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For the Meeting of:    November 22, 2016 

 

Item Number:  Item 09 

 

09. The Park Mixed Use Project (P15-048) [Noticed 11/10/2016; Passed for Publication 
11/15/2016; Published 11/18/2016] 
FileID: 2016-01399 

Location: 4700 Freeport Boulevard, District 4 

Recommendation:  Conduct a public hearing and upon conclusion: 1) pass a 

Resolution adopting an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Mitigation Monitoring 

Plan (MMP); 2) pass 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) pass 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; and 4) pass a Resolution 

approving The Park Project that includes entitlements with Tentative Map, a Conditional 

Use Permit, Site Plan and Design Review, a Sign Variance, and tree permit. 

Contact: Elise Gumm, Development Project Manager, (916) 808-1927; Antonio Ablog, 

Senior Planner, (916) 808-7702, Community Development Department 

 
Description of Change: Due to a technical glitch, attachment 19-Concern Letters from 

Neighbors was inadvertently left out of the published report 

package. It is attached here. 



Attachment 8: Concern Letters from Neighbors
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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 
 



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? 



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.



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.



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.



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.



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.



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.



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.



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.



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. .



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.



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.



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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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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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. 



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



 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 



1

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 
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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 



           

               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



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~   



2

 

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. 
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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 
 



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 
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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 

  

 




