CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA
MEMBERS IN SESSION:

ITEM # 2_
FEBRUARY 10, 1994
PAGE 1

P92-003 - NORTHWEST CORNER OF FRANKLIN AND MACK
REQUEST:

LOCATION:

A.

Environmental Impact Report.

B.

Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

C.

General Plan Amendment of 12.2+ vacant acres from Medium
Density Residential (16-29 du/na) to Community/Neighborhood
Commercial & Offices.

D.

South Sacramento Community Plan Amendment of 12.2+ vacant
acres from Residential (11-29 du/na) to General Commercial.

E.

South Sacramento Community Plan Text Amendment to exceed
the current level of commercially zoned land in the South
Sacramento Community Plan Area for the project site only.

F.

Rezone of 12.2+ vacant acres from Multiple Family Residential Review (R-2A-R) to Shopping Center (SC) in order to construct a
113,100 square foot shopping center.

G.

Tentative Map to subdivide two parcels totaling 20.3+ vacant
acres into 5 parcels in the Multiple Family Residential-Review (R2A-R) and Shopping Center (SC) zones.
Northwest corner of Franklin Boulevard and Mack Road
119-0070-038 and 039
South Sacramento
Sacramento City Unified School District
Council District 8
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SUMMARY/RECOMMENDATION: The applicant is requesting shopping center zoning
and commercial designations of the subject site. The applicant is not requesting the
entitlements to construct the shopping center, however, with future entitlements, a
113,100 square foot shopping center may be built. In order to achieve the applicant's
objectives, the proposal requires the planning entitlements described above. In
evaluating the project, the basic issues are the traffic volume at the intersection of Franklin
and Mack, the intensity of the development, and the overabundance of commercial land
in the South Sacramento Plan area. Staff recommends denial of the project. This
recommendation is based on the project's inconsistency with the policies regarding
commercial uses in the Community Plan, and the incompatibility of land uses.
PROJECT INFORMATION:
Medium Density Residential (16-29 du/na)
Residential (11-29 du/na)
Vacant
R-2A-R

General Plan Designation:
Community Plan Designation:
Existing Land Use of Site:
Existing Zoning of Site:
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

North: Single Family Residential; R-1
South: Single Family Residential and Vacant; R-1 and SC
East: Commercial; C-2
West: Single Family Residential; R-1
Setbacks:
Front:
Side(St):
Side(Int):

Required Provided
50'
50'
5'

20'
90'
40'

Property Dimensions:
Property Area of Commercial Parcel:
Property Area of Residential Parcel:
Square Footage of Shopping Center:
Height of Building:
Exterior Building Materials:
Roof Material:
Parking Provided:
Topography:
Street Improvements:
Utilities:

Irregular
12.2+ acres
8.1+ acres
113,100+ square feet
1 story
Unknown
Unknown
566 spaces
Flat
Existing
Existing
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OTHER APPROVALS REQUIRED: In addition to the entitlements requested, the applicant
will also need to obtain the following permits or approvals, including, but not limited to:
Permit

Agency

*Plan Review (With CEQA review)
for shopping center
Special Permit (with CEQA review)
for day care center
Transportation Management Plan
Final Map
NPDES General Permit
Building Permit

Planning Division
Zoning Administrator
Public Works, Transportation Division
Public Works, Development Services
State Water Resource Control Board
Building Division

*Requires a public hearing.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: On September 4, 1984, the City Council approved (P84244) a Tentative Map to create an air-space condominium project. Also approved was
a Special Permit to develop 320 condominiums and a Plan Review of the condominiums.
The project was never developed. The applicant submitted a similar application (P87-362)
in 1987 to develop 308 condominiums. The application was withdrawn on January 5,
1988.
STAFF EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments:
A.

Policy Considerations
1.

Adopted Policies

The General Plan currently designates the site Medium Density Residential (16-29
du/na). The South Sacramento Community Plan designates the site Residential
(11-29 du/na). The applicant is requesting an amendment of the General Plan to
designate the site Community/Neighborhood Commercial and Offices, and an
amendment to the South Sacramento Community Plan to designate the site
General Commercial.
The South Sacramento Community Plan was adopted in 1986. It contains
discussion of goals, policies, and implementation measures which address
Commercial Land Use in the plan area. A fundamental finding of the South
Sacramento Community Plan is that "an over abundance of commercially zoned
land" in South Sacramento raises concerns regarding the future health of the
community's retail sector. The 1986 South Sacramento Community Plan identified
that the City portion of the plan area contains over 400 acres of commercially
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zoned land, approximately 219 acres of which were vacant. A shopping center
and strip commercial analysis conducted by the City analyzed these commercial
uses and determined that there is sufficient commercial land to meet the
community's present and future needs to build out (year 2000)."
Recently project applications have raised questions about the current applicability
of the Plan policies related to an existing excess of commercial uses in South
Sacramento. In response, planning staff looked at existing commercial acreage
in South Sacramento, as well as the proportions of commercial square footage to
resident. Staff found that of the 400 acres of commercially zoned land within the
South Sacramento Community Plan area, 122 acres are located along Mack Road
between Franklin Boulevard and Highway 99. Twenty-two of these acres are still
vacant property. The remaining 100 acres contain developed shopping centers
that are in various stages of tenant vacancies and build out.
Staff also analyzed the proportion of commercial square footage to the number
of residents. The South Sacramento Community Plan area currently has more
developed commercial square footage per resident than other plan areas within
the City. For example, the Citywide average is 35 square feet of commercial per
resident. The Sacramento area south of Highway 50 contains 28 square feet of
commercial per resident. The South Sacramento Community Plan area, however,
contains 44 square feet of commercial per resident. In comparison, the Airport
Meadowview Community Plan area contains 23 square feet per resident. This
data further supports the finding of the South Sacramento Community Plan that
there is an "over abundance of commercially zoned land".
The South Sacramento Community Plan has a policy to discourage additional
rezoning from residential to commercial uses along Mack Road. The applicant is
requesting a rezone from multiple family residential to commercial, which is in
direct conflict with this policy.
The South Sacramento Community Plan also states: "The magnitude of
commercial development in the areas will have an impact on South Sacramento
businesses and older commercial strips and on neighboring communities as well."
Goals
o
o

Revitalize and improve...commercial areas by developing policies. ..that
foster a healthier commercial environment.
Avoid exceeding the current level of commercially zoned land. Maintain the
appropriate ratio of shopping center space to population.

'
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The proposed development is in direct conflict with this goal and the applicant is,
therefore, requesting an amendment of the South Sacramento Community Plan
to allow an increase in the commercially zoned land in South Sacramento. Staff
recommends denial of this request.
2.

Previous Development Application

A previously approved South Sacramento project also included the development
of a shopping center, however, there are distinct differences between the two
proposals. The project, P89-018, located on the southwest corner of Franklin
Boulevard and Mack Road, was reviewed by the Planning Commission and the
City Council. The proposal included the rezoning of the site from Office Building
(OB-R) to Shopping Center (SC), a South Sacramento Community Plan
Amendment from Residential Office to General Commercial, and South
Sacramento Community Plan Text Amendment to exceed the current level of
commercially zoned land in the South Sacramento Community Plan area. The
application was for the development of a 139,675 square foot shopping center
(Franklin Plaza).
On January 14, 1993, the Planning Commission recommended denial of the
Franklin Plaza development based upon its inconsistencies with policies and the
impacts it could have on other commercial developments. The Planning
Commission decision was appealed, and on June 1, 1993, the City Council
approved the development application. The approval was predicated on the
applicant's description of this center being a "specialty center with uses that were
not already existing in the other commercial developments. Conditions were
placed on the development of the site that it could not be built without the
establishment of a Planned Unit Development which listed required and prohibited
uses. For example, the center must contain a family entertainment center and a
sit down restaurant. The center may not contain any liquor stores or a general
super market. A condition was also placed on the site that if development did not
occur in two years, the City Council would hold additional public hearings to
determine if the Shopping Center zoning was still appropriate. Other conditions
are related to the hours of operation, security, and design. The applicant agreed
to these conditions.
Although the basic development of a shopping center is similar between the two
proposals, there are several significant differences. One important difference is
that the proposal at the southwest corner was a complete proposal, including a
request for the zoning and development of the shopping center. The proposal
on the northwest corner is a request for the General Plan designation, Community
Plan designation, and zoning only. No elevations have been submitted, and the
requested entitlements do not include those necessary to build. Another
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difference is the southern proposal included specific users for the center. This is
not the case for the northern site. The current proposal is one which requests
zoning only, and is very speculative in nature.
3.

Vacant Land in Southern Sacramento

The recent staff survey has identified an abundance of vacant land within the
Sacramento area, south of Fruitridge Road. This vacant land, located in the City
and the County, has a variety of zoning and land use designations. There is also
a great deal of development occurring in the south area. In addition, the County
of Sacramento planning staff has also identified the rezoning to commercial as an
emerging issue.
Using the City's shopping center standards, the South Sacramento Community
Plan determined that two, 10 acre neighborhood shopping centers would be
sufficient to serve the new growth area of Laguna, south of the project site. The
two designated sites remain vacant (Franklin and Center Parkway, and Center
Parkway and Bruceville). Approval of this land use change may further forestall
development at these locations which are more appropriate for neighborhood
shopping centers. The existing sites are closer to the new residential growth
areas.
The applicant's site has always been vacant. Staff finds no reason, that with all
the other vacant land and development occurring, that there is need to rush in to
rezone this property to a commercial designation without a very detailed proposal.
The applicant's request is very speculative in nature. The site should remain
vacant until a specific development proposal is possible.
B.

Tentative Map Design
The Tentative Map subdivides the property into five parcels, three for the
development of the shopping center, one for a day care center, and anotherwhich maintains the existing multiple family designation. Staff recommends denial
of the Tentative Map due to inconsistencies with the land use designations of the
General Plan and South Sacramento Community Plan.

C.

Site Plan Design/Zoning Requirements
The applicant has submitted a conceptual site plan as part of the rezone request.
The proposed Shopping Center (SC) zoning, requires Planning Commission
review of the site and building design prior to the issuance of Building Permits.
Should the Rezone and Plan Amendments be approved, the applicant will need
to submit an application for a Plan Review to the Planning Commission, including

00
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additional CEQA review. The applicant has also indicated a day care center could
be one of the uses for the site. A day care center requires a Zoning Administrator
Special Permit.
D.

Building Design
No elevations have been submitted for the proposed shopping center. As
described above, a Plan Review by the Planning Commission is required, which
would include the design of the shopping center.

PROJECT REVIEW PROCESS:
A.

Environmental Determination
An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the proposed project.
The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45 day public review period beginning on
August 20, 1993. Three letters of comment were received on the DEIR during the
review period. These letters were from SMUD, the Sacramento County Air Quality
Division, and the State Office of Planning and Research. The Final EIR
incorporates these letters of comment and the City's responses or clarifications
to the comments received.
The DEIR examined potentially significant impacts in the areas of transportation,
hydrology/water quality/drainage, air quality, biological resources, and noise.
Significant impacts were identified for each of these impact areas. Mitigation
measures were identified for many of these impacts. A Mitigation Monitoring Plan
will be prepared for the project. A summary of the Project impacts and the
impacts of the Alternatives studied in the EIR follows and is supplemented by the
attached Exhibit.
1.

Transportation

The traffic study performed as part of the EIR identified significant impacts caused
by the project and the project alternatives to several intersections in the area of
the project site. The DEIR identifies mitigation measures, such as adding turn
lanes, and in one case dedication of additional right-of-way, that are needed to
reduce the project impacts to less-than-significant levels. All of the intersection
related significant impacts, in both the existing and future scenarios, can be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels.
The traffic study also identified several impacts related to the design of access
driveways on the proposed site plan. These impacts relate only to the proposed
project and the one alternative that contains commercial development. Mitigation
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measures are identified that can reduce these impacts to less-than-significant
levels.
No significant impacts to transit facilities were identified in the traffic study.
2.

Hydrology/Water Quality/Drainage

The project and the alternatives were identified as having potentially significant
impacts to drainage capacity in the adjacent creek. Mitigation is identified that
can reduce this impact to less-than-significant levels. The project and alternatives
are identified as having less-than-significant impacts to water quality in Morrison
Creek.
3.

Air Quality

The project and alternatives have significant impacts to air quality. These impacts
are in both the project specific scenarios and in the cumulative condition.
Mitigation is identified that can reduce these impacts. However, these mitigation
measures do not reduce the impacts to less than significant levels for project
specific and cumulative analysis of ozone or particulate matter, nor in the
cumulative scenario for some carbon monoxide impacts. Therefore, in these
categories, the project has significant unavoidable impacts.
4.

Biological Resources

The project site contains a number of City Street Trees around the street
frontages. Tree protection or replacement standards are established that can
mitigate impacts to these trees, if adopted. The project and alternatives would
then have less-than-significant impacts to trees.
The project site is also identified as foraging and nesting habitat for burrowing
owls. Mitigation measures are identified that will provide for relocation of any owl
burrows per the standards of the State Department of Fish and Game.
5.

Noise

The project was identified as having potentially significant impacts on adjacent
uses. This impact can be reduced by requiring noise walls between the site and
adjacent homes. Certain construction techniques will ensure that interior noise
levels in the commercial buildings are within acceptable levels. For the residential
alternatives, noise from traffic can be mitigated to less-than-significant levels
through the provision of sound walls along major streets and through certain
construction techniques.
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Public/Neighborhood/Business Association Comments
There were several community meetings held regarding this project and the
project located across Mack Road. The primary concern of the neighbors
included the existing multiple family zoning of the site. They were also concerned
that too much commercial already exists in the area.

C.

Summary of Agency Comments
The project has been reviewed by several City Departments and other agencies.
The comments received were regarding the technical aspects of the Tentative
Map and are included in the Subdivision Review Committee Recommendation.

D.

Subdivision Review Committee Recommendation
On November 3, 1993, the Subdivision Review Committee, by a vote of three
ayes, voted to recommend approval of the proposed subdivision. The
Subdivision Review Committee reviews the tentative map based upon its technical
merits, not land use. Staff, however, recommends denial of the map based upon
its inconsistency with the existing land use designations. Should the tentative map
be approved, the Subdivision Review Committee recommends the conditions of
approval be those listed in Attachment G.

PROJECT APPROVAL PROCESS: Of the entitlements below, Planning Commission has
the authority to approve or deny G, the Tentative Map. The Planning Commission action
may be appealed to the City Council. The appeal must occur within 10 days of the
Planning Commission action. Items A through F below, require City Council approval.
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends denial of the proposed development for the
following reasons:
o
o
o

inconsistency with the policies of the South Sacramento Community Plan
regarding the amount of commercial land;
the overabundance of commercial land in the South Sacramento
Community Plan area; and
the speculative nature of the applicant's request.

Staff recommends the Planning Commission .take the following actions:
A.

Certification of the Environmental Impact Report.

B.

Recommend adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan.
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C.

Recommend denial of the General Plan Amendment of 12.2+ vacant acres from
Medium Density Residential (16-29 du/na) to Community/Neighborhood
Commercial & Offices and forward to City Council.

D.

Recommend denial of the South Sacramento Community Plan Amendment of
12.2+ vacant acres from Residential (11-29 du/na) to General Commercial and
forward to City Council.

E.

Recommend denial of the South Sacramento Community Plan Text Amendment
to exceed the current level of commercially zoned land in the South Sacramento
Community Plan Area for the project site only and forward to City Council.

F.

Recommend denial of the Rezone of 12.2+ vacant acres from Multiple Family
Residential - Review (R-2A-R) to Shopping Center (SC) and forward to City
Council.

G.

Adopt the attached Resolution denying the Tentative Map to subdivide two parcels
totaling 20.3+ vacant acres into 5 parcels.

Report Prepared By,

Report Reviewed By,

./2
Cindy G os, Associate Planner

Barbara L. Wendt, Senior Planner

Attachments
Attachment A
Attachment B
Attachment C
Attachment D
Attachment E
Attachment F
Exhibit F-1
Attachment G
Attachment H
P92-003.SR

Vicinity Map

Land Use and Zoning Map
General Plan Amendment Exhibit
Community Plan Amendment and Rezone Exhibit
Site Plan
Resolution Denying Tentative Map
Tentative Map
SRC Conditions for Tentative Map
EIR Summary of the Project Impacts
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A.

The Environmental Impact Report has been prepared in compliance with
CEQA, State and City Guidelines, and the City Planning Commission has
reviewed and considered the information contained herein.

B.

The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is inconsistent with the City General Plan, and South
Sacramento Community Plan, pursuant to Government code Section
66474(b). The proposed tentative map is inconsistent with the land use
designations of both the General Plan and South Sacramento Community
Plan.

The tentative map (Exhibit F-1) for the proposed subdivision is hereby denied.

CHAIRPERSON
ATTEST:

SECRETARY TO PLANNING COMMISSION
P92-003
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ATTACHMENT G
On November 3, 1993, the Subdivision Review Committee, by a vote of three ayes, voted
to recommend approval of the proposed subdivision, subject to the following conditions:
A.

Provide standard subdivision improvements on Franklin Boulevard to a 55 foot half
street pursuant to Section 40.12.1211 of the City Code and Section 17-F-1 -d of the
Zoning Ordinance;

B.

Prepare sewer and drainage studies for the review and approval of the Department
of Public Works and Department of Utilities;

C.

Provide post construction Best Management Practices (BMP's) to minimize the
increase of urban runoff pollution. At a minimum, source control measures and onsite controls shall be implemented;

D.

Applicant shall conform to the City's Grading, Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Ordinance at the time of filing the Final Map;

E.

Comply with the State "NPDES General Permit for Storrhwater Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity" (State Permit). This will require the applicant
to file a Notice of Intent with the California Water Resource Control Board and
prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP will require
the applicant to prepare plans and/or determine measures to control erosion and
off-site sediment transport from the project during and after the project and
determine measures for controlling pollution from the various hazardous materials
associated with construction sites.
The City will require proof of compliance with the State Permit prior to approval of
the improvement plans;

F.

Submit a soils test prepared by a registered engineer to be used in street design;

G.

Meet all County Sanitation District requirements;

H.

Comply with requirements included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan developed by
the Environmental Services Division and kept on file in the Planning Division Office
(P92-003);

I.

Dedicate a standard 12.5-foot public utility easement for underground public utility
facilities and appurtenances adjacent to all public ways;
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J. Cross hatch Great Western Power Company's 100-foot transmission line easement
on the parcel map and indicate the recording information on the easement. Also,
place the following note within the Great Western Power Company's easement:
"Restricted Building and Use Area";
K

Show all existing easements;

L.

Show building setbacks for all lots adjacent to Mack Road. Setback shall consider
the line sway from the tower easement to the satisfaction of P.G.&E.;

M.

Show reciprocal ingress, egress and parking easements on Final Map. Place a
note on the Final Map: Private reciprocal easements shown hereon shall be
dedicated with the sale of each parcel; and

N.

Dedicate Elder Creek channel, levee, ramps and 25 feet south of the existing toe
of the levee (for future widening and maintenance) to the City of Sacramento.

ADVISORY NOTES:
The following advisory notes are informational in nature and are not a requirement of this
Tentative Map:
A.

Property to be subdiiiided in accordance with this map may be subject to flooding.
Interested parties should ascertain whether and to what extent such flooding may
occur. The applicable base flood elevations for the property should be reviewed.
Base flood elevations are contained in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Flood
Insurance Study Working Map for the Sacramento Community, dated January
1989, available for review at the City of Sacramento's Department of Public Works,
Development Services Division, 927 10th Street, Room 100;

B.

Each parcel will be required to have separate metered water services installed at
the time of obtaining Building Permits;

C.

A water main extension may be required along Franklin Boulevard, if service
connections are required. No service connections will be allowed into the existing
30 foot transmission main in Franklin Boulevard; and

D.

Comply with the City's Cross Connection Control Policy.

'
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2.0 SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION
This section briefly describes the proposed project, alternatives to the project and project
impacts. All impacts that were identified during the course of this environmental analysis are
presented in Table 2-1 at the end of this chapter.
SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Location
The Northwest Corner of Franklin and Mack proposal is located in the South Sacramento area
of the City of Sacramento (Exhibit 3-1). The project site is located within the South Sacramento
Community Plan (SSCP) area and consists of 20.3 acres at the northwest corner of the
intersection at Franklin Boulevard and Mack Road.
Site Setting
The project site is vacant. A power line easement, including two power line towers, crosses the
site parallel with Mack Road. The City's General Plan designates the site for Medium Density
Residential uses at 16-29 units per net acre, while the SSCP designates the site Residential, with
a density of 11-21 units per net acre. The property is zoned R-2A-R. This zone is a multifamily residential zone.
The site is surrounded by residentially and commercially designated lands. A residential
neighborhood is located west of the site. Another residential area is located directly north. The
Morrison Creek channel is adjacent to the northeast corner of the site. Immediately south of the
site is a commercial property at the southwest corner of Franklin Blvd. and Mack Road. West
of this commercial site is a residential area.
Description
The proposed project involves the development of retail shops, including one major retail space,
one separate, freestanding commercial pad, a service station, and a day care center, on 13.5
acres. The remaining 6.8 acres on the site is being reserved for future development, and will
remain in a residential designation (APN 119-070-38,39). The total proposed building square
footage for the project site is 118,100 square feet, which includes 60,000 square feet for major
retail use, 44,500 square feet for other retail uses, 6,000 square feet for a commercial pad,
2,600 square feet for a service station, and 5,000 square feet for a day care center. The project
consists of three free standing structures (the day care, commercial pad, and service station) and

2-1
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a retail strip divided into 4 spaces. The buildings are all one story. The number of parking
spaces required (and proposed) is 588.
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
The following is a list of the alternatives analyzed in this DEER:
AA No Project Alternative
Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would not be developed as proposed
and the property would be maintained in its present use. No structures would be built
on the property and the land would remain in its current vacant state. The No Project
Alternative is required by CEQA (Section 15126 (d).
AB-1 Residential Alternative-1
Under the Residential Alternative, the 13.5 acres now proposed for non-residential use
would be developed consistent with the existing General Plan (Medium Density
Residential [16-29 DU/NA]) and South Sacramento Community Plan (SSCP) (Residential
[11-21 DU/NA]) designations. The site would therefore be developed, with multi-family
units, at a minimum of 16 units per acre. As a result, a total of at least 216 units would
be built under this alternative. These units could take the form of condominiums, garden
apartments or light density apartment uses.
AB-2 Residential Alternative-2
The EIR will also analyze an alternative consistent with the existing adjacent residential
development. This variation would include single family units at a maximum of 8
units/acre. As a result, a total of 108 single family units would be built under this
alternative.
AC Retail Center-Single-Family Residential
This alternative would provide a mixture of single-family residential (8 units/acre) and
retail uses on the site. The major retail space and the service station would be retained,
for a total of 62,600 square feet of non-residential space on approximately 5-6 acres.
Between 60 and 70 units would be developed on the remaining 7.5 to 8.5 acres.
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OTHER PROJECTS

Another project in the immediate vicinity of the project site that is taken into consideration
during this analysis is the Franklin/Mack Shopping Center project. This project is located at the
southwest corner of Franklin Boulevard and Mack Road, directly south of the proposed project.
As noted in the Introduction Chapter, the analysis assumes that the Franklin/Mack Shopping
Center project has been developed prior to, or will be developed parallel with, the proposed
project. The City of Sacramento, City Council approved the Franldin/Mack Shopping Center
project in June, 1993.
SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS

The environmental impacts of the proposed project and alternatives are summarized in Table 2-1,
and a detailed discussion of the impacts are found in Chapter 6 of this document. The following
levels of significance are used to identify impacts in the summary table:
•
•
•
•

Significant Unavoidable Impact (S/U) - an impact which cannot be avoided even with
mitigation.
Significant Avoidable Impact (S/A) - an impact which can be mitigated to a less than
significant level.
Less-Than Significant Impact (LTS) - an impact which is not significant.
None - No Impact.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. Under this
alternative, the existing environment would remain the same with no change in current land use.
Impacts to air quality, transportation, biological resources, noise, and hydrology that occur under
the development alternatives would not occur.
CEQA Guidelines require that an environmentally superior development alternative be identified
if the No Project is the environmentally superior alternative. The environmentally superior
"development" alternative is Alternative B-2-Residential Alternative-2, the Single-Family
residential alternative. This alternative, as well as the other "development" alternatives, creates
significant environmental impacts in the areas of transportation, air quality, noise, biological
resources, and hydrology. However, the magnitude of impacts that Alternative B-2 contributes
to these areas is less than or substantially similar to the other alternatives. Specifically,
Alternative B-2 contributes lower daily trips to the roadways resulting in a lower impact
magnitude to the roadway intersections. In addition, this alternative's contribution to air quality
degradation in the areas of carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate ,. matter is lower than the
other alternatives (including the proposed project). Finally, the lower vehicle trips associated
with Alternative B-2 will result in lower noise impacts to the surrounding streets.
2-3
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Table 2.0-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary

IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.1 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
6.1-1 Intersections (Project Specific)
'Proposed Project: The intersection of Franklin Boulevard
and Mack Road will degrade from LOS E to LOS F
during the P.M. peak hour. The intersection of Franklin
Blvd & Brookfield Dr. will degrade from LOS C to LOS
D. This is a significant impact. The intersection of
Mack Rd. & Deerfield Dr. will degrade from LOS B to
LOS D. All other intersection will operate at acceptable
levels of service.

No Project Alternative: The No Project Alternative
would not change the existing roadway network.

Significant

Not Applicable

At the intersection of Franklin Boulevard
and Mack Road, an additional left turn lane
must be added to the southbound approach
of Franklin Boulevard at Mack Road. This
mitigation measure will require
approximately 200 feet of frontage to be
dedicated for utilization as a right turn
lane. At Franklin Blvd. & Brookfield
Drive the existing southbound through-right
lane must be converted to a through lane
and a southbound right turn lane added. At
Deer Creek and Mack Rd., a southbound
left turn lane must be added.

Less Than
Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternative B-1 - Multi-Family Residential Alternative:
Would result in lower traffic generation than the proposed
project, but will still impact existing intersections.

Significant

See Proposed Project.

Less Than
Significant

Alternative 8-2 - Single Family Residential Alternative:
Would result in lower traffic generation than the proposed
project, but may still impact existing intersections.

Significant

See Proposed Project.

Less Than
Significant

Alternative C - Retail Center & Single Family Residential
Alternative: Would result in lower traffic generation than
the proposed project, but would still impact the existing
road network.

Significant

See Proposed Project. •

Less Than
Significant
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Impacts and Mitigation Summary
IMPACT

6.1-2

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

Drivewa ys (Project Specific & Cumulative)

Proposed Project: Drivers attempting to enter Driveway
G, making a left-turn from northbound Deer Creek Road,
will stack in the northbound traffic lane, contributing to
unacceptable operating conditions at this driveway.
Driveway LOS is projected at "F" for right turning
vehicles exiting the site at Driveway D. The required
stacking distance for exiting vehicles would exceed the
distance available. On-site circulation conflicts may result
from vehicles attempting to access this driveway from
Mack Road. The proposed stacking distance is also
inadequate for Driveway F. Driveways A,B,C and E
would likely experience acceptable levels of service.

Significant

Driveway A,B,C,& E

Less Than
Significant

None Required.
• Driveway G
Relocate the driveway to the north side of
the property to provide sufficient stacking
distance for southbound left-turning traffic.

.

Driveway D
Construct a raised median in the center of
the driveway of sufficient length to prevent
inbound vehicles from entering the first
parking aisle adjacent to Mack Rd..

-

Driveway F
Prohibit eastbound to northbound left turn
egress onto Franklin Blvd..

No Project Alternative: The No Project Alternative
would result in none of the driveways being built.

Not Applicable

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternative B-1 - Multi-Family Residential Alternative:
would result in none of the proposed driveways being
built.

Not Applicable

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternative 8-2 - Single Famil y Residential Alternative:
would result in none of the driveways being built.

Not Applicable

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternative C - Retail Center - Single Family Residential
Alternative: would result in Driveways D,E, and F being
constructed. Impacts of the Proposed Driveways would
be-......omparable to those of the proposed project.

Significant

Alternative C will be required to implement
the same measures specified, for the
proposed project, for Driveways D and F.

Less Than
Significant

.

_
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IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.1-4 Intersections-Cumulative
Proposed Project: The intersections of Franklin Blvd. &
Brookfield Dr., Franklin & Mack, Deer Creek and Mack,
2and Tangerine & Mack deteriorate to LOS F from
projected LOS E or F. The intersection of Franklin &
Armadale deteriorates to LOS E.

Significant

Franklin & Brookfield: convert one
southbound lane to a through lane and add
a southbound right turn lane.
Deer Creek & Mack: Add a southbound
and eastbound left turn lane.
Franklin & Mack: Add a southbound left
turn lane.
Tangerine & Mack: Convert one
westbound lane to through only and add a
westbound right turn lane.
Armadale & Franklin: Convert one
southbound lane to a through lane and add
a southbound right turn lane.
In all cases these intersections will operate
at LOS D - F.

Less-thansignificant

No Impact.

None Required.

Not Applicable.

Significant

These alternatives would require the same
mitigation measures as the Proposed
Project.

Less Than
Significant

•

No Project Alternative: No Impact.

.

.

Alternatives B-1, B-2, & C - Multi Famil y. Single
Family. Retail Center/Single Family Residential: These
alternatives would result in lower traffic generation than
the Proposed Project, but would probably result in similar
impacts to intersections.

_

-
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IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.2 HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY, DRAINAGE
6.2-1 Hydroloey-Site Flooding (Project Snecific)

•

Proposed Project: Development of the site would result
in structures and human use on a site that currently has
less than 100-year flood protection.

Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable.

Alternative A - No Project: The No Project Alternative
will not result in exposing people or property to a
significant risk of flooding on-site.

Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1, B-2. C: Development of the site would
result in structures and human use on a site that currently
has less than 100-year flood protection.

Less Than Significant

None Required

•

Not Applicable:

—

6.2-2 Hydroloev-Drainage Facilit y Capacity (Project
Specific)
Proposed Project: Increased runoff resulting from
increased amount of impervious surfaces on the project
site will be directed into Morrison Creek. This additional
runoff could be a significant impact due to existing peak
flow conditions of Morrison Creek and the lack of future
plans to improve the Creek to 100-year flood standards.

Alternative A - No Project: The No Project Alternative
will nobssult in an increased amount of additional runoff
to be ccggyibuted to Morrison Creek.

Significant

No Impact

The 100-year post development discharge
for the site must be limited to the
predevelopment level. The increase in the
100-year 5-day runoff volume due to
development of the NW corner of Franklin
and Mack project must not be released until
Beach Stone Lake stage has receded. The
City of Sacramento, Utilities Department,
Flood Control and Sewers Division will
oversee implementating mitigation
measures.

Less Than
Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

.

'

i
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Impacts and Mitigation Summary
IMPACT

Alternatives B-1, B-2, C: Increased runoff resulting from
increased amount of impervious surfaces on the project
site will be directed into Morrison Creek. This additional
runoff could be a significant impact due to existing peak
flow conditions of Morrison Creek and the lack of future
plans to improve the Creek to 100-year flood standards.

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

Significant

•

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

The 100-year post development discharge
for the site must be limited to the
predevelopment level. The increase in the
100-year 5-day runoff volume due to
development of the NW corner of Franklin
and Mack project must not be released until
Beach Stone Lake stage has receded.
Applicant will work with the City of
Sacramento, Utilities Department, Flood
Control and Sewers Division to accomplish
mitigation measures.

Less Than
Significant

6.2-3 Hvdroloev-Increased Flow in Morrison Creek
From Increase in Impervious Area (Cumulative)

-

Proposed Project: Future .development adjacent to
Morrison Creek and Elder Creek will increase the
impervious area of the region. This will contribute to the
cumulative runoff directed into Morrison Creek.

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.2-2

Less Than
Significant

Alternative A - No Project: The No Project Alternative
will not result in an increased amount of additional runoff
to be contributed to Morrison Creek.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1, 13-2, C: Future development adjacent to
Morrison Creek and Elder Creek will increase the
impervious area of the region. This will contribute to the
cumulative runoff directed into Morrison Creek.

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.2-2

Less Than
Significant

-6
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c.
IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.2-4 Water Oualitv-Construction (Project Specific)
Proposed Project: Construction activities associated with
the proposed project, including removal or scarification
and recompaction of surface soils, would disturb existing
vegetation and soil, increasing the potential for both soil
erosion and turbidity in Morrison Creek.

Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternative A - No Project: The No Project Alternative
would not result in the disturbance of the project site.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Less Than Significant

None Required

---.
Not Applicable:.
v.

Alternatives B-1, B-2, C: Construction activities
associated with the proposed project, including removal or
scarification and recompaction of surface soils, would
disturb existing vegetation and soil, increasing the
potential for both soil erosion and turbidity , in Morrison
Creek.
6.2-5 Water Oualitv-Construction (Cumulative)

c.„
_

Proposed Project: Construction activities associated with
cumulative development could significantly impact the
- water quality of Morrison Creek and Elder Creek.

Less Than Significant

Alternative A - No Project: The No Project Alternative
would not change existing conditions.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1, B-2, C: Construction activities
associated with cumulative development could
significantly impact the water quality of Morrison Creek
and Elder Creek.

Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

None Required
.

.
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IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.2-6 Water Ouality-Parking Lot Runoff (Project
Specific)
Proposed Project: Oil, grease and other toxins may drain
into Morrison Creek from paved surfaces during rain
events or by irrigation runoff contributing to the pollutant
load of the Creek.
Alternative A - No Project: The No Project Alternative
will not result in paved surfaces.
Alternatives B-1, B-2. C: Oil, grease, and other toxins
may drain into Morrison Creek from paved surfaces •
during rain events or by irrigation runoff contributing to
the pollutant load of the Creek.

Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

..
Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

•

.
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IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.3 AIR QUALITY

.

6.3-1 Ozone (Project Specific)
Proposed Project: Vehicle trips associated with the .
proposed project will generate ROG and NOx emissions
that would contribute to regional ozone levels,

Significant

•

'
•

Alternative A - No Projet: The No Project Alternative
would have no effect on ROG and NOx emissions.

No Impact

Alternative B-1, B-2, C: Vehicle trips associated with
these alternatives would contribute to an increase of ozone
leQs over the existing setting.
- "`"1

Significant
'

The following mitigation measures attempt
to reduce the number of vehicle trips and
vehicle miles but will not reduce the impact
of ozone to a less than significant level.
1. Provide information on the U.S. Postal
Service's "Stamps on Call Program.2. Organize a Transportation Management
Assoc. (TMA) among the businesses within
the proposed shopping center to help the
City's 35% trip reduction goal.
3. Provide and maintain a display that
would be located in a central location of
each business of the proposed project that
would list amenities within the proposed
project and within 1/2 mile of the project
site for employees.
4. Distribute an annual letter to employees
to inform them of the above items.

Significant—
Unavoidable

Midi- Weil-Alfred ' —

Not Applicable

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project.

Significant—
Unavoidable

.

-.
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Impacts and Mitigation Summary
IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.3-2 Ozone (Cumulative)

Proposed Project: The cumulative impact on regional
ozone levels represents an unavoidable adverse impact.

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.3-1.

Significant—
Unavoidable

Alternative A -- No Project: Traffic associated with the
No Project Alternative would not produce additional
ROG's and/or NOx's.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1, B-2, C: The cumulative impact on
regional ozone represents an unavoidable adverse impact.

Significant

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project.

Significant-Unavoidable

None Required

Not Applicable

6.3-3 Intersection Analysis for Carbon Monoxide
(Project Specific)

Proposed Project: During project operation, motor
vehicle traffic generated by the project would emit CO
emissions that will contribute to local CO levels along
roads in the project vicinity but will not violate standards.

Less Than Significant

Alternative A -- No Proiect: The traffic associated with
the No Project Alternative would not increase trips in the
project site area.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternative B-1, B-2. & C: Vehicle trips associated with
these Alternatives would not violate the state and federal
1-hour standard.

Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

.
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IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.3-4 Intersection Anal ysis for Carbon Monoxide
(Cumulative)

•

Proposed Project: Vehicle trips associated with the
proposed project will contribute to increased CO
emissions above the 8-hour state and federal standards.

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.3-1.

Significant-Unavoidable

Alternative A -- No Project: The No Project Alternative
would not contribute to a cumulative exceedence of CO
concentrations.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1. B-2. C: Vehicle trips associated with
these Alternatives may contribute to the cumulative
exceedence of CO emissions above the 8-hour state and
federal standards.

Significant

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project.

Significant-Unavoidable

.

2-6

6.3-5 Particulate Matter (Project Specific)
Proposed Project: Traffic associated with the proposed
project will result in an increase of PM-10 levels which
would affect surrounding land uses, motorists, and
pedestrians.

Significant

Alternative A -- No Project: The No Project Alternative
will not increase the PM levels along the project site.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1. B-2. C: Traffic associated with these
Alternatives will result in increased levels of PM-10.

Significant

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project.

Significant-Unavoidable

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.3-1.

Significant-Unavoidable
.

2.0-12

.

2.0 SUMMARY -

Table 2.0-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary

_E)
IMPACT

,
• 6.3-6 Particulate Matter (Cumulative)

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6
(.)3

.

Proposed Project: Traffic associated with proposed
project and cumulative development could increase longrange levels of PM-10 in the region.

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.3-1.
.

Significant—
Unavoidable

Alternative A -- No Project: The No Project Alternative
will not increase the PM levels along the project site.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1, B-2, C: Traffic associated with these
Alternatives will contribute to the cumulative PM-10
problem.

Significant

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project.

Significant—
Unavoidable

1

6.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
6.4-1 Tree Resources
_
1. Protect trees not designated for removal.
2. Replace trees which are removed,.
subject to the standards set by the City
Arborist.

Less Than
Significant

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Significant

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project.

Less Than
Significant

Proposed Project: Both indirect and direct adverse
impacts to existing City Street Tree resources, including
permanent removal, may result from construction of the
proposed project.

Significant

Alternative A -- No Project: The No Project Alternative
would not result in any direct impacts to the existing tree
resources on the project site.
Alternatives B-1. B-2. C: Both indirect and direct
adverse impacts to existing City Street Tree resources,
including permanent removal, may result from
construction of the alternatives to the proposed project.
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IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

6.4-2 Burrowing Owls
Proposed Project: The project site currently provides
foraging habitat and nesting sites for burrowing owls, a
California Species of Special Concern. It is possible that
burrowing owls may further colonize the site prior to
construction of the project and would likely be impacted
during earth moving activities.

Significant

1. Hire a qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction survey of burrowing owl
presence.
2. Relocate owls per requirements of Fish
& Game Dept.

Less Than
Significant

Alternative A - No Project: The No Project Alternative
will not result in any changes to the existing conditions.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1, B-2, C: The project site currently does
provide foraging habitat and nesting sites for burrowing
owls, a California Species of Special Concern. It is
possible that burrowing owls may further colonize the site
prior to construction of the project alternatives and would
likely be impacted during earth moving activities.

.:.
....... _
Significant

.

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project.

Less Than
Significant

.

.

6.5 NOISE

6.5-1 Traffic Noise Impact on Existing Adjacent Land
Uses
,
Proposed Project: Project-related traffic would increase
ex rior noise levels on area roadways a maximum of 3
d
.

•
Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

mative A -- No Project: The No Project Alternative
ld not result in an increased noise level next to
ways.
ematives B-1, 13-2, C: Project-related traffic is not
anticipated to increase exterior noise levels on area
roadways by more than 3 dB.

c,

•

LT)
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SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
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6.5-2 Traffic Noise Impact on Proposed Project Site
Land Uses (Existing and cumulative)
Proposed Project: Project-related traffic will increase
exterior noise levels on the project site by no more than
3 dB. Maximum normally acceptable exterior noise
levels for noise sensitive uses will be exceeded for the
child care facility included in this project proposal.

Significant

Use of construction techniques to reduce
interior noise for the child care center.

Less Than
Significant

Alternative A -- No Project: The No Project Alternative
would not affect the existing noise conditions.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternatives B-1, B-2, C: The noise level would exceed
the acceptable interior and exterior noise level for
proposed alternative residential uses.

Significant

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project. In addition, residential
alternatives would require a noise barrier
adjacent to Mack Road and Franklin Blvd.

Less Than
Significant

Significant

1. Construct 8-foot sound wall to replace
existing fences between the site and the
existing single family home development.
2. Loading docks along the north side of
the proposed project shall be depressed.

Less Than
Significant

Alternative A -- No Project: The No Project Alternative
would not result in an increased noise level.

No Impact

None Required

Not Applicable

Alternative B-1: The project site would be developed
with multiple family residential units at a minimum of 16
units per acre which would not be anticipated to
significantly affect adjacent uses.

Less Than Significant

None Required

Not Applicable

•
6.5-3 Future Project Generated Noise Impact on the
Project Site and on the Existing Adjacent Land Uses
Proposed Project: The noise levels from the site would
exceed the City's daytime and nighttime limits for

maximum noise exposure level for adjacent residential use
due to truck passby at the rear of the site.
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SIGNIFICANCE
OF IMPACT

Alternative B-2: The project site would be developed
with single family residential units at a maximum of 8
units per acre which would not be anticipated to impact
adjacent uses.

Less Than Significant

Alternative C: The residential units proximate to the
project site would be affected by the activity associated
with the retail development--including the diesel truck
passby at the rear of the site.

Significant

MITIGATION

SIGNIFICANCE
AFTER
MITIGATION

None Required

Not Applicable

Implement measures identified for the
Proposed Project.

Less Than
Significant

-s

6.5-4 Construction Noise
Proposed Project: Construction of the project site will
expose the adjacent residential development to elevated
noise levels.
Alternative A -- No Project: The No Project Alternative
would not result in exposure of people to excessive noise.
Alternatives B-1. B-2 * C: Construction of the project site
will expose the adjacent residential development to
elevated noise levels.

None Required

Not Applicable -

_
No Impact

None Required

....
Not Applicable

Less Than Significant

None Required.

Not Applicable

Lees Than Significant
•
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