2016) map of the project. 
  
I attended the Land Park Association meeting on October 21st where the Todd Oliver presented an overview of 
the project and my neighbors and I were shocked the new plan is to add a new street light and crosswalk at 
the corner of Meer Way and Freeport Blvd. that the developer is paying for.  We do NOT want this street light 
as traffic is already bad enough. 
  
Needless to state my neighbors on Meer Way and other streets surrounding this project do NOT want the 
rezoning and the project seems to have gotten much larger than we were told with 20 retail outlets no 
planned according to Todd Oliver. 
  
In addition, we neighbors do NOT agree with the letter the Land Park Association sent backing the project and 
we voice our opinion at their meeting over this letter since it did not represent our views on this project. 
  
Denny Pollard 
2017 Meer Way 
Sacramento, CA 95822 
(916)456‐4470 
E‐mail: Stacheair@sbcglobal.net 
  
This communication, together with any attachments or links contained herein, is for sole use of the intended 
recipient(s) and may contain information that is confidential or legally protected. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution or use of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender 
immediately by return e-mail message and delete the original and all copies of the communication, along with 
any attachments hereto or links herein, from your system. 
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Elise Gumm

From: Ben Williams <bentwilliams@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2016 7:23 AM
To: Elise Gumm; Dana Mahaffey
Cc: Frank Underwood
Subject: LAND PARK COMMERCIAL CENTER

hi my name is ben williams and i live at 4541 marion court and i have not received an updated map of the 
project and i live within 500 feet of the project as my backyard will share a fence with this development. i have 
some concerns about the development and would like a more centralized way of dispersing information to the 
people who will be affected by this. The people helping run the grass roots portion for protect land park are 
doing a great job but there is still a high percentage of constituents and people who will be affected by this 
project whose voices are missing. it is more difficult to coordinate and get appropriate feedback from all the 
neighbors in this area than it is to make deadlines. i feel like the timeline is unfair, and tilted towards the 
development and the detriment of your constituents. My wife and I are both physicians and have young 
children. asking us -or other people with normal busy lives -to review documents that are hundreds of pages 
long in a small time frame, is impossible and unjust. i would simply ask that you give appropriate timelines and 
deadlines that you and your other council people could meet if you were a person who would be impacted by 
such a large development. please let me know what you are going to do to ensure that all voices are heard.  
 
thank you  
ben and jamie williams  
 
 
 
 
Ben Williams MD  
Solano Gateway Medical Group 
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Elise Gumm

From: amandrussow@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2016 8:41 AM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048)

Good Morning, 
 
My name is Nina Raddatz and I own a home which will be right up against the new Raley's project. My home is at the 
corner of Meer Way & Babich (at the dead end there). I am hoping you can send me the most updated plans, and keep 
me updated regarding the next City Planning Commission meeting regarding this project. 
 
I attended a Land Park Community Association meeting this past Wednesday where a member of the Raley's design 
team spoke about the proposed changes, and I was very shocked that their new plan included a new 
stoplight/intersection at Meer Way & Freeport. This proposed new intersection would unavoidably disrupt traffic flow 
down Freeport Blvd and cause significant backups and traffic (Freeport has so much traffic due to the city college, 
commuters traveling to highways 5 & 99, commuters avoiding highways 5 & 99, etc). The reason this intersection is 
problematic is that it is two very short blocks from the Freeport/Sutterville intersection. Drivers will get trapped 
between the short space between the two intersections. 
Most importantly, this new intersection would significantly increase the amount of traffic cutting through our tiny 
neighborhood. Currently many drivers speed through our neighborhood in an effort to avoid the light at Freeport and 
Sutterville. We have no stop signs, and so drivers save time by avoiding the Freeport/Sutterville light and using our 
street. We have a couple speed lumps, but there are gaps in the lumps that drivers straddle and speed over smoothly. I 
anticipate drivers will use this shortcut much more frequently in an effort to avoid being trapped between the two short 
blocks between the Sutterville/Freeport intersection and the new Meer way/Freeport intersection.  We have narrow 
streets, and when residents on Meer Way park on both sides of the street, there really is only room for one lane of 
traffic to go in one direction comfortably.  
In sum, the proposed new stoplight/intersection just seems illogical as  it is so close to the sutterville/Freeport 
intersection and would inevitably cause back up into our residential neighborhood. Our neighborhood was never meant 
to be a thoroughfare, and this new intersection will force traffic to back up onto our streets. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 
 
Best, 
Nina Raddatz 
4533 Babich Avenue  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Elise Gumm

From: Lisa Berg <mail@ljbfiduciary.com>
Sent: Friday, September 23, 2016 8:44 AM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Development of Raleys

I would like the link to the latest proposals for the old Capital Nursery site now owned by Raleys. 
I am very concerned about: 
Doubling parking spaces  
Only 2 entrances to new site 
Truck traffic on Wentworth 
Possible fast food restaurants  
 
Thank you, 
Lisa 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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               September 12,  2016

To: ! Sacramento Planning & Design Commission members, c/o Project Planner Elise Gumm
! South Land Park Community Association
! Land Park Community Association
! Mike Teel, Raley’s President & CEO
cc: ! Sacramento City Council Member Steve Hansen (D4)
Re:! Proposed Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048) 

! The location, size and visibility along Freeport Boulevard of the former Capital Nursery site 
provides a unique urban infill opportunity that demands great creativity and quality in architectural 
design, materials and site layout.  A similar opportunity for positive development impact in South 
Land Park’s primary commercial corridor won’t come along again soon.
! The following comments on the revised (dated May 3, 2016) site plan are based on my 
architecture training and 30 years of professional experience in planning, financing and 
implementation of commercial/retail and residential projects in Chicago, the Bay Area and Sacramento.  
My objective is for the project sponsor and Raley’s managment, City staff and community members to 
help this important project improve and become a long-term community asset.  !
! Comments and concerns include the following:

1. The proposal is not simply for a new Raley’s, but rather for an entirely new multi-tenant 
retail center that will be anchored by Raley’s, with almost as much new small store space 
in six buildings to match Raley’s proposed 55,000 square feet of space.  This is a 
paradigm shift that should not be ignored.

2. While the schematic facade designs are interesting, if not “value-engineered” into 
blandness, the site layout has a typically suburban look and feel.  A significant failure is 
of  the seven proposed new buildings to creatively design a truly pedestrian-friendly, 
urban atmosphere for the site.

3. Placement and orientation of three small tenant buildings is problematic, since two 
(labeled “Shops 3” and “Shops 4” on the site plan) would have secondary “service” 
sides facing Freeport Blvd. and the third backing on Wentworth Ave.   Sacramento has a 
number of unfortunate recent examples of retail sites where secondary building facades 
face public streets.  The best recent example is the embarrassing new CVS store that 
backs onto both Sutterville Rd. and Franklin Blvd.

4. An alternative would be to “flip” the Shops 3 and Shops 4 buildings so they face 
Freeport Blvd., with them set-back from the street to allow one aisle of double-loaded 
parking.   With good landscaping, signage, lighting and facade designs, this could have 
an appropriate urban and pedestrian-friendly feel that creates bona fide “activation” of 
the Freeport Blvd. frontage.

5. The proposed building labeled “Shops 5” would improve if moved north to be in-line 
with the East/West Bank building Wentworth Ave. facade.  A good-sized, heavily 
landscaped planting strip and well-designed privacy wall to hide the back-side of the 
building would allow the building to continue with its primary facade facing Raley’s 

Gregory I. Ptucha
4821 Monterey Way, Sacramento, California 95822-1944

916.201.4717 or gptucha@comcast.net
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while the rear design/landscaping treatment would visually transistion to enhance the 
Wentworth residential uses directly to the west.

6. The proposed location for the new Raley’s store is too far west on the site and too close 
to existing single-family homes on Marion Court.  Pulling the store east would allow the 
loading dock to be further from existing homes as well as provide employee parking in 
the rear (as does the current Raley’s).  This would result in a more intimate, urban and 
pedestrian-friendly setting in the front of the center.  

7. The proposed rezone of two single-family parcels  fronting Wentworth Ave. for 
commercial parking lot use is a needless encroachment into the residential 
neighborhood.  There is no compelling reason for this change, which will erode values 
and the environment of adjacent residential properties.   This should be denied.

8. As noted in the comment # 1, market-demand of 53,000 new square feet of small store 
retail space in South Land Park needs careful scrutiny.  Is there sufficient latent demand 
to quickly absorb this amount of retail space in the South Land Park trade area?  
Freeport Boulevard is replete with an excess inventory of underutilized small tenant 
commercial property--much of which visually detracts from the community.  If owners 
could be persuaded to upgrade their existing buildings and improve tenant quality, that 
would go further to improve the community.  Planned construction of significant new 
retail/commercial space in Curtis Park Village further begs the question of how much 
new small store space can be readily absorbed at rental rates used in the lender’s 
underwriting for the project--especially with shrinkage of independent small retailers 
and recent announced closures of chain brick-and-mortar retail outlets.  

9. Official approvals should have firm, enforceable restrictions for all stores regarding 
loading dock use, trash pick-up and any other operations that create undue noise  and 
littering that would negatively impact neighbors.

10. Confirm what entity will own/operate and manage the Raleys-anchored center.  If it’s to 
be Raley’s corporate, I fear the lack of landscape maintenance and litter pick-up 
demonstrated by Raley’s on the rear (neighborhood) side of the current store.  While the 
front side of the existing store is reasonably maintained, the rear area is routinely 
ignored, with winds moving trash along Potrero Way.  Attention to the cleanliness of 
entire site of the new center is necessary.

! With regards to the existing Raley’s location, I understand is this large site is under third-party 
ownership.  After Raley’s relocates, this will open significantly-more commercially-zoned land to 
development.  Hopefully it be considered for rezone to residential development and/or mixed-uses 
upon Raley’s departure.  Dense for-sale townhomes or quality multi-family rental residential would 
help balance the land use mix along Freeport Boulevard. 
! Thank you for considering my comments, concerns and suggested improvements.

Gregory I. Ptucha

September 12, 2016             page 2 of 2
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September 14, 2016  
 
Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department 
Environmental Planning Services 
300 Richard Boulevard, Third Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
 

RE:  P15-048, Land Park Commercial Center 

 
Dear Ms. Mahaffey, 
 

I am submitting this comment letter in response to the Notice of Availability dated 01 

August 2016, “Notice of Availability--Draft Environmental Impact Report [“DEIR”] for the 

Land Park Commercial Center Project.”  I would like to thank you and your office for your hard 

work and close attention to this matter, as well as for the opportunity to submit this letter for 

your consideration. Please note that this letter is not a comprehensive representation of my 

concerns with the project and the DEIR, and that I reserve the opportunity to concur with other 

comments and submit additional material if and when such opportunity arises. 

 

I. Project Description 

 

The proposed project (“the Project”) consists of six new building that would be 

constructed in the Land Park Community Plan Area, at the intersection of Wentworth Avenue 

and Freeport Boulevard which includes the former Capital Nursery site. (Notice of Preparation 

(“NOP”) at 2). The project site encompasses 9.87 acres fronting on Wentworth Avenue and 

Freeport Boulevard. Existing buildings and greenhouses that were part of the former Capital 

Nursery (closed in 2012) along Freeport Boulevard would be demolished, along with two small 

vacant residences located on Wentworth Avenue. The project would construct a new one-story 

55,000 square foot grocery store and five freestanding buildings that would provide 

approximately 53,980 square feet of retail uses. A total of 457 on-site surface parking spaces 

would be provided along with new trees, landscaping, and public gathering places. (NOP at 2). 
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The Project abuts large-lot single-family residences to the north and west, including a 

significant number of homes along Marion Court. The Project’s anchor is a 55,000 square foot 

full-service Raley’s grocery store, which will displace the current Raley’s store just south of the 

Project site. In addition to a Raley’s grocery store the project proposes to construct an additional 

six buildings to include 53,165 sf of retail space for a total of 108,165 sf.  

 

II. Statutory, Regulatory and Legal Setting 

 

 The California courts have consistently and repeatedly pointed out that “the EIR is the 

heart of CEQA.”1 “EIR’s should be prepared as early in the planning process as possible to 

enable environmental considerations to influence project, program, or design.”2 Among the 

responsibilities of the lead agency for a given project are to “independently review and analyze”3 

the draft EIR prior to approval of the final EIR (“FEIR”), which must reflect “the independent 

judgment” of the agency.4 This is an important statutory prescription because the EIR consultant 

is paid for by the project applicant, and the independent judgment of the agency must be 

preserved.5  

 EIRs must be “written in plain language,”6 and the text of the EIR should strive for less 

than 150 pages, or for extremely complex projects less than 300.7 An EIR must contain at a 

minimum a brief summary, project description, description of the environmental setting, 

detailing of significant environmental effects, a table of list of mitigation measures, analysis of 

                                                            
1 Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n of San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents of the University of 
California (“Laurel Heights II”) (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123) 
2 See CEQA Guidelines § 15004, subd. (b). 
3 Public Resources Code § 21082.1, subd. (c)(1)-(3). 
4 Id. 
5 See Friends of La Vina v. County of Los Angeles (1991) 232 Cal.App.3d 1446, 1452-56. 
6 CEQA Guidelines, § 15140. 
7 CEQA Guidelines, § 15141. I would ask your office to note that the main textual body of the 
Land Park Commercial Center Project DEIR exclusive of appendices is over five hundred pages. 
Inclusive of appendices, the DEIR is nearly 2,000 pages. The sheer size and scope of the DEIR 
has made thorough analysis of the disparate elements and consideration of the project difficult, 
particularly in the time frame during which the public must digest and formulate meaningful 
responses to the project. 
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alternatives to the proposed project,8 significant irreversible changes, growth-inducing impact of 

the proposed project, detailing of effects not found to be significant, cumulative impacts, and 

economic social effects.  

 Among the purposes of circulating the draft EIR to the public are “disclosing agency 

analysis,” “detecting omissions,” “checking for accuracy,” and “soliciting counter proposals.”9   

 Several regional agencies impact the project. Most important of which is the Sacramento 

Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), via the SMAQMD’s Basic 

Construction Emission Control Practices.  

 Locally, Title 17, the Planning and Development title of the Sacramento Municipal Code, 

the City of Sacramento’s General Plan (“General Plan 2035”) govern the subject property. The 

hierarchy of land use regulations runs (1) the general plan; (2) any specific plan; (3) the zoning 

code; (4) specific relief from the zoning code (i.e., conditional use permit); and (5) subdivision 

maps.10 Each of the relevant statutory, regulatory, and legal will be considered as appropriate in 

the subsequent sections.  

  

III. Summary of Comments 

 Generally, this comment letter is divided into sections addressing perceived deficiencies 

in the various elements of the DEIR as well as with the project proposal overall, including the 

amending of General Plan 2035 and rezoning of the property. My comments can be summarized 

as follows: 

1. The proposed amendment to General Plan 2035 is inappropriate because it 

conflicts with the goals of the General Plan, and given the recent updating of the 

General Plan in 2015; and 

2. The proposed rezoning of the property is inappropriate as a species of spot-zoning 

which conflicts with the goals of General Plan 2035; and 

                                                            
8 Although “CEQA establishes no categorical legal imperative as to the scope of alternatives to 
be analyzed,” the state Supreme Court has outlined the typical categories: “on-site 
alternatives…and off-site alternatives, which usually involve similar uses at different locations.” 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (“Goleta II”) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 556; 
Public Resources Code § 21100, subd. (b)(4). 
9 CEQA Guidelines, § 15200 subds., (a)-(f). 
10 Orange Citizens for Parks and Recreation v. Superior Court (2013) 159 Cal.Rptr.3d 249. 
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3. The DEIR analysis of project alternatives is inadequate and insufficient; and 

4. The DEIR analysis of potential cumulative impacts, given the development of a 

high-intensity use with transitional residential uses and the availability for 

development of an already-intense commercial use at the former grocery site, is 

inadequate and insufficient; and 

5. Several of the DEIR’s proposed Mitigation Measures fail to meet statutory and 

regulatory requirements because they are inchoate, non-binding or otherwise 

speculative. 

 

IV. The General Plan Amendment and Consistency with General Plan 2035 

The General Plan designates the subject property as part of a “suburban neighborhood low 

density” and “suburban neighborhood medium density,” area.11 These two designations are not 

accidental: they represent a sensitive transition from the surrounding urban corridor and busy 

Freeport Boulevard to the large-lot low density housing neighborhood west of the subject 

property.  

In California the General Plan is the “constitution” of future land development, and 

amendment of a general or specific area plan to accommodate a rezoning of a particular property 

is therefore disfavored, as it trivializes the purposes of the general plan. This is particularly true 

where the general plan amendment is insensitive to the goals and purposes of the general plan, 

and where the subject property use would cause conflict with surrounding uses. The proposed 

project has a discomfiting satisfaction of these issues. 

General Plan amendments are legislative acts and won’t be disturbed unless there are 

conflicts or contradictions between such amendments and the internal policies of the general 

plan, or where an amendment fails to advance the policies of the general plan.12 Where a general 

plan amendment frustrates the policies of a general plan, it is inappropriate. 

                                                            
11 General Plan 2035, at 3-LP-7. 
12 See Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. County of El Dorado (1998) 62 
Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341; see also Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. County of Napa Board 
of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342. 
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That appears to be the case here. The intensity and orientation of the general plan amendment 

and the rezoning it effects frustrates numerous goals and policies of the general plan, particularly 

the land use elements. Numerous general plan policies are implicated by the project’s 

reassignment to an urban corridor from a suburban low- and medium-density designation. Non-

exclusively, they include:   

 LU 2.1.7,  
 LU 2.4,  
 LU 2.4.2,  
 LU 2.5,  
 LU 2.5.1,  
 LU 2.7,  
 LU 2.7.3,  
 LU 2.7.7,  
 LU 6.1,  
 LU 6.1.10,  
 LU 2.1.2,  
 LU 2.7.3,  
 LU 2.7.7,  
 LU 6.1.12,  
 ER 7.1.3,  
 ER 6.1,  
 HCR 2.1.1,  
 ER 1.1.7,  
 EC 3.1,  
 EC 3.1.11; 
 U 4.1.5; 
 M 1.2.2; 
 M 2.1.7; 

 

V. Analysis of Draft EIR Insufficiency 

The core deficiency of the draft EIR and the proposed project is hopelessly entwined with the 

numerous General Plan conflicts referred to above. The DEIR simply has not properly addressed 

the land use conflicts because to do so would undermine the Project perhaps fatally.  

Inadequacy of Project Alternatives 

The DEIR does not adequately take up the reasonable project alternatives. This is for several 

reasons. First, the Master EIR (“MEIR”) was prepared and updated for the General Plan 2035 
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not two years ago, and the documentation and data that support the current land use designations 

for the property, and their satisfaction of the General Plan’s goals and policies are settled. 

However, the handling of the project alternatives, particularly the “as-is” alternative, is ad hoc 

and conclusory, and offer little evidence and no real data to show how the general plan’s policies 

are being satisfied.  

Therefore and secondly, the project alternatives are inadequate as lacking in substantial 

evidence in the record to overcome the MEIR.  In the “as-is” alternative, the DEIR assumes 

“construction of the site to develop up to 40 residential units and up to a 250,000 sf commercial 

structure would involve earthwork encompassing the same total site area[.]”13 Because 

mitigation measures for the “as-is” alternative would be same as for the Project, the potential 

environmental impacts, particularly for transitions, neighborhood character, traffic circulation, 

noise, and harmonious land uses, would be less significant than those for the proposed Project.  

The DEIR suggests that because the “as-is” alternative allows for a more intense use on the 

commercial property, a significantly larger structure could be built. However, it is precisely 

because the residential component would stay in place that a more intense (but smaller in land 

area) use would be less impactful than the current project. This is because with no change to the 

general plan and no rezoning, the surrounding residential properties would be buffered by 

transitional residential uses: large-lot single-family homes and smaller-lot housing, allowing a 

buffer of forty residential uses between the intense commercial use and the surrounding 

residential area.  

Because the MEIR contemplated this use, such development cannot be more “more 

impactful” in a meaningful sense given the objectives of the general plan. To the contrary, all of 

the general plan policies meant to control environmental impacts (enunciated in the MEIR) are 

by definition already accounted for and less impactful. The DEIR elides this problem by 

focusing on the use on the commercial property rather than the entire area (“the remaining 

70,000 sf of retail could include a mix of retail services, but the size and scale of the building w 

                                                            
13 DEIR at 5-8. 
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ould be much larger than any of the existing neighborhood-serving commercial uses in the 

neighborhood”)14 without regard to the fact that the general plan and MEIR contemplate this fact 

and solve for it by requiring transitional residential uses.  

At the same time, the DEIR offers no substantial evidence as to why the project objectives 

could not be served by this alternative: the Raley’s grocery store could certainly still be a 

“flagship” with a store built under the current commercial zoning, since what defines “flagship” 

per the DEIR’s own terms has to do with aesthetic internal design and superficial exterior design; 

the project alternative itself admits that the current zoning could provide a mix of retail services; 

there could still be a “welcoming neighborhood outdoor dining and gathering place,” (or at least, 

there is no evidence in the record to suggest this would not be accomplished); the buildings could 

still be “aesthetically pleasing,” and in two instances, the “as-is” alternative would be better 

acclimated to satisfying project objectives: the project would be more pedestrian friendly with 

transitional residential uses, and the buildings would be better located to minimize potential 

noise disturbances with transitional residential uses.  

Similar problems arise with the “alternate site plan” and “reduced intensity” alternatives. In 

each instance, the DEIR does not offer substantial objective evidence to allow the City to 

properly dismiss the alternatives as not desirable. To the contrary, in each instance the alternative 

not only met the objectives of the project, but often offered no significant impacts that would not 

be accounted for by existing mitigation measures or some species of those mitigation measures.  

Looked at as a whole therefore, the project alternatives analysis fails to adequately provide 

evidence to the City to properly analyze project alternatives given that the Project requires a 

departure from the 2015 General Plan 2035, as required by CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6, subd. 

(a) (“describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 

that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the projects but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluates the comparative 

merits of the alternatives.” (emphasis added).  

The evidence in the DEIR as currently constituted clearly leaves two alternatives as 

environmentally superior: the “as-is” alternative and the lower-intensity alternative. As to the 

                                                            
14 DEIR at 5-10. 
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“as-is” alternative, this is because: (a) centrally, it falls within the purview of the MEIR, which is 

settled as satisfying the General Plan’s policies of sensitive transitions and mitigation of impacts 

from commercial development; (b) it details several lesser environmental impacts; and (c) it 

accomplishes nearly all, if not all, project objectives, with only conclusory and speculative 

statements as to why it may not achieve some objectives.  

 The “lower-intensity” alternative is identified in the DEIR as the environmentally 

superior alternative, but even those potential significant negative impacts rely on speculative or 

non-objective evidence.15 

Inadequacy of Mitigation Measures 

 Several of the mitigation measures fall short of the CEQA requirement that mitigation 

measures be binding, enforceable, and non-speculative. CEQA Guidelines require that mitigation 

measures be non-speculative (that is, they must state their terms in the DEIR itself, rather than 

merely aver to plans of the project proponent) and binding in order to be truly counted as 

mitigating potentially significant environmental impacts. 

 The following mitigation measures should include specific implementation requirements 

with non-speculative language and more importantly with remedies for the City should such 

measures not be properly implemented and monitored; in some instances, a general plan conflict 

requires on-going monitoring be implemented as a mitigation measure: 

 MM 4.6-3; 

 MM 4.8-1; 

 MM 4.10-5; 

 LU 2.1.7 requires on-going monitoring; 

 LU 2.7 requires on-going monitoring; 

 LU 2.1 requires a binding mitigation measure for implementation of proper “architectural 

vernacular” and sensitive transitions; 

                                                            
15 See DEIR at 5-27. 
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 LU 2.1.2 requires a binding mitigation measure to ensure “sensitive transitions” given the 

conflict with the General Plan 2035 requirement of sensitive transition; 

 LU 6.1.10 may require a mitigation measure, but it is possible that none is feasible given 

the direct conflict of the Project with this General Plan 2035 policy; 

 ER 7.1.3 lacks a binding mitigation measure and lacks an enforceable, on-going 

monitoring requirement; 

 ER 6.1.13 is frustrated by the project, and no appropriate, binding mitigation measure is 

proposed; 

 ER 3.1.6 requires on-going monitoring in the form of a binding, on-going monitoring 

mitigation measure; 

 ER 1.1.7 is inchoate and requires an on-going monitoring mitigation measure with 

opportunity for citizen participation and remedy for the City; 

 U 4.1.5 is inchoate and requires an on-going monitoring mitigation measure with 

opportunity for citizen participation and remedy for the City; 

 EC 3.1 requires an on-going monitoring mitigation measure with opportunity for citizen 

participation and remedy for the City; 

 EC 3.1.11 should be binding and include a remedy for the City; 

 U 4.1.5 is inchoate and requires an on-going monitoring mitigation measure with 

opportunity for citizen participation and remedy for the City; 

 M 1.2.2 should require renewed analysis given the potential for increased cumulative 

impact (i.e., the current traffic analysis is insufficient). 
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Inadequacy of Analysis of Future Activity/Cumulative Impacts 

  

The DEIR fails to adequately address the cumulative impact, particularly on surrounding 

properties, of a development that eliminates transitionary residential uses and develops a high-

intensity commercial use, while leaving the current property available for just-as-intense uses. 

Section 15355, subd. (b) of the CEQA Guidelines defines “cumulative impacts” as “[T]wo or 

more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound 

or increase other environmental impacts…Cumulative impacts can result from individual minor 

but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.” The DEIR does not 

provide objective, non-speculative analysis of the long-term cumulative impact of developing a 

high-intensity commercial use on formerly residential properties abutting single family 

residence, where the use is leaving open a just-as-intense use on a neighboring property. Such 

analysis is necessary not only for the traffic analysis, but for greenhouse gasses, crime and public 

resources, light, noise, pedestrian circulation, and in particular urban decay.  

 

VI. Conclusion 

I am submitting these non-exhaustive comments in the hope that the City shall respond and 

implement measures that are consistent with the General Plan 2035, the MEIR prepared for the 

General Plan 2035, and properly consider alternatives to the plan as constituted.  In addition, 

please include as public comments to the Draft EIR, and attached to this letter, a petition signed 

by many residents neighboring the site for Project P15-048 Land Park Commercial Center, 

opposing the proposed changes in zoning. 

Again, I would like to thank you for your office’s attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Bunch 
4650 Marion Court 
Sacramento CA  95822 
 

Cc:  Ann Collentine, Elise Gumm, Steve Hansen, Jay Schenirer, Jose Bodipo-Memba, 
Cornelious Burke, Douglas Covill, William Farrell, Todd Kaufman, Alain LoFaso, Lynn Lenzi, 
Darryl Lucien, Philip Pluckebaum, Matthew Rodgers, Jia Wang-Connelly, Joseph Yee  
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Elise Gumm

From: Ann Collentine <amcollentine@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 4:07 PM
To: Dana Mahaffey
Cc: november1; Elise Gumm
Subject: response to the Land Park Commercial Project EIR

Dear Dana -We have registered many of our concerns previously in correspondence with Elise Gunn.  My 
husband and I still have many concerns which I am not sure were adequately addressed in the EIR.  We were 
unable to understand many of the standards and language in the EIR since it is so technical in nature and were 
unhappy to see many conditions that meet standards yet so apparently negatively impact the quality of life on 
our property.  So, without fully understanding more than 1500 pages of EIR, here are our concerns: 
 
1.  There is not elevation picture which shows what we will be looking at from our backyard.  We reside at 4621 
Marion Court.  Will my backyard view be a cinderblock wall?  Will my view be of the back of Raley"s? Will 
the back of Raley's be a concrete wall? Will it reflect heat on my property?  Will the shrubs on the easement be 
cut down without our permission?  Will the HVAC be on top of the Raley's?  Will it be unsightly? 
noisy?  Where will refuse be collected and picked up?  what is the smell and noise related to that? Will it be 
viewable from our property?   
 
2.  Will the fire lane be asphalt?  Will it reflect heat on our property?   
 
3. What is the change in the noise environment for our property?   
 
4.  What is the change in light for our property, with downward facing lighting - does that include any firelane 
security lighting?   
 
5. What is the impact of so many cars and parking in such close proximity to our property?  
 
6. What is the impact of other commercial tenants?  Will there be sound, smells from restaurants?  who are 
these tenants and how can an EIR be legitimate if it doesn't address the environmental impact of these potential 
tenants?  
 
My husband and I remain opposed to rezoning of part of this site from residential zoning to commercial 
zoning.  I remain in favor of single-family housing that is consistent with the neighborhood and the most 
appropriate use of the property zoned that way.   
 
In addition, the traffic, noise, and light from this project will change the quality of the neighborhood.  The size 
of this commercial development flies in the face of current best practices in developing an urban site.  This is a 
watered down suburban development which doesn't fit this site.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ann M. Collentine and Jon Kevin Williams 
4621 Marion Court 
916-736-3159 
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Elise Gumm

From: Dana Mahaffey
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2016 9:14 AM
To: Christine Kronenberg (ckronenberg@dudek.com); Elise Gumm; Antonio Ablog
Cc: Samar Hajeer
Subject: FW: Capitol Nursery Site

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Sandra Takagi [mailto:isandratakagi@me.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2016 6:37 AM 
To: Dana Mahaffey <DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>; Mayor of the City of Sacramento, Kevin Johnson 
<Mayor@cityofsacramento.org>; Angelique Ashby <AAshby@cityofsacramento.org>; Allen Warren 
<AWarren@cityofsacramento.org>; jharris@cityofsacramento.org; Danielle Williams‐Vincent <DWilliams‐
Vincent@cityofsacramento.org>; Steve Hansen <SHansen@cityofsacramento.org>; Jay Schenirer 
<JSchenirer@cityofsacramento.org>; Eric Guerra <EGuerra@cityofsacramento.org>; Christine Roybal 
<CRoybal@cityofsacramento.org>; Rick Jennings <RJennings@cityofsacramento.org>; Lawrence R. Carr 
<LCarr@cityofsacramento.org>; Bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; 
lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; 
phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; 
jyeepdc@gmail.com 
Subject: Capitol Nursery Site 
 
Land Park residents want a responsible and appropriate development at the Capitol Nursery site. The proposal to bring a 
Raley’s as part of a bloated, overflowing strip mall is a terrible fit for our neighborhood. We cannot support a project 
that will encroach on our homes with non‐stop delivery truck noise, overpowering parking lot lights, pollution and poor 
air quality, increased traffic and congestion on Freeport Blvd and surrounding surface streets. We cannot stand for a 
project that will rezone the area to eliminate the low‐density housing buffer area that the site was always intended to 
be. We oppose a rezone, and we urge the city council to make sure this project fits into the character of Land Park and 
the surrounding residents. 
 
‐‐ 
Sandra Takagi 
isandratakagi@me.com 
2524 6th Ave 
95818 
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Elise Gumm

From: Dana Mahaffey
Sent: Friday, August 5, 2016 9:43 AM
To: Elise Gumm; Antonio Ablog
Subject: FW: Capitol Nursery Site

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Mary DeLost [mailto:lexiaden@surewest.net]  
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2016 7:18 PM 
To: Dana Mahaffey <DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>; Mayor of the City of Sacramento, Kevin Johnson 
<Mayor@cityofsacramento.org>; Angelique Ashby <AAshby@cityofsacramento.org>; Allen Warren 
<AWarren@cityofsacramento.org>; jharris@cityofsacramento.org; Danielle Williams‐Vincent <DWilliams‐
Vincent@cityofsacramento.org>; Steve Hansen <SHansen@cityofsacramento.org>; Jay Schenirer 
<JSchenirer@cityofsacramento.org>; Eric Guerra <EGuerra@cityofsacramento.org>; Christine Roybal 
<CRoybal@cityofsacramento.org>; Rick Jennings <RJennings@cityofsacramento.org>; Lawrence R. Carr 
<LCarr@cityofsacramento.org>; Bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; 
lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; 
phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; 
jyeepdc@gmail.com 
Subject: Capitol Nursery Site 
 
Land Park residents want a responsible and appropriate development at the Capitol Nursery site. The proposal to bring a 
Raley’s as part of a bloated, overflowing strip mall is a terrible fit for our neighborhood. We cannot support a project 
that will encroach on our homes with non‐stop delivery truck noise, overpowering parking lot lights, pollution and poor 
air quality, increased traffic and congestion on Freeport Blvd and surrounding surface streets. We cannot stand for a 
project that will rezone the area to eliminate the low‐density housing buffer area that the site was always intended to 
be. We oppose a rezone, and we urge the city council to make sure this project fits into the character of Land Park and 
the surrounding residents. 
 
‐‐ 
Mary  DeLost 
lexiaden@surewest.net 
2817 22nd Street 
95818 
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Elise Gumm

From: john sheldon <johnrsheldon@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 6, 2016 3:31 PM
To: landuse@landpark.org; Elise Gumm
Subject: Raleys Ctr Proposal Freeport Blvd - Feedback

Dear Elise Gumm and Land Park Community Association, 
 

Not sure exactly how/who to provide feedback regarding this project; however, here are my concerns / 
feedback. 

1. Thank you for efforts to date on this critical redevelopment on the Freeport Blvd. 

2. My main concern / issue is with the initial designs and layout of the property. The majority of the buildings 
along Freeport from Sutterville to Fruitridge road, with very few exceptions, have the entrance / access very 
close to the street which creates a more pedestrian / bicycle friendly environment. Granted most of these 
businesses have only one row of parking spaces, none the less, it gives a more urban feel.  

The main problem with the current proposal is that a sea of parking is created in front of the buildings, thus 
cutting it off from the street and pedestrian traffic. In addition, given the glut of office / retail space, plus 
additional retail space being added within a short distance of this property, plus vacated space created by 
Raley’s move, those few buildings closest to the street would be hard pressed to be utilized. The plans are 
unimaginative and more suited to a new development. 

I strongly recommend that the store should be closer to the street, with an integrated seating / pedestrian 
friendly zone, having more interaction with the street and sidewalk. Perhaps mixing seating spaces with 
potential tenants to create a destination that people in the neighborhood could utilize. To date, there is no 
real community friendly or inviting space. Once again, this could be created if it was placed near the street. 

 The added benefit to this approach is that more of the parking could be located at the rear of the property, 
adding additional buffer between the operational part of the building and the surrounding neighborhood. In 
addition, a front facing building could enable the construction of a second story without impacting the 
neighborhood. 

The net impact of these efforts is a revitalization of Freeport, encouraging the stores / properties adjacent to 
make themselves more pedestrian friendly and/or encourage redevelopment. 

3. My final concern is that the design should attempt to incorporate design elements of the historic Capital 
Nursery. This business operated for more than 60 years and we should be respect their contribution to the 
neighborhood over the years. 

  

Thank you. 

John Sheldon 

1641 Oregon Drive, Sacramento CA 95822 
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Elise Gumm

From: Commission submit
Sent: Friday, June 3, 2016 3:22 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: FW: Raley's Development Freeport Blvd

 
 

From: Jia Wang-Connelly [mailto:wangconnellypdc@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 2:45 PM 
To: Commission submit 
Subject: Fwd: Raley's Development Freeport Blvd 
 
For the record.  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: amandrussow@gmail.com 
Date: June 3, 2016 at 2:16:19 PM PDT 
To: wangconnellypdc@gmail.com 
Subject: Raley's Development Freeport Blvd 

Good Afternoon, 
D 
My name is Nina Raddatz and I attended the review and comment of the Raley's project 
yesterday evening.  I wanted to extend a sincere thank you to you and the rest of the Commission 
members for your critical comments and questions regarding this project. You are all amazing 
stewards of the city. 
 
I did not speak, as my concerns were much the same as the resident who shared her passionate 
comments about the Raley's project encroaching on her backyard -- and that the noise and lights 
of semis/refrigeration units will be about 20 or so feet from her bedroom window.  There were 
many of us there in audience, and our choice to stay silent was really so that the Commission 
would not be hearing the same comments and concerns over and over.  We want to be impactful, 
but not repetitive.  Regardless, thank you for being genuinely concerned about our quality of life 
and insisting that the developers rework the plan in order to buffer the homes directly adjacent to 
the new site. 
 
If I had spoken, the only suggestion I would have mentioned is that forming the new 
development into a "U" facing Freeport, with parking in the rear, would make this project more 
bike-friendly, pedestrian-welcoming and overall less "suburban."  There is a "U" shaped 
shopping center in downtown Davis (where their Whole Foods is on the corner of 1st and where 
E street/Richards Blvd collide) I am thinking of.  There are several restaurants/eateries there, and 
other mixed retail. It has beautiful outdoor patios/seating with bike parking and a large lawn in 
front which allows for picnicking and for people to come and just hang out under the shade of 
trees.   
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This design would also protect the neighborhoods/streets directly adjacent to the development 
site by forcing the buildings to be closer to Freeport since parking would be in the rear.  People 
who park would gain access to the shops and to Raley's via outdoor thoroughfares between the 
buildings and/or if Raley's has an entrance both in the rear and the front.  I think it's the best of 
both worlds. Also, a design like this would not lend itself to drive-thrus, which, although the 
design team pledged would not be a part of this project --- nevertheless could be a reality down 
the line if they are able to negotiate their C-1 vs. C-2 zoning permit. 
 
Thank you for the time you have devoted to reviewing this project, and I look forward to 
attending future meetings.  
 
Best,  
Nina Raddatz  
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Elise Gumm

From: Ann <amcollentine@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 1, 2016 4:15 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Cc: Jeffrey Brooks; Winfred DeLeon; Jeffrey Heeren; Kourtney Burdick; Hansen, Steve; 

Consuelo Hernandez; Ryan DeVore; Joy Patterson; Stacia Cosgrove; Zarah Lacson; 
Melissa Anguiano; Tom Buford; Dana Mahaffey; Tunson, King; Jim McDonald; Linda 
Tucker; Yvonne Riedlinger; Mark Griffin; Sheri Smith; Diane Morrison; Mary de 
Beauvieres; dmlj@pge.com; Wann, William; pphilley@airquality.org; 
jhurley@airquality.org; sasddevservices@sacsewer.com; ''Robert Armstrong' 
(armstrongro@sacsewer.com); Antonio Ablog; John.Yu@smud.org; 
matthew.Schaedler@smud.org; kim.bates@smud.org; jack.graham@smud.org; Kevin A. 
Hocker; Joe Benassini; Inthira Mendoza; Yanelis Rios; Josh Cannon; 
bvandermeer@bizjournals.com; RLillis@sacbee.com; mglover@sacbee.com; 
tbizjak@sacbee.com; rob@sactownmag.com; Fedolia Harris; Debb Newton; Alan 
LoFaso (ALofaso@sbcglobal.net); Todd Kaufman (todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com); Luis 
Sanchez; Bruce Monighan; Roberta Deering; tcanfield@sacrt.com; cpair@sacrt.com; 
gchew@sacog.org; Samar Hajeer; rmeagher@surewest.net; 
'cholm@walksacramento.org' (cholm@walksacramento.org); jim@sacbike.org; 
jordan.lang@att.net; joshua@regionbuilders.com; president@landpark.org; hpna95822
@gmail.com; bambx@frontiernet.net; djtlock@msn.com; slpna@slpna.org; 
terri@sierra2.org; Jason.a.lofton@gmail.com; pattijon@comcast.net; 
4mennemeier@sbcglobal.net; edhlee3@gmail.com; karl.schweikert@gmail.com; 
kcm@mgslaw.com

Subject: Re: Planning Project Routing for Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048)

Dear Elise- - this plan amendment does not address any of my previous concerns,which were forwarded to 
you.  I remain opposed to any general plan amendment.  The area zoned as residential in the general plan needs 
to be retained and neighborhood members need to be engaged in discussion regarding the any commercial  that 
can be built in the area adjacent to the new housing.  I remain deeply concerned and want these comments and 
my prior comments to be included in public comment to the members of the planning commission.   
 
Please acknowledge that you have received this email.   
 
Thank you for your assistance in this matter,  
Ann M. Collentine and Kevin Williams 
4621 Marion Court  
Sacramento, CA 95822 
916-340-5779 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
On May 10, 2016, at 2:25 PM, Elise Gumm <EGumm@cityofsacramento.org> wrote: 

Dear all, 
  
Attached are the revised plans for the Land Park Commercial Center project.  The main change 
is to the north of the project site with parking area, in order to accommodate the drainage 
requirement from DOU.  I have scheduled a Review & Comments session with the Planning & 
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Design Commission on June 2, 2016, mainly focus on the site design and elevations of the 
project.  Please review the revised plans with your previously sent comments and let me know if 
you have any additional or new comments by May 27, 2016. 
  
Do not hesitate to contact me if you should have any questions. 
  
Thank you. 
  
  
ELISE GUMM, LEED AP 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT MANAGER, BUILDING DIVISION 
300 RICHARDS BLVD, 3RD FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95811 
PHONE: (916) 808-1927 
CELL: (916) 539-8127 
E-MAIL: EGUMM@CITYOFSACRAMENTO.ORG 

<image002.jpg> 
Mission:  To help plan, build, and maintain a great City 
Vision:  To be the best Community Development Department in California 
Values:   Professionalism, Innovation, Courtesy, Collaboration, Consistency 
  
E‐mail correspondence with the City of Sacramento (and attachments, if any) 
may be subject to the California Public Records Act, and may therefore 
be subject to public disclosure unless otherwise exempt under the Act. 
  
Curious about your permit application status?  
Go to https://aca.accela.com/sacramento/Default.aspx 
or http://sacramento.civicinsight.com/ 
Wish to pay for a permit online?  
Go to http://cityofsacramento.org/Online‐Services 
  
  
  
  
  
From: Elise Gumm  
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2015 3:37 PM 
To: Jeffrey Brooks; Winfred DeLeon; Jeffrey Heeren; Kourtney Burdick; Steve Hansen; Consuelo 
Hernandez; Ryan DeVore; Joy Patterson; Stacia Cosgrove; Tom Pace; Zarah Lacson; Melissa Anguiano; 
Tom Buford; Dana Mahaffey; King Tunson; Jim McDonald; Linda Tucker; Yvonne Riedlinger; Mark Griffin; 
Sheri Smith; Diane Morrison; Mary de Beauvieres; dmlj@pge.com; William Wann; pphilley@airquality.org; 
jhurley@airquality.org; sasddevservices@sacsewer.com; ''Robert Armstrong' 
(armstrongro@sacsewer.com); Antonio Ablog; Chris Thoma; John.Yu@smud.org; 
matthew.Schaedler@smud.org; kim.bates@smud.org; jack.graham@smud.org; Bridgette Williams; 
Timothy Dailey; Kevin A. Hocker; Joe Benassini; Inthira Mendoza; Yanelis Rios; Josh Cannon; 
bvandermeer@bizjournals.com; RLillis@sacbee.com; mglover@sacbee.com; tbizjak@sacbee.com; 
rob@sactownmag.com; Fedolia Harris; Debb Newton; Alan LoFaso (ALofaso@sbcglobal.net); Todd 
Kaufman (todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com); Luis Sanchez; Bruce Monighan; Roberta Deering; 
tcanfield@sacrt.com; cpair@sacrt.com; 'gchew@sacog.org'; Samar Hajeer; rmeagher@surewest.net; 
'cholm@walksacramento.org' (cholm@walksacramento.org); jim@sacbike.org; jordan.lang@att.net; 
joshua@regionbuilders.com; president@landpark.org; hpna95822@gmail.com; 'bambx@frontiernet.net'; 
djtlock@msn.com; 'slpna@slpna.org'; terri@sierra2.org 
Cc: 'Jason.a.lofton@gmail.com'; 'amcollentine@gmail.com'; 'pattijon@comcast.net'; 
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'4mennemeier@sbcglobal.net'; edhlee3@gmail.com; karl.schweikert@gmail.com; 'kcm@mgslaw.com' 
Subject: Planning Project Routing for Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048) 
  

Dear all, 

Please find a copy of the project routing packet for P15-048, Land Park Commercial 
Center, attached to this e-mail message.   

A request to demolish a former plant nursery and two single unit dwellings for the 
construction of a new commercial center with an anchor tenant on an approximately 
9.87 acre site in the General Commercial Executive Airport Overlay (C-2-EA-4) 
zone.  The request requires General Plan Amendment, Rezone, a Tentative Map, 
Conditional Use Permit for an anchor tenant that is over 40,000 square feet, and Site 
Plan and Design Review. 

Please have comments to me by Friday October 16 2015.  If you need additional time 
or have any questions, please let me know. 

Thanks in advance for your time. 

ELISE GUMM, LEED AP BD+C 

     ASSOCIATE PLANNER, PLANNING DIVISION 

     300 RICHARDS BLVD, 3RD FLOOR 

     SACRAMENTO, CA 95811 

     PHONE: (916) 808-1927 

     E-MAIL: EGUMM@CITYOFSACRAMENTO.ORG 

Mission:To help plan, build, and maintain a great City 

Vision:  To be the best Community Development Department in California 

Values: Professionalism, Innovation, Courtesy, Collaboration, Consistency 

  

  

<P15-048 Revised Plan.pdf> 
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Elise Gumm

From: november1 <nvmbr1@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 1, 2016 8:14 AM
To: ALofaso@sbcglobal.net
Cc: Bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; lynnlenzi2

@gmail.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; 
phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; 
rwconsultants@hotmail.com; jyeepdc@gmail.com; Steve Hansen; Jay Schenirer; 
contact@Steinberg4Sac.com; Elise Gumm; Dana Mahaffey

Subject: Raley's - MO Capital Land Park Commercial Center June 2, 2016 Review and Comment

May 27, 2016 

 

 

 

Catherine Bunch 

4650 Marion Court 

Sacramento, CA  95822 

 

 

Alan LoFaso, Chair 

Planning and Design Commission 

City of Sacramento 

300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor 

Sacramento, CA  95811 

 

 

Re:  Land Park Commercial Center, P15-048 

        Meeting June 2, 2016 
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Dear Commission Chair LoFaso and Members of the Planning and Design Commission, 

 

There is a public Review and Comment meeting scheduled for June 2, 2016.  Due to business travel, I 
unfortunately am unable to attend.  Alternately, I send you my comments via U.S. Post and email for your 
consideration.  

 

I would like to call to your attention the fact that many residents in the area know little about this development 
beyond the fact that Raley’s intends to put in a new grocery there.  Residents in both of these communities need 
to be sent notice as have been residents within 300 feet of the proposed project.  This development will impact 
all dwellers in this area.  Everyone needs to be promptly and accurately informed of its details. 

 

The long-standing zoning of 4.6 acres residential in the back and 5.3 acres commercial in the front of Raley’s 
new lot is in line with all that makes our community the very desirable place to live that it is and has been for at 
least eight decades.  Raley’s and their developer MO (Maffia-Oliver) Capital’s request to permanently remove 
land designated for more Land Park residences and to replace the entire area with commercial development 
does not befit the needs or style of the surrounding Land Park and Hollywood Park communities.  It would go 
entirely against all the qualities that contribute to the beauty and quiet enjoyment that its residents have enjoyed 
for many years, some for many generations.  It would bring much traffic congestion.  The plans show only one 
main entrance on Freeport Boulevard which itself is currently being restricted and reduced to one lane in each 
direction to make room for a bicycle lane.  Residents would be forced to seek alternate routes, including quiet, 
inner residential streets that soon would no longer be quiet.  Neighbors from Wentworth Street with whom I’ve 
spoken already complain of how much busier their street has become in recent years and are greatly dismayed 
to learn the particulars of Raley’s proposal.  Coming from the south or east side of Freeport, residents would be 
obliged to gnarl north bound traffic while they wait to get in the one, single, turn-around lane in order to enter 
Raley’s parking lot.  This proposal would also increase constant air, noise, light, and building pollution, bring 
on the threat of vagrancy issues, neighborhood blight, and lower residential property values, to name just a few 
more problems.  Its far-reaching effects would be negative. 

 

The project description raises many unanswered questions.  It does not reveal what retail, other than the Raley’s 
store, would be built.  When asked, neither Raley’s nor MO Capital say to whom they would like to lease.  They 
furthermore would not be able to control future fluctuation in leasing tenants.  From looking at Raley’s-MO 
Capital’s plans, this development appears to be just another strip or suburban mall, and these are things of the 
past.  From Sutterville Road to 35th Avenue, Freeport Boulevard is already thickly lined with nothing but old-
style business structures.  In addition, there are no significant, ecological, future-minded measures in place on 
Raley’s plans.    These proposed plans do not respond to urgent current and future planning needs of not just our 
immediate community, but to the community that is our planet. We do not need a massive commercial 
development such that MO Capital and Raley’s are proposing.   
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As Raley’s new grocery will be 5,000 square feet smaller than their current store, their new location, as 
currently zoned, provides room for the new grocery and ample space for new, additional commercial 
development.  Raley’s current location at 4830 Freeport Boulevard sits on 4.8 acres.  It is imperative to keep in 
mind that Raley’s would eventually vacate their current location, thus freeing up all this acreage for yet more 
new, commercial development in the short, two-square block span between Potrero Way and Meer Way along 
Freeport Boulevard.  This is more than enough development density, intensity, and area for our community, for 
it alone would more than double that which the community lives with now.  Repurposing what is already in 
place would most appropriately protect the integrity and quality of our homes, our lives, our community, while 
still allowing for new, commercial vitality.  Rezoning Raley’s to an entirely commercial lot would needlessly 
triple all the adverse effects of development.  

 

As you can see, as proposed, there are no community benefits to such a large-scale commercial development at 
4700 Freeport Boulevard.  As a home-owner whose family has enjoyed living on our block for more than thirty 
years, and would like to continue doing so in the future, I am completely and adamantly opposed to the 
proposed changes from residential zoning to commercial zoning that Raley’s and Maffia-Oliver Capital are 
requesting for this land.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Catherine Bunch 

 

cc:  Jose Bodipo-Memba (Vice-Char), Cornelio’s Burke, Douglas Covill, Todd Kaufman, Lynn Lenzi, Darryl 
Lucien, Phillip Pluckebaum, Matthew Rodgers, Jia Wang-Connelly, Robbie Waters, Joseph Yee,G Steve 
Hansen, Jay Schenirer, Darrell Steinberg, Dana Mahaffey, Elise Gumm 
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Elise Gumm

From: Consuelo Hernandez
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 6:48 PM
To: Elise Gumm; Antonio Ablog
Subject: FW: Land Park Mall

FYI 
 
Consuelo Hernandez 
District Director 
Councilmember Steve Hansen, District 4 
City of Sacramento 
 
CAHernandez@cityofsacramento.org 
Office: (916) 808‐1915 
Cell: (916) 825‐8894 
 

From: Janis Schroeder <grannyjanster@gmail.com> 
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 at 6:36 PM 
To: Consuelo Hernandez <cahernandez@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: Re: Land Park Mall 
 

Woule you please?  I would appreciate it very much. 
 

Thank you.   
 

Jan Schroeder 
 
On Tue, May 31, 2016 at 6:08 PM, Consuelo Hernandez <cahernandez@cityofsacramento.org> wrote: 
Hello, 
 
I wanted to let you know that this item will be heard on Thursday by the Planning and Development Commission, not the City 
Council. If you like, I can forward it to staff so they can distribute it to the planning commission. 
 
Consuelo Hernandez 
District Director 
Councilmember Steve Hansen, District 4 
City of Sacramento 
 
CAHernandez@cityofsacramento.org 
Office: (916) 808‐1915 
Cell: (916) 825‐8894 
 

From: Janis Schroeder <grannyjanster@gmail.com> 
Date: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 at 12:55 PM 
To: "shansen@cityofsacramento.org" <shansen@cityofsacramento.org> 
Subject: Land Park Mall 
 

Hello~   
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An email I just received gave you name and said writing in was important about the Land Park 
Mall.   
 

My husband and I have lived on Marion Court for a long time and we already see much more 
traffic on Sutterville Road and more parking on our street with endless walks, races, etc at Wm. 
Land Park. 
 

I am concerned about the increased traffic and noise that will come with this new Land Park 
Mall.  Many of my neighbors feel quite negative about it also. 
 

I do plan to attend the Thursday eve meeting. 
 

Thank you. 
 

Jan Schroeder 
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Elise Gumm

From: Denny Pollard <stacheair@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 2:13 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Project Number P15-048 Ralley's Freeport

Mr. Gumm, 
 
I am a new home owner at 2017 Meer Way next to the NEW Land Park Commercial Center.  I have some 
concerns/issues with what we were shown and given by Ralley's last fall on what this project would do and how 
it would not effect our homes and way of life. 
 
Issues/Concerns: 
Retaining wall blue print (original showed) had a 12-foot concert wall between neighbors and the center.  We 
were told this has been changed to 8 to 10-feet.  Lowering the wall will allow noise and light into our yards 24/7 
and this is unacceptable. 
 
Lighting is a big issue 24/7 and at night lighting up the backyards.  What is in place to limit the over light of 
back yards?  Is there a limit on how high light poles will be or will they be shielded blocking light for our yards.
 
Water drainage currently runs from Meer Way into this project as the natural slope when the houses were 
built.  How is the drainage going to be resolved for all the neighbors along the retaining wall? 
 
Loading dock area is another concern where it is located.  None of the neighbors want a loading dock in their 
backyard for obvious reasons with large trucks coming and going 24/7.  Will there be a time limit when loading 
and unloading trucks and not in the early morning hours. 
 
Fire lane is another concern that should go around the buildings and we have never go a clear answer on how 
wide this should be and the lighting of this area. 
  
Garbage pick-up is a lot of noise can this be accomplished during day hours only and not at night or early 
morning while we are trying sleep.  And where do they plan to place the dump cans? 
 
I am happy the new Ralley's is going in and will certainly support it if we can get some answers before the city 
approves changes that may effect our tight neat neighborhood. 
 
Thank you for sending me a notice and I will certainly will be at the meeting on June 2nd. 
 
Denny Pollard  
Sacramento, CA 
 
This communication, together with any attachments or links contained herein, is for sole use of the intended 
recipient(s) and may contain information that is confidential or legally protected. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, copying, dissemination, distribution or use of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender 
immediately by return e-mail message and delete the original and all copies of the communication, along with 
any attachments hereto or links herein, from your system. 

Page 300 of 317



Page 301 of 317



Page 302 of 317



Page 303 of 317



Page 304 of 317



1

Elise Gumm

From: Dana Mahaffey
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 9:40 AM
To: Serge and Robin Testa
Cc: Elise Gumm
Subject: RE: Land Park Commercial Center Project EIR Scope --Suggestion

Thank you for your comments. 
 
Dana 
 

From: Serge and Robin Testa [mailto:acrohc@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 10:34 PM 
To: Dana Mahaffey 
Subject: Land Park Commercial Center Project EIR Scope --Suggestion 
 
Hello Dana, 
 
I own a house on Sherwood Ave., behind the proposed Raley's Land Park Commercial Center. I am 
writing to express some concerns and suggestions about the plans that have been submitted and the 
proposed EIR Scope.  I noticed that Light Pollution was not included in your proposed EIR scope and 
suggest that it be added.   
 
My concerns are: 
 
1. Noise and exhaust from the loading dock area.  
 
Homes are very close to the supermarket loading area. Truck engine exhaust and loading noise 
would certainly impact the residents. I believe that Raley's has built enclosed loading docks at other 
stores where residences are nearby and this would be very appropriate here. Deliveries should also 
be restricted to times that would minimize the impact on nearby residents. 
 
2. Light Pollution.  
 
Lighting in the area needs to be designed to not disturb neighbors' nighttime tranquility, while 
maintaining necessary security.  
 
My suggestions are: 
 
1. Ensure that there is adequate planting in the sound wall buffer area to help mitigate noise and light 
pollution and reduce heat. 
 
2. Consider green solutions for parking areas to minimize heat and capture run-off. 
 
Thank you for your attention.  
 
Best regards, 
Robin Testa 
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Elise Gumm

From: Janis Heple <jaheple@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2015 2:48 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Freeport Blvd. Raley's/Land Park Commercial Center #P15-048

October 15, 2015 

  

Dear City Staff, 

I am writing regarding the new Raley's and Land Park Commercial Center, and I understand that 
there is an October 16 due date on comments regarding the new center.  

  

I live within the notification zone, on Marion Court - behind the proposed center.  My home is three 
houses north of the property, and so will be affected by noise, truck exhaust, and potentially lighting. 

  

I would first like to comment on noise issues.  In talking with a former Raley's employee, I learned that 
Raley's has built enclosed delivery loading docks in other Raley's locations.  I feel strongly that this be 
done for this Raley's location:  homes are immediately behind the proposed dock area, and this one 
step would mitigate much of the potential noise and disruption from the new land use. 

  

Truck exhaust is also an issue for this location, and diesel truck exhaust is of particular concern.  
Again, an enclosed loading dock could help mitigate this impact on the neighborhood.  The idling of 
engines must be kept to a minimum.  And the upkeep of Raley's-owned trucks should be monitored 
closely in order to keep them from emitting any additional exhaust to the neighborhood. 

  

Lighting needs to be designed using the latest lighting strategies.  There is now a great deal of 
information on proper placement of lights in order to minimize light pollution in the environment, 
minimizing the affect on both people and animals. 

  

The plantings utilized around the new center can also be used to mitigate the affects I have discussed 
in this letter:  they should be thought through with care by a landscape company experienced in 
projects needing buffer zones between company operations and nearby residences.   

  

I do shop at Raley’s, and so I look forward to a final design which incorporates changes such as I’ve 
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mentioned above so that the final product will be one that the neighborhood can support. 

  

Sincerely, 

Janis Heple 
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Elise Gumm

From: Sharon Kowall <sjkowall@accessbee.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:20 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Freeport Blvd. Raley's/Land Park Commercial Center #P15-048

Hello, 
Regarding the plans submitted to the city for the new Raley's and Land Park Commercial Center, I have two 
main concerns. I live on Sherwood Ave, behind the site. 
 
1. Noise from the loading dock area. Homes are very close to the loading area at this store and truck and 
loading noise would certainly impact the residents. I  believe Raley's has built enclosed loading docks at other 
stores where residential areas are nearby, and this seems very appropriate  here. I would also expect there to be 
time restrictions for delivery operations. 
 
2. Light Pollution. While lighting is necessary for security and safety, it needs to be designed so as to not 
disturb neighbors' nighttime tranquility. Bright lights outside bedroom windows can be very intrusive.  
 
 
Adequate planting within the sound buffer area. can  help mitigate both these issues. 
 
 
Sherwood Ave. residents (and, I'm sure, Mead and Wentworth residents) are also concerned that Sherwood 
Ave. never becomes an access route to the center. 
 
 
It is also hoped that art is part of the new center. 
 
 
Sharon Kowall 
1821 Sherwood Ave. 
Sacramento, CA 95822 
916-456-0454 
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Elise Gumm

From: edhlee3@gmail.com
Sent: Sunday, October 11, 2015 11:47 AM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048)

Good morning, Elise 
 
I have the following comments regarding the planned Land Park Commercial Center (P15‐048): 
 
Main Entrance for complex will be South bound on Freeport Boulevard, with no access from 
Northbound Freeport Boulevard or Meer Way which means additional traffic and noise on Wentworth 
Avenue. 
 
Truck access will be on Wentworth Avenue will result in increase traffic, safety and noise issues 
 
Concern with project size and number of purposed businesses 
 
Plans shows my property would be surrounded by sound walls on North and East sides. Concern with my 
property access and height  & size of sound walls. Purposed sound wall is only ten feet high, Raley’s currently 
location has a twelve foot sound wall surrounding complex. 
 
Additional questions? 
 
Infrastructure impacts : electrical, water and sewer? 
What is the duration the project? 
What is the lighting plan for complex? 
What will be the Security for complex? 
 
Thank you. 
 
 We enclosed 
Sent from Windows Mail 
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October 8, 2015 
 
Dear City Planners -  
 
We reside at 4621 Marion Court and the proposed development of the new Raley’s shopping center AKA 
Land Park Commercial Center will be directly behind our house.  We request that all correspondence and 
documents related to this site development  be sent to our mailing address and our email address.  For 
some reason, we did not received original notice from your office regarding the site development until I 
called to request this information. Thank you for emailing the site plans, dated September, 14, 2015 to us.   
 
We have reviewed the plans which were emailed to us.   We have a number of requests for studies to be 
completed before we can adequately respond to the plan as it is drafted.  Also, we have a number of 
questions and comments.   
 
Studies requested:  
 
1. A study of the soil content in the existing site so that we can be certain that there are no toxins on the 
site. 
2. A study of exterior light pollution which could result from store signage, parking or other site lighting.  
As nearby residents, we are concerned that the ambient light from the site will create a twilight effect on 
many blocks in the surrounding area and we request a study that addresses this issue.   
3. A noise study of the current Raley’s store and a comparison study of the projected  site. Please include 
the following in your noise study, backup alarms on trucks, forklifts and frequent car alarms.  
4.  An air quality study of projected truck, car, and garbage air pollution as a result of the site being 
developed, both during construction and when occupied.  
 
Questions: 
 
1.  What is the zoning on the site, we could not tell from the site plan which area is zoned commercial and 
which area is zoned residential.  If the area is zoned residential, how can it be rezoned commercial - what 
is the planning requirements to rezone? 
2. What is the timeline for hearings to be held so that we can make comments?   
3.  Is there another shopping center that is similar in size in the Land Park area that I can look at so that I 
can understand the size of this shopping center.  It seems much bigger than the current Raleys?   
4.  Is there a limit to when trucks can deliver?  Can we request that deliveries are only made during 
daylight hours?  
5.  What are the construction hours once construction begins?   
 
Concerns: 
 
1. We are concerned that the sound wall being planned will not address ambient light issues and sound 
issues.  
2.  We are concerned that the truck loading docks will be a very short distance from residential property 
and will be very disturbing in a residential neighborhood.  
3. We are concerned that light and sound will diminish the quality of life in a residential neighborhood. 
4.  We are concerned that the scale of the development will approximate a typical suburban shopping 
center and does not reflect the Land Park/Hollywood Park Neighborhoods.   
 
Sincerely, 
Kevin Williams and Ann Collentine 
4621 Marion Ct., 95822 

Page 314 of 317



1

Elise Gumm

From: paul kunz <pkunz@att.net>
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2015 4:34 PM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Land Park Commercial Center

Dear Elise Gumm, 
 
I am writing in responce to the Early Notice of Planning and Design Commission Application which I received in the mail.  
I live on Marion Ct. and can see that the quality of life on this street will change considerably if this current design review 
for the new Raley's complex goes forward.  It seems to me that when the city is trying to calm the already congested 
traffic on Freeport Blvd., it allows a major shopping center to be built. This complex doesn't fit into the Land Park 
neighborhood where the Freeport Blvd.  commercial zone seems to be closer to the street. 
 
Land Park Commercial Center  will cut deep into the residential area and will affect the quality of life for all who live 
around it. 
There will be increased noise pollution from from all of the increased traffic and from the garbage dumpsters and those 
loud refrigerated tractor trailers.  The light pollution will be considerable from all of the lighting.  Marion Court is very 
quiet most of the time and I can see lots of stars at night; we don't have street lighting. 
 
Already, I have heard of one home owner who sold because of this proposed shopping center; going forward with this 
shopping center will impact my property value which I need as I am retired.  Why can't the developers buffer our area 
with one or two layers of housing; this would help with the noise and lighting and possibly traffic. 
 
Also, the old Raley's store on Freeport Blvd. will eventially become another large supermarket because it won't be torn 
down. Then we will have three mega stores in a small area when Safeway is built. 
 
Maybe this piece of land could support mixed housing with commercial frontage like the rest of Freeport Blvd.  
 
Thank you. sincerely, 
Paul Kunz 
4520 Marion Ct. 
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Elise Gumm

From: Jason L <jason.a.lofton@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 9:33 AM
To: Elise Gumm
Subject: Re: Planning Project Routing for Land Park Commercial Center (P15-048)

Hi Elise, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Land Park Commercial Center planning documents. At this 
phase of the planning, my comments are general and some are already addressed in the planning documents. 
Even though some of my comments are already addressed, I am still including the comments in case something 
changes on the plans.  

1. The developer should add walls on the property line adjacent to existing homes. The plans show that there 
will be a wall, but the height listed is inconsistent. One page says 10' and the other says 12'.  
2. The developer should install lighting that limits the amount of light pollution in the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
3. If the developer intends to install exterior speakers, the sound system should be designed so that the 
surrounding neighborhood doesn't have to hear the music.  
4. The last page of the planning document has a note on the northeast part of the parcel that says "Existing 
access opening easement per 3138 O.R. 178 to remain." There is currently a driveway that goes from the 
existing shops at the northeast corner to the Capital Nursery parking lot. From the landscaping plans shown in 
the planning documents, it looks like that access is going to be blocked. I prefer that that access is blocked 
because if it were to remain open the traffic that wanted to get to Sutterville Road would cut through that 
parking lot and exit on Meer Way. Meer Way is a minor residential street and it is not suited for the traffic that 
would come from this large shopping center.   
5. Any advertising sign should have a height limit so that it is blocked from view in the surrounding 
neighborhood.  
 
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment.  

Sincerely, 

Jason Lofton 
 
On Mon, Sep 14, 2015 at 3:37 PM, Elise Gumm <EGumm@cityofsacramento.org> wrote: 

 

Dear all, 

Please find a copy of the project routing packet for P15-048, Land Park Commercial Center, attached to this e-
mail message.   

A request to demolish a former plant nursery and two single unit dwellings for the construction of a new 
commercial center with an anchor tenant on an approximately 9.87 acre site in the General Commercial 
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Executive Airport Overlay (C-2-EA-4) zone.  The request requires General Plan Amendment, Rezone, a 
Tentative Map, Conditional Use Permit for an anchor tenant that is over 40,000 square feet, and Site Plan and 
Design Review. 

Please have comments to me by Friday October 16 2015.  If you need additional time or have any questions, 
please let me know. 

Thanks in advance for your time. 

  

     ELISE GUMM, LEED AP BD+C 

     ASSOCIATE PLANNER, PLANNING DIVISION 

     300 RICHARDS BLVD, 3RD FLOOR 

     SACRAMENTO, CA 95811 

     PHONE: (916) 808-1927 

     E-MAIL: EGUMM@CITYOFSACRAMENTO.ORG 

 

Mission:To help plan, build, and maintain a great City 

Vision:  To be the best Community Development Department in California 

Values: Professionalism, Innovation, Courtesy, Collaboration, Consistency 
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