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1 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Sacramento (City) has directed the preparation of an environmental impact report (EIR) to 
evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed Sacramento Commons project (proposed 
project) in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 
et seq.).  

In accordance with Section 15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 
the City of Sacramento, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Sacramento Commons project and has prepared 
written responses to the comments received.  

The City has asked for input from federal, state, and local agencies; organizations; and members of the 
public regarding the issues that should be evaluated in the EIR. The City circulated a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) for a Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA), but ultimately 
concluded that an EIR should be prepared. The City issued a NOP for the EIR in August 6, 2014 and a 
scoping meeting was held on August 27, 2014. The Notice of Preparation for the EIR included an initial 
study, as well, to help identify key issues that would be evaluated in the EIR.  

The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2014042032) was circulated through the State 
Clearinghouse on March 9th, 2015 for a 45-day public review period that concluded on April 24th, 2015. 
This section of the Final EIR includes all agency and public comments received on the Draft EIR up 
through the close of the Planning and Design Commission review and comment public hearing on April 
30, 2015, even though the public comment period closed on April 24, 2015. 

Chapter 2 of this Final EIR includes the written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR and 
responses to environmental topics raised in these comments (as required by the State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15132) and to non-environmental topics included in these comments. The 
responses to comments and the associated master responses respond to the verbatim comments 
received on the Draft EIR. To assist the reader, each response to a comment also includes a brief 
summary of the comment.  

In some instances, responses to comments may warrant modification of the text of the Draft EIR. In 
those cases, the text of the Draft EIR is revised and the changes compiled in Chapter 3, Revisions to 
the Draft EIR. The text deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and additions are shown in underline 
(underline). The revisions summarized in Chapter 3 of this EIR do not change the findings presented in 
the Draft EIR. This document and the Draft EIR together constitute the Final EIR that is being 
considered by the City of Sacramento. 

1.1 USE OF THE FINAL EIR 

The Final EIR allows the public and the City an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft EIR and the 
Responses to Comments. The Final EIR serves as the environmental document to inform the City 
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Council’s consideration of the proposed project, either in whole or in part, or one of the alternatives to 
the project discussed in the Draft EIR. 

As required by Section 15090(a)(1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a Lead Agency, in certifying a Final 
EIR, must make the following three determinations: 

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and the 
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to 
approving the project. 

3. The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

As required by Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry out a 
project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental effects 
of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact) for each 
of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding 
supported by substantial evidence in the record. The possible findings are: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR. 

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other 
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. 
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the 
Draft EIR, which concluded on April 24, 2015. The Planning and Design Commission held a public 
hearing for review and comment on April 30, 2015.  

The EIR is an informational document intended to disclose to the City and the public the environmental 
consequences of approving and implementing the Sacramento Commons Project (proposed project) or 
one of the alternatives to the project described in the Draft EIR. In conformance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(a), the City has prepared written responses to all comments that address environmental 
issues related to the project. The focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant 
environmental issues that are raised in the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Comments on the Draft EIR were received in two ways: (1) as written comments submitted to the City 
of Sacramento Community Development Department during and shortly following the public review 
comment period; and (2) verbally at a Preservation Commission hearing held on April 15, 2015 at 5:30 
p.m., and Planning and Design Commission review and comment public hearing held on April 30, 2015, 
at 5:30 p.m. Table 2-1, below, indicates the numeric designation for each comment letter received, the 
author of the comment letter, and the date received. Verbal comments provided at public hearings for 
the proposed project are shown in Table 2-2. Note that the letter before each numbered grouping of 
written letters/emails or verbal Public Hearing comments represents the following: A=Agencies, 
O=Organizations, I=Individuals, H=Hearing Commenter. 

Table 2-1 
Written Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter Commenter Date 

Agencies 

A1 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 4/24/2015 

A2 California Department of General Services (DGS) 4/8/2015 

A3 California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) 4/21/2015 

A4 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 4/21/2015 

A5 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 4/23/2015 

A6 Chair of the Sacramento Preservation Commission  4/28/2015 

Organizations 

O1 Bridgeway Towers Owners Association 4/24/2015 

O2 Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS) 4/23/2015 

O3 National Trust for Historic Preservation 4/24/2015 

O4 Neighbors of Capitol Towers and Villas 1 4/10/2015 
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Table 2-1 
Written Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter Commenter Date 

O5 Neighbors of Capitol Towers and Villas 2 4/10/2015 

O6 Neighbors of Capitol Towers and Villas 3 (including Arborist Report attachment) 4/24/2015 

O7 Preservation Sacramento 4/24/2015 

O8 Sacramento Modern 4/20/2015 

O9 Trees Sacramento 4/10/215 

O10 American Institute of Architects (AIA), Central Valley 4/22/2015 

O11 Pioneer Tower Residents’ Council 7/1/2014 

O12 Preservation Sacramento 4/27/2015 

Individuals 

I1 Adrienne Kandel Undated 

I2 Betty Louie 4/24/2015 

I3 Carr Kunze 1 4/27/2015 

I4 Carr Kunze 2 4/24/2015 

I5 Dan Pskowski Undated 

I6 Jim Pachl 1 4/12/2105 

I7 Jim Pachl 2 4/13/2015 

I8 Jim Pachl 3 4/14/2015 

I9 Jim Pachl 4 4/24/2015 

I10 James Reece 4/16/2015 

I11 Kathleen Green 1 4/12/2015 

I12 Kathleen Green 2  4/13/2015 

I13 Kathleen Green 3 4/24/2015 

I14 Dr. Knox Mellon 4/27/2015 

I15 Josh Croft 4/9/2015 

I16 Jane Kryski Morris 4/12/2015 

I17 Louise E. Jackson 4/12/2015 

I18 Kathy Les 4/13/2015 

I19 Kent and Mary Schroeder 4/15/2015 

I20 Heather Fargo 4/15/2015 

I21 Kathleen Green 4 4/28/2015 

I22 Judith Lamare 1 4/8/2015 

I23 Jim Pachl 5 4/29/2015 

I24 Melisa Gaudreau 4/30/2015 

I25 Becky Ferguson 4/27/2015 



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-3 Comments and Responses to Comments 

Table 2-1 
Written Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter Commenter Date 

I26 Judith Lamare 2 4/28/2015 

I27 Michael Galizio 4/29/2015 

I28 Tommy Leung 4/29/2015 

I29 Julie Mumma 4/30/2015 

 

Table 2-2 
Public Hearing Comments 

Preservation Commission Hearing, April 15th, 2015  

Comment # Commenter 

H1-1 Chairman Fuller, Elise Gumm 

H1-2 Chairman Fuller, Gretchen Steinberg 

H1-3 Chairman Fuller, William Burg 

H1-4 Chairman Fuller, Judy Stanley 

H1-5 Chairman Fuller, Susan Ballew 

H1-6 Chairman Fuller, Barry Wasserman 

H1-7 Chairman Fuller, Carr Kunze 

H1-8 Chairman Fuller, Karen Jacques 

H1-9 Chairman Fuller, Jim Pachl 

H1-10 Chairman Fuller, Don Cox 

H1-11 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Marshack, Roberta Deering 

H1-12 Chairman Fuller 

H1-13 Commissioner Piner, Chairman Fuller 

H1-14 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Moffett 

H1-15 Chairman Fuller, Mike Voss, Evan Compton 

H1-16 Chairman Fuller, Gretchen Steinberg, Commissioner Marshack, Roberta Deering, Scott 
Johnson 

H1-17 Commissioner Marshack, Scott Johnson, Evan Compton, Chairman Fuller 

H1-18 Commissioner Marshack, Scott Johnson, Ellie Ewigleben 

H1-19 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Forrest, Evan Compton 

H1-20 Commissioner Forrest, Evan Compton, Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Marshack 

H1-21 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Marshack, Evan Compton 

H1-22 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Huck, Evan Compton 

H1-23 Chairman Fuller, Gretchen Steinberg 

H1-24 Gretchen Steinberg 
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Table 2-2 
Public Hearing Comments 

Preservation Commission Hearing, April 15th, 2015  

Comment # Commenter 

H1-25 Gretchen Steinberg 

H1-26 Gretchen Steinberg 

H1-27 Chairman Fuller, William Burg 

H1-28 William Burg 

H1-29 William Burg 

H1-30 Chairman Fuller, Jim Pachl 

H1-31 Jim Pachl 

H1-32 Chairman Fuller, Barry Wassermann 

H1-33 Barry Wassermann 

H1-34 Chairman Fuller, Karen Jacques 

H1-35 Karen Jacques 

H1-36 Karen Jacques 

H1-37 Karen Jacques 

H1-38 Karen Jacques 

H1-39 Karen Jacques, Chairman Fuller, Dave Eadie, Roberta Deering 

H1-40 Chairman Fuller, Carr Kunze 

H1-41 Carr Kunze 

H1-42 Carr Kunze 

H1-43 Carr Kunze 

H1-44 Carr Kunze 

H1-45 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Marshack, Gretchen Steinberg, William Burg 

H1-46 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Marshack 

H1-47 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Forrest 

H1-48 Commissioner Forrest 

H1-49 Commissioner Forrest 

H1-50 Commissioner Forrest, Chairman Fuller 

H1-51 Commissioner Huck 

H1-52 Commissioner Huck 

H1-53 Commissioner Huck 

H1-54 Commissioner Huck 

H1-55 Chairman Fuller 

H1-56 Chairman Fuller 

H1-57 Chairman Fuller 
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Table 2-2 
Public Hearing Comments 

Preservation Commission Hearing, April 15th, 2015  

Comment # Commenter 

H1-58 Commissioner Moffett, Chairman Fuller 

H1-59 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Moffett 

H1-60 Commissioner Moffett 

H1-61 Commissioner Moffett, Commissioner Forrest, Roberta Deering 

H1-62 Commissioner Moffett 

H1-63 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Marshack 

H1-64 Commissioner Marshack 

H1-65 Commissioner Marshack, Commissioner Huck, Commissioner Moffett 

H1-66 Commissioner Huck, Commissioner Moffett 

H1-67 Commissioner Moffett 

H1-68 Commissioner Moffett 

H1-69 Commissioner Moffett 

H1-70 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Huck, Mike Voss, Commissioner Forrest, Roberta Deering, 
Commissioner Forrest 

H1-71 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Moffett, Commissioner Huck, Commissioner Forrest 

H1-72 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Piner, Commissioner Bowns, Commissioner Huck, 
Commissioner Moffett, Commissioner Marshack, Roberta Deering 

H1-73 Chairman Fuller, Roberta Deering, Commissioner Moffett, Commissioner Piner, Commissioner 
Huck, Commissioner Bowns, Commissioner Forrest, Commissioner Marshack 

H1-74 Commissioner Marshack 

H1-75 Chairman Fuller, Commissioner Forrest, Commissioner Marshack, Mike Voss, Roberta Deering, 
Commissioner Piner, Commissioner Moffett 

Planning and Design Commission Hearing, April 30th, 2015  

H2-1 Commissioner Chandler 1 

H2-2 Evan Compton 

H2-3 Commissioner Kaufman 1 

H2-4 Chairman Nybo and Commissioner Kaufman  

H2-5 Commissioner Bodipo-Memba 1 

H2-6 Commissioner Bodipo-Memba 2 

H2-7 Commissioner Bodipo-Memba 3 

H2-8 Commissioner Bodipo-Memba 4 

H2-9 Commissioner Burke 

H2-10 Vice-Chair LoFaso 1 

H2-11 Vice-Chair LoFaso 2 
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Table 2-2 
Public Hearing Comments 

Preservation Commission Hearing, April 15th, 2015  

Comment # Commenter 

H2-12 Commissioner Burchill 1 

H2-13 Commissioner Chandler 2 

H2-14 Jane Kryski-Morris 

H2-15 Ty Hudson 

H2-16 Pete Noak 

H2-17 Emile Cameron 

H2-18 Glenn Snyder 

H2-19 Keith Dias 

H2-20 Rob Fong 

H2-21 Brian Sehnert and Mike Novak 1 

H2-22 Brian Sehnert and Mike Novak 2 

H2-23 Brian Sehnert and Mike Novak 3 

H2-24 Commissioner Chandler 3 

H2-25 Patrick Stelmach 1 

H2-26 Patrick Stelmach 2 

H2-27 Patrick Stelmach 3 

H2-28 Hashim Kahn 

H2-29 Justin Wood 1 

H2-30 Justin Wood 2 

H2-31 Justin Wood 3 

H2-32 Justin Wood 4 

H2-33 Justin Wood 5 

H2-34 Justin Wood 6 

H2-35 Justin Wood 7 

H2-36 Justin Wood 8 

H2-37 Eva Nunez 1 

H2-38 Eva Nunez 2 

H2-39 Judy Kay Stanley 1 

H2-40 Judy Kay Stanley 2 

H2-41 Judy Kay Stanley 3 

H2-42 Judy Kay Stanley 4 

H2-43 Vivian Gerlach 1 

H2-44 Vivian Gerlach 2 
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Table 2-2 
Public Hearing Comments 

Preservation Commission Hearing, April 15th, 2015  

Comment # Commenter 

H2-45 Vivian Gerlach 3 

H2-46 Vivian Gerlach 4 

H2-47 Carr Kunze 1 

H2-48 Carr Kunze 2 

H2-49 Dan Pskowski 

H2-50 Karen Jacques 1 

H2-51 Karen Jacques 2 

H2-52 Karen Jacques 3 

H2-53 Karen Jacques 4 

H2-54 Karen Jacques 5 

H2-55 Adrienne Kandel 1 

H2-56 Adrienne Kandel 2 

H2-57 Adrienne Kandel 3 

H2-58 Paula Boghosian 

H2-59 Don Cox 

H2-60 George Salerno 1 

H2-61 George Salerno 2 

H2-62 George Salerno 3 

H2-63 Jim Pachl 1 

H2-64 Jim Pachl 2 

H2-65 Jim Pachl 3 

H2-66 Susan Bellow 

H2-67 Judith Lamare 1 

H2-68 Judith Lamare 2 

H2-69 Commissioner Kaufman 2 

H2-70 Vice-Chair LoFaso 3 

H2-71 Commissioner Burchill 2 

H2-72 Commissioner Chandler 4 

H2-73 Commissioner Burchill 3 

H2-74 Commissioner Kaufman 3 

H2-75 Commissioner Kaufman 4 

H2-76 Commissioner Bodipo-Memba 5 

H2-77 Vice-Chair LoFaso 
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Table 2-2 
Public Hearing Comments 

Preservation Commission Hearing, April 15th, 2015  

Comment # Commenter 

H2-78 Commissioner Mack 

H2-79 Commissioner Chandler 5 

H2-80 Commissioner Chandler 6 

H2-81 Commissioner Chandler 8 

H2-82 Chairman Nybo 1 

H2-83 Chairman Nybo 2 

H2-84 Chairman Nybo 3 

H2-85 Chairman Nybo 4 

 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided in 
this section. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by the response(s) to the 
letter. Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line 
bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the comment letter. 

Master Responses (Section 2.3) have been prepared that respond to recurring topics and comments. 
These are referenced in individual comments, when appropriate. 

2.2.1 AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

COMMENT LETTER A1 – CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-1 

The commenter provides background regarding the environmental review process and meetings with 
the City of Sacramento on the proposed project. 

The comment does not raise specific questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
provided in the DEIR. The City acknowledges this comment and notes that previous comments from 
Caltrans on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) have been addressed in the DEIR and are available in 
their entirety in Appendix B of the DEIR. Please see pages 4.11-2 and 4.11-3 of the DEIR for a 
summary of transportation related comments on the NOP. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-2 

The commenter summarizes the proposed project.  

The DEIR provides a comprehensive description of the proposed project in Chapter 2 of the DEIR.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-3 

The commenter summarizes the proposed project.  

The DEIR provides a comprehensive description of the proposed project in Chapter 2 of the DEIR.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-4 

The commenter describes the approach for review of projects in the context of Caltrans’ mission, vision, 
and goals.  

The comment does not raise specific questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
provided in the DEIR and the City acknowledges Caltrans’ mission, vision, and goals related to 
sustainability, livability, economic development, and public safety and health. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-5 

The commenter describes transit-oriented development and transportation facilities needed to support 
such development. The comment commends the project for making bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements.  

The comment does not raise specific questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
provided in the DEIR, and the City confirms the City’s and Caltrans’ mutual interest in reducing vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT).  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-6 

The commenter describes state legislation related to VMT and an approach to transportation impact 
fees that would reflect infill projects’ benefits related to travel demand management.  

The comment reflects agreement with the information presented in the DEIR, including the absence of 
an impact analysis for the state highway system (SHS), and indicates that the project would generate 
substantial vehicle trips on the SHS. The comment includes references to regional fee programs and an 
invitation to participate in ongoing discussions regarding new approaches. The City acknowledges 
these comments. The comment encourages the City to condition the project to pay into a subregional 
fee program to reduce VMT on the SHS. This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council 
as part of this FEIR for consideration.  

While not required to address transportation impacts pursuant to CEQA, the proposed project will be 
required to pay the Downtown Development Impact Fee established by Chapter 18.36 of the City Code. 
As explained in the Railyards/Richards/Downtown Nexus Study, the fee is designed to fund 
improvements to freeways, major roads, and rail/transit. The Downtown Development Impact Fee 
provides funding for freeway improvements such as the Richards I-5 interchange and I-5 auxiliary 
lanes. See also Master Response 2.3.12.3 for further discussion regarding mitigation for regional 
transportation network impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-7 

The commenter suggests restructuring the updated I-5 Subregional Fee nexus study in such a way that 
infill and smart growth projects would not pay fees into the program and projects that increase regional 
VMT would be subject to higher fees to offset the costs of the infill/smart growth projects not paying 
fees. 

The comment does not raise specific questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
provided in the DEIR. The City acknowledges Caltrans’ comments related to the structure of 
development impact fees. This comment is provided here for City Council consideration. See also 
Master Response 2.3.12.3 for further discussion regarding mitigation for regional transportation network 
impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-8 

The commenter supports the project’s traffic management plan as mitigation.  

This mitigation measure is described on pages 4.11-59 and 4.11-60 of the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-9 

The commenter requests information related to future actions on the project.  
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The City will provide notification of future actions related to the project and will circulate these 
responses to comments to each agency, organization, and individual that commented on the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A1-10 

The commenter indicates where questions should be routed.  

The City acknowledges this contact information. The Traffic Management Plan will be reviewed and 
approved by the City’s Department of Public Works, and staff will provide appropriate ongoing status 
and information to Caltrans, as requested.  

COMMENT LETTER A2 – CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A2-1 

The commenter provides background on Department of General Services’ oversight of offices in 
downtown Sacramento.  

The comment does not raise specific questions regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
provided in the DEIR, and the City acknowledges the role of DGS and facilities, as referenced in the 
correspondence.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A2-2 

The commenter notes that the project would be consistent with planning objectives in the Capitol Area 
Plan.  

The City acknowledges the consistency of the project with the Capitol Area Plan in relation to the 
provision of higher-density residential development near public transportation, neighborhood serving 
retail, pedestrian walkways, and the provision of live-work space.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A2-3 

The commenter references the State’s Central Plant, which is located in proximity to the proposed 
project site.  

The City acknowledges the location of the Central Plant, as stated in various sections of the DEIR, 
starting with Chapter 2 (page 2-4). The project does not propose to use the Central Plant for heating or 
cooling of on-site buildings and does not propose any changes that would adversely impact the Central 
Plant.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A2-4 

The commenter notes that the DEIR addresses many of the issues raised in the DGS NOP comment 
letter.  

As noted by the commenter, the DEIR addresses impacts related to on-site open space and recreation 
(see Section 4.10), public services (see Section 4.10), traffic (see Section 4.11), architectural review 
(see Section 4.1), project phasing (see Chapter 2), and the location of construction staging areas (see 
Chapter 2).  

The comment indicates that if there is construction involving nearby state facilities at the same time as 
one or more phase of the proposed project, it may be necessary to coordinate on the traffic 
management plan to avoid disruption in the vicinity of the proposed project site. See Master Response 
2.3.6 for a discussion of actions taken to ensure public access during construction, Master Response 
2.3.6.2 for discussion of traffic management during construction. In the DEIR, impacts of construction 
were defined and Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 requires the applicant to prepare and implement a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan before commencement of demolition and construction on the 
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project site. The Construction Management Plan is required to comply with Sections 12.20.020 and 
12.20.030 of the Sacramento Municipal Code and subject to review and approval by the City 
Department of Public Works. The City will coordinate with DGS if project phases are anticipated to 
overlap with construction involving state facilities that would require coordination of the traffic 
management plan. 

The comment suggests that the project review should include consideration of some component of 
affordable housing units. The DEIR includes a comprehensive discussion of land use, population, and 
housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. See also Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address 
consistency with general plan policy, including the City’s policies for encouraging infill development in 
the Central City area. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of 
accommodating housing at different affordability levels. This comment is noted and will be provided to 
the City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration.  

COMMENT LETTER A3 – STATE OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-1 

The commenter provides background on the California Office of Historic Preservation’s inclusion in the 
environmental review of the proposed project.  

The City acknowledges the role of the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) and its history of working 
with the City through its Certified Local Government Program. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-2 

The commenter summarizes the historic district and its significance on the site of the proposed project.  

The existing setting relative to historical resources is also summarized in Section 4.4.1 of the DEIR.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-3 

The commenter summarizes the historic district nomination to, listing in, and recommendation for listing 
in the National Register, California Register and Sacramento Register, respectively, of the project site 
and the status of the project site related to eligibility for listing on the Sacramento Register.  

The regulatory setting, including eligibility criteria is summarized comprehensively in Section 4.4.2 of 
the DEIR. The DEIR confirmed the status of the project site as a historic resource. In the course of 
concluding that the project would have a significant and unavoidable effect on historic resources, the 
DEIR stated: 

…for the purposes of this EIR, the Capitol Towers property, which comprises the existing 
built environment on the project site, including the designed landscape, is considered an 
historical resource for the purposes of pursuant to CEQA. Demolition of all of the existing 
206 garden apartment units, landscape and site features, and other physical elements of 
the property, as well as renovation of the Capitol Towers high-rise, constitutes a 
substantial adverse change to the historical resource because the resource’s physical 
characteristics that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 
eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources would be 
materially impaired (DEIR, Impact 4.4-2, page 4.4-22). 

The DEIR has confirmed the project site’s status as a historical resource, and included that status in the 
environmental analysis. 

See also Master Response 2.3.4.3 regarding the status of the project site as an historic resource for the 
purposes of CEQA. As stated in the comment, on April 15, 2015, after publication of the DEIR, the 
Preservation Commission held a hearing regarding the eligibility of Capitol Towers and Capitol Villas for 
listing on the Sacramento Register. The Preservation Commission recommended the City Council list 
the site on the Sacramento Register. Pursuant to the City Code, the City Council shall hold at least one 
public hearing on the nomination as recommended by the Preservation Commission. At the conclusion 
of the hearing, the City Council may adopt, modify or reject the action recommended by the 
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Preservation Commission or direct further hearings, consideration or study. (City Code, § 
17.604.220(C).) 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-4 

The commenter describes the historic landscape elements of the historic district.  

The comment discusses landscape features, and appears to be consistent with the DEIR discussion in 
Section 4.4. No further response is required.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-5 

The commenter summarizes the proposed project objectives.  

The comment summarizes and reiterates portions of the DEIR. The comment is acknowledged.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-6 

The commenter summarizes the four alternatives to the proposed project discussed in.  

The comment summarizes and reiterates portions of the DEIR. The comment is acknowledged.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-7 

The commenter references that the DEIR recognizes the project site as an historical resource for 
CEQA purposes, but expresses concern about the discussion, relative to evaluations undertaken prior 
to the publication of the DEIR and questions the DEIR treatment of the relevant studies.  

The regulatory setting, including eligibility criteria, is summarized comprehensively in Section 4.4.2 of 
the DEIR. As noted in the DEIR, JRP Historical Consulting (JRP) prepared an inventory and evaluation 
of the project site in connection with a previously proposed development project on the property. JRP 
issued an updated evaluation in May 2014 regarding the historic eligibility of the property. In July 2014, 
SacMod retained architecture and historic preservation services firm, Page & Turnbull, to prepare a 
nomination to the NRHP for the Capitol Towers property. The nomination was submitted to the SHPO 
in July 2014. The nomination was heard before SHRC on November 7, 2014. The SHRC voted to 
approve the nomination and requested the SHPO forward the nomination to the Keeper for a 
determination of eligibility. On December 31, 2014, the Keeper made a formal determination that the 
property is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and the property was thereby 
automatically listed in the California Register of Historical Resources. SacMod submitted a nomination 
application to the City of Sacramento for listing the property in the Sacramento Register. On February 
19, 2015, a Preservation Director public hearing was held in which the Preservation Director reviewed 
the nomination submittal materials, took public testimony, concurred with the nomination, and 
forwarded the nomination for consideration by the Preservation Commission to make a 
recommendation to the City Council for consideration and action.  
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On April 15, 2015, after publication of the DEIR, the Preservation Commission held a hearing regarding 
the eligibility of Capitol Towers and Capitol Villas for listing on the Sacramento Register. The 
Preservation Commission recommended the City Council list the site on the Sacramento Register. 
Pursuant to Chapter 17.604, the City Council must hold a public hearing to consider the Preservation 
Commission’s recommendation.  

The DEIR provides explanation that preparation of the environmental document for the proposed 
project was begun before there was any completed nomination or formal determination of eligibility for 
historic listing of the proposed project site. The DEIR confirmed the status of the project site as a 
historic resource:  

Due to the property’s formal determination of eligibility for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, and therefore its listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, the 
property is considered an historical resource for purposes of evaluating impacts of the proposed 
project pursuant to CEQA (DEIR, page 4.4-1). 

Although the EIR determined the project site is an historical resource for purposes of CEQA, the EIR’s 
discussion of background information and the process of reaching that conclusion was proper and is 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines:  

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of the 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the 
EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have 
looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full 
disclosure (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15151). 

The CEQA Guidelines provide where evidence and opinions conflict on an issue concerning the 
environment, and the lead agency knows of these controversies in advance, that the EIR must 
acknowledge the controversies, summarize the conflicting opinions of the experts, and include sufficient 
information to allow the public and decision-makers to make an informed judgment about the 
environmental consequences of the proposed project. By disclosing the disagreement among experts 
regarding the historic value of the Capitol Towers and garden apartments, the Draft EIR satisfied these 
requirements. The discussion does not result in confusion and does not adversely affect the impact 
analysis for historic resources. No further response is required.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-8 

The commenter asserts that neither project scenario described in the DEIR is consistent with the City’s 
2035 General Plan language in relation to preservation of historic resources to promote a distinct sense 
of place and also sustainability. 
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Relative to sense of place, please refer to Section 4.1 of the DEIR for an evaluation of visual changes 
associated with the project, including consistency with City aesthetic policies. The commenter cites 
policy text in the Historic and Cultural Resources Element of the City’s 2035 General Plan and those 
provisions are acknowledged, and were considered as part of the DEIR process. Please see Master 
Responses 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.5, and 2.3.10.2 for responses related to General Plan consistency issues 
involving a wide range of goals and policies found within the General Plan. 

The commenter’s opinion regarding the sustainability benefits of preserving structures and reducing the 
need for new construction materials is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part of this 
FEIR for consideration.  

It is also noted that sustainability benefits can be achieved through a variety of means, including 
intensification of “development near transit and mixed-use activity centers, and locate jobs closer to 
housing…” (See, e.g., 2035 General Plan, p. 1-4). These sustainability benefits include “increased 
walking and reduced automobile use.” In addition, “[g]asoline consumption, air pollution, greenhouse 
gas emissions, and personal commute times will be reduced, which will facilitate and increase the time 
working parents have to spend with their children and families.” (Ibid). The proposed project supports 
the 2030 and 2035 General Plans “grow smarter” sustainability objectives because the project site is 
located adjacent to transit, in a mixed-use area, and within the City’s largest employment center. The 
ultimate determination regarding consistency with general plan policy guidance is the responsibility of 
the City Council. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-9 

The commenter discusses the City’s Municipal Code and General Plan in relation to positive aspects of 
preserving historic resources.  

The DEIR considered the regulatory background in its analysis of potential project impacts on historic 
resources. See Master Response 2.3.4.5 for responses related to the General Plan and historic 
resources. The commenter suggests that the proposed project is inconsistent with City Code section 
17.64.100, which provides that the city’s rich and diverse historic resources deserve recognition and 
preservation. Section 17.64.100 sets forth general City findings relating to historic resources. Neither 
City Code section 17.64.100 nor Chapter 17.604 [Historic Preservation] by their terms prohibit the 
demolition of historic resources. City Code Section 17.808.180(A)(2) sets forth the findings that would 
need to be met in order for the site plan and design review approval to be granted for a project 
proposing demolition or relocation of a landmark or contributing resource. The proposed project is not 
inconsistent with any provision of the City Code. The deliberative process followed by the City’s 
decision-makers accounts for all of the various applicable provisions, including the 2035 General Plan 
Policy HR 2.1.15 that allows provides criteria under which the City may approve demolition of historic 
resources as a last resort in the event findings are made that rehabilitation of the resource is not 
feasible; demolition is necessary to protect the health, safety, and welfare of its residents; or the public 
benefits outweigh the loss of the historic resource. These provisions were fully discussed and disclosed 
in the DEIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-10 

The commenter suggests that the City should focus on at least one alternative, beyond the No Project 
Alternative, that could avoid or substantially lessen project impacts on historic and cultural resources.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.5, and 2.3.7.6 for 
a description of the City’s obligations for this CEQA document related to historic resources, alternatives 
including off-site alternatives, significant impacts, and alternatives developed to reduce historic 
resources impacts. The comment summarizes applicable regulations, and asserts the need for 
additional analysis of alternatives. The DEIR includes an extensive analysis of alternatives, including 
factors that were considered in the process. See DEIR Chapter 5. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-11 

The commenter suggests that the alternatives evaluated were only those designed to maximize density 
and other options were suggested.  

Please see Chapter 5 of the DEIR for a discussion of alternatives. Please refer to Master Responses 
2.3.7.1 and 2.3.7.2 for responses related to the purpose of alternatives analysis and the City’s process 
for developing the alternatives. Please see Master Response 2.3.7.3 for a discussion of alternatives 
rejected from detailed analysis in the EIR. Please see Master Response 2.3.7.6 regarding additional 
on-site alternatives proposed by commenters. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-12 

The commenter discusses the DEIR’s lack of examination of an off-site alternative and asserts that the 
proposed project site is not an infill site.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a response related to off-site alternatives. Please refer to 
Master Responses 2.3.7.1 and 2.3.7.2 for responses related to the purpose of alternatives analysis and 
the City’s process for developing the alternatives. SB 375 streamlining applies to transit priority 
projects. The proposed project qualifies as a transit priority project based on its uses, density and 
location. Public Resources Code section 21155 et seq. does not include a requirement that a project 
qualify as “infill” as defined by CEQA in order to be eligible for SB 375 streamlining.  

Other streamlining provisions of CEQA are limited to infill projects and, in that context, CEQA defines 
the term. For example, Public Resources Code section 21061.3 defines an “infill site” to include, but not 
be limited to, a site that “has been previously developed for qualified urban uses.” (Public Resources 
Code, § 21061.3, subd. (b); see also Public Resources Code, § 21094.5, subd. (e)(1)(B) [defining “infill 
project” to include “an urban area that has been previously developed” for the purposes of SB 226]; see 
also Public Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (a)(4) [defining “infill site” to include “a lot located within an 
urban area that has been previously developed…” for the purposes of SB 743]). The project site is 
located in an area that has been completely developed with urban uses, and is served by all urban 
services and utilities. The use of the term “infill” is appropriate for the project.  
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See also Master Response 2.3.9.1 regarding SB 375 CEQA streamlining. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-13 

The commenter suggests that an off-site alternative could achieve the project objectives and avoid 
impacts to historic resources and that one should be explored, beyond what CEQA requires.  

The comment suggests that the City could consider an off-site alternative even though that is not 
required by CEQA. The comment does not assert inadequacy of the document under CEQA, but 
encourages additional consideration of alternatives as a policy matter. This is a matter for consideration 
during the public hearing process.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a response related to off-site alternatives. Please also see 
generally Master Response 2.3.9 discussing applicable CEQA streamlining legislation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-14 

The commenter discusses the requirement of adoption of a statement of overriding considerations with 
reference to why the benefits of the project outweigh the significant environmental impacts.  

The comment discusses the requirement of adoption of a statement of overriding considerations in the 
event of project approval, and suggests the issues that should be considered by the City. The comment 
is acknowledged. 

See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 for responses related to the General Plan and historic resources. See 
Master Response 2.3.4.6 for a discussion of historical impacts, CEQA, and the administrative process 
for the proposed project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-15 

The commenter recommends mitigation in the form of historic resources surveys or rehabilitation 
related to similar types of resources.  

The comment includes recommendations for additional mitigation if the project is approved. The 
comment is acknowledged. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.12.4 for a response related to additional historic resource mitigation 
proposed by commenters.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-16 

The commenter notes that a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan that is fully funded and 
enforceable be a condition of project approval.  
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Please see Master Response 2.3.12.2 for a response related to the requirement to prepare a mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program. See Appendix B to this FEIR, which includes the draft mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program. This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as 
part of this FEIR for consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-17 

The commenter discusses the requirement of mitigation to have a nexus and proportional relationship 
to project impacts.  

The comment that in order for fees or mitigation to be imposed on a project, there must be a nexus to 
the project and the fees or mitigation must be roughly proportional to the impacts caused by a project is 
accurate. See also Master Response 2.3.12.4 for a response related to additional historic resource 
mitigation proposed by commenters.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-18 

The commenter recommends additional community outreach to discuss nexus and proportionality of 
mitigation.  

Both the requirements of CEQA and the City’s administrative process associated with review of 
proposed development projects provide interested agencies, organizations, and members of the public 
with an opportunity to participate in, and comment on the proposed project and the City’s project review 
process. The City has provided agencies, organizations and members of the public with an opportunity 
to participate through comment periods provided on the Notice of Preparation, public hearings and 
meetings held to date, and through comments on the DEIR. Agencies, organizations, and members of 
the public have additional opportunities to participate during upcoming City Council hearings on the 
environmental document and the proposed project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-19 

The commenter suggests that the City should involve the City’s Preservation Commission in reviewing 
and approving mitigation measures.  

The Chair of the Preservation Commission submitted a letter on the DEIR that included proposed 
mitigation measures, based on Preservation Commission comments made during the April 15, 2015 
Preservation Commission hearing. Responses to this comment letter are included in this Final EIR (see 
Comment Letter A6). The Preservation Commission has been involved to the full extent required by 
applicable law and regulations. Further involvement by, or consultation with the Preservation 
Commission is a policy issue to be determined by the City Council. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A3-20 

The commenter provides contact information for questions on the comment letter.  
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The City will use this contact information in the event questions related to this comment letter arise.  

COMMENT LETTER A4 – CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL 

BOARD 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the DEIR for review.  

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Board (Water Board) was one of the agencies identified to 
review the DEIR in the Notice of Completion (NOC) included with the DEIR delivered to the State 
Clearinghouse. The comment is acknowledged. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-2 

The commenter identifies the role of the Water Board. 

The role of the Water Board is acknowledged in Section 4.8 of the DEIR. See, in particular, subsection 
4.8-2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-3 

The commenter describes existing regulations related to water quality.  

Existing water quality regulations are summarized in Section 4.8 of the DEIR. See, in particular, 
subsection 4.8-2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-4 

The commenter describes existing regulations related to water quality.  

Existing water quality regulations are summarized in Section 4.8 of the DEIR. See, in particular, 
subsection 4.8-2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-5 

The commenter describes existing regulations related to water quality.  

Existing water quality regulations are summarized in Section 4.8 of the DEIR. See, in particular, 
subsection 4.8-2. This particular set of regulations – industrial storm water general permit – is not 
related to the project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-6 

The commenter describes requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

As described in subsection 4.3-2 of the DEIR, Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act requires a 
project applicant to obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) before engaging 
in any activity that involves any discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, 
including wetlands. There are no waterways, wetlands, or aquatic resources on the project site. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-7 

The commenter describes requirements of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. The commenter 
suggests that the project would require a federal permit due to the disturbance of waters of the United 
States. 

There are no waterways, wetlands, or aquatic resources on the project site. As described in subsection 
4.8-2 of the DEIR, Sections 401 and 402 of the Clean Water Act contain general requirements 
regarding NPDES permits. The proposed project would protect the water quality and beneficial uses 
during construction by entering into a memorandum of understanding with the City of Sacramento and 
preparing a site-specific construction dewatering plan. Coverage under SWRCB’s Construction General 
Permit Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ and Order R5-2013-074 or an Individual NPDES Permit or waste 
discharge requirements would ensure that the proposed project would not violate any waste discharge 
requirements, exceed water quality objectives, or result in substantial erosion or siltation during 
construction.  

If dewatering is required, the proposed project would be required to comply with City’s Engineering 
Services Policy No. 0001, which requires approval of a MOU for long-term (greater than one week) 
groundwater dewatering discharges. The MOU would cover proposed dewatering details such as flow 
rate, system design, and contaminant monitoring plan. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 4.8-1.  

The DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.8-2, which implements existing City regulations related to the 
management of water quality during operation of the project. The proposed project would protect water 
quality and beneficial uses during operation through preparation of drainage plans and implementation 
of an operational pollutant source control program. Existing regulations require new development to 
protect the quality of water bodies and natural drainage systems through site design, source controls, 
stormwater treatment, runoff reduction measures, BMPs and LID features that are consistent with the 
City’s NPDES permit, the Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan for the City and County of 
Sacramento, and the latest edition of the Sacramento Region Stormwater Quality Design Manual. 

These various provisions include performance standards and enforcement mechanisms sufficient to 
ensure that the objectives of the City’s NPDES permit, including protection of water quality, are 
achieved, and that impacts would be less than significant. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-8 

The commenter describes waste discharge requirements.  

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 requires the project to file a notice of intent with the Central Valley RWQCB to 
obtain coverage under Order R5-2013-074 or an Individual NPDES Permit or waste discharge 
requirements, and enter into an MOU with the City for construction dewatering activities. Along with the 
notice of intent and the MOU, the project applicant would be required to prepare a site-specific 
construction dewatering plan, demonstrating that discharges meet the Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District (SRCSD) and Water Board approved levels. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-9 

The commenter describes requirements for commercially irrigated agriculture. 

The proposed project does not include irrigated agriculture. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-10 

The commenter summarizes requirements related to a low and limited threat General NPDES permit. 

Please see the response to A4-7, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A4-11 

The commenter provides contact information for questions related to the comment letter. 

The City will use this contact information if questions arise that are related to the comment letter. 

COMMENT LETTER A5 – GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE 

CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A5-1 

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the DEIR and describes circulation of this document to 
relevant state agencies for review and comment. 

The City acknowledges that the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse 
submitted the DEIR to relevant state agencies for review and will respond in writing to comments 
received from state agencies that relate to adverse environmental impacts related to the proposed 
project or other relevant comments pertaining to the DEIR. 

COMMENT LETTER A6 – CHAIR OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-1 

The commenter provides background regarding the Preservation Commission’s review of the proposed 
project.  

The City acknowledges receipt of this letter and has provided written responses below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-2 

The commenter discusses balancing goals and policies of the General Plan related to demolition of 
historic resources.  

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.4.5 for a discussion of consistency of the project with the General 
Plan in relation to the various General Plan goals and policies, including those related to historic 
resources. The comment refers to General Plan Policy HCR 2.1.14 (from the 2030 General Plan). As 
part of the City Council’s action on the project, the City Council would make consistency findings 
related to this policy (this policy is now HCR 2.1.15 in the 2035 General Plan).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-3 

The commenter asserts that the DEIR does not include sufficient analysis of the comparison of public 
benefits for the project site compared to other sites, and recommends analysis of an off-site alternative.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-4 

The commenter recommends that the DEIR documents clarify that the project site is an historical 
resource for CEQA purposes.  

The regulatory setting, including eligibility criteria is summarized comprehensively in Section 4.4.2 of 
the DEIR. The DEIR confirmed the status of the project site as a historic resource:  

Due to the property’s formal determination of eligibility for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, and therefore its listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, the 
property is considered an historical resource for purposes of evaluating impacts of the proposed 
project pursuant to CEQA (DEIR, page 4.4-1). 

This determination is identified as the basis for the impact analysis in the DEIR. No further response is 
required. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-5 

The commenter suggests that archaeological sensitivity analysis may require additional information, 
analysis, or mitigation for possible excavation work beyond 10-foot depth.  
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The potential for landforms to harbor buried archaeological components is primarily a function of the 
landforms age and origin. In general, landforms and associated deposits forming during the Holocene 
have some potential to contain buried sites, whereas latest Pleistocene or older landforms have 
virtually no potential. Ongoing work in a variety of settings throughout central California demonstrates 
the relationship between Holocene landforms, buried soils, and buried archaeological components 
(Kaijankowski 2015; Martin and Meyer 2005; Meyer 1996, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2003, 2004, 2005; 
Meyer and Rosenthal 1997, 2007; Meyer et al. 2010; Rosenthal and Meyer 2004).  

The project site occurs along the Sacramento River, near its confluence with the American River. Such 
fluvial settings are considered highly sensitive for archaeological sites because: (1) these are physical 
settings that were attractive to human settlement prehistorically and historically; (2) alluvial deposits in 
proximity to active and relict streams are commonly Holocene in age (<11,700 year) and may contain 
buried soils and or archaeological components (Holliday 2004); and (3) depositional processes 
resulting in aggradation of alluvium can be conducive to preserving archaeological contexts (Waters, 
1991). 

The project area occurs in a flood basin, and surficial deposits at the project site consist of levee and 
basin deposits of Holocene age, underlain by the Pleistocene Riverbank Formation (ENGEO 2014; 
Helley and Harwood 1985; Wagner et al. 1987). The Holocene alluvium likely extends several 10’s of 
feet below the ground surface. ENGEO (2014) also reports that approximately the top 10 feet of soil at 
the project site consists of artificial fill material that was likely placed in the 1860s, though the thickness 
probably varies across the area. According to online soil data, the NRCS maps the entire project site as 
“urban” land (http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx, accessed 4/22/2015).  

Most of the recorded archaeological sites in proximity to the project area are associated with 
topographically higher ground locations to the east. Excavations at the site of Sacramento City Hall 
revealed a Late Prehistoric component(s) in the upper part of bar and swale alluvium that is at least six 
meters thick displaying multiple buried soils. This suggests the alluvium was derived by episodic 
deposition followed by periods of geomorphic stability, subaerial weathering, and soil formation during 
which the landform(s) would have been available for occupation. 

While no archaeological sites have been recorded in the immediate project area, the Holocene alluvium 
is considered highly sensitive for harboring buried and intact archaeological components. Based on the 
age of the alluvium, components could feasibly occur at the contact of the alluvium and underlying 
Riverbank, or within the alluvium. The DEIR recognized the potential for unanticipated discovery of 
archaeological resources at the site. See analysis for Impact 4.4-3, DEIR pages 4.4-27 and following. 
The historic fill has been subjected to substantial disturbance, and the likelihood for intact 
archaeological deposits is low. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 has been amended to require on-site qualified archaeologist monitoring for all 
project-related excavation below the 10-foot depth, as shown below: 
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Mitigation Measure 4.4-3: Protect or Mitigate Impacts on Prehistoric and Historic-Era Archaeological 
Resources and Human Remains  

To minimize potential adverse effects on prehistoric and historic-era archaeological resources 
and human remains, the project applicant shall implement the following measures: 

 The project applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist (i.e., defined as an archaeologist 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for professional archaeology) to carry out 
all actions related to archaeological resources and human remains. 

o Before the start of any ground-disturbing activities, the qualified archaeologist shall 
conduct a cultural resources sensitivity training session for all construction personnel 
working on the project. The training shall include an overview of potential cultural 
resources that could be encountered during ground-disturbing activities to facilitate 
worker recognition, avoidance, and subsequent immediate notification to the 
qualified archaeologist for further evaluation and action; and shall describe penalties 
for unauthorized artifact collecting or intentional disturbance of archaeological 
resources. 

o For work involving installation of deep foundations or subsurface building systems 
that would occur more than 10 feet below the surface, a professional archaeologist 
shall monitor excavation and shall have the authority to stop work and, in 
consultation with the City’s Preservation Director, direct appropriate actions, 
consistent with state laws and regulations, if remains or items of archaeological 
interest are discovered… 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3, establishing procedures to be followed in the event of such discovery, would 
be implemented as part of project approval. The DEIR concluded that implementation of mitigation 
would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. This analysis was accurate and sufficient to 
satisfy CEQA requirements. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-6 

The commenter suggests that Level I Historic American Building Survey (HABS) and Historic American 
Landscape Survey (HALS) documentation for submission to the National Park Service is needed.  

The comment relates to documentation of historic resources. The Secretary of the Interior Standards 
for Architectural and Engineering Documentation for historic properties are located online at: 
http://www.nps.gov/history/local-law/arch_stnds_6.htm (see link to “The HABS/HAER Collections, in 
particular). These standards concern the development of documentation for historic buildings, sites, 
structures, and objects. The documentation usually consists of measured drawings, photographs, and 
written data, and provides important information on a property's significance for use by scholars, 
researchers, preservationists, architects, engineers, and others interested in preserving and 
understanding historic properties. Documentation permits accurate repair or reconstruction of parts of a 
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property, records existing conditions for easements, or may present information about a property that is 
to be demolished. 

The Standards are intended for use in developing documentation to be included in the Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) and the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) Collections 
in the Library of Congress. HABS/HAER, in the National Park Service, have defined specific 
requirements for meeting these Standards for their collections. The HABS/HAER requirements include 
information important to development of documentation for other purposes, such as State or local 
archives. The standards describe four levels levels of documentation. 

The level of effort, content, and format of documentation should be appropriate to the nature and 
significance of the subject property.  The project site was formally determined eligible at the local level 
of significance and not the national level [Roland-Nawi 2015:3].  As explained in the guidelines: 
“Generally, Level I documentation is required for nationally significant buildings defined as National 
Historic Landmarks, and primary historic units of the National Park Service” (Federal Register, Vol. 68, 
No 139, July 21, 2003).  Therefore, a HABS/HALS Level II would typically be prepared for a project site 
like Capitol Towers (Patricia Ambacher, MA, AECOM Architectural Historian).  However, the guidelines 
further explain that Level I measured drawings may be appropriate where existing drawings are 
unavailable (Federal Register, Vol. 68, No 139, July 21, 2003).   

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 requires HABS/HALS documentation to be prepared by a professional that 
meets the Secretary of Interior Standards for Architectural History and has experience with 
documenting landscapes. [Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards, 36 CFR 
Part 61, Appendix A.]  Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 has been revised to require the Level of 
HABS and HALS documentation to be determined in co-ordination with the City’s Preservation Director 
based on the availability of original materials describing development of the project site (page 4.4-24 of 
the DEIR):  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: Documentation, Interpretation, Reuse, and the Retention/Rehabilitation of the 
Residential Tower 

a)  Documentation / Recordation 

Prior to any structural demolition, site clearing, and removal activities, the project applicant shall 
retain a professional who meets the Secretary of the of the Interior’s Standards for Architectural 
History, and also with professional experience involving historic landscapes, to prepare written 
and photograph documentation of the Capitol Towers and garden apartments complex, 
features, and landscape areas identified as historic.  

The documentation for the property shall be prepared based on the National Park Services’ 
(NPS) Historic American Building Survey (HABS) and Historic American Landscape Survey 
(HALS) Historical Report Guidelines. This type of documentation is based on a combination of 
HABS/HALS standards (Levels II and III) and HABS/HALS Photography Guidelines (November 
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2011).1 The level of documentation will be determined in coordination with the City’s 
Preservation Director, based on the availability of original materials describing development of 
the project site. 

The written historical data for this documentation shall follow the appropriate HABS / HALS 
Level II standards and shall be derived from the following documents, as well as other 
documents as appropriate: “National Register of Historic Places Registration Form for Capitol 
Towers”, prepared by Flora Chou (Page & Turnbull) in 2014 and “Historical Resource Inventory 
and Evaluation Report, Capitol Towers Apartments, 1500 7th Street, Sacramento, California 
95814,” prepared by JRP in 2014… 

See also Master Response 2.3.12.4 for a response related to additional historic resource mitigation 
proposed by commenters. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-7 

The commenter suggests that Mitigation Measure 4.4.-2b should be overseen and prepared by a 
qualified Museum professional.  

Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.4-2, all measures to interpret the property’s historic significance for 
the public and for future residents that may inhabit the Sacramento Commons property shall be 
implemented “under the direction of the City’s Preservation Director and the City’s History Manager.” 
Pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code Section 15.152.020, “History manager” means “the manager of 
Sacramento archives and museum collection or designee.” Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b will ensure that 
interpretive materials will be prepared by or under the direction of a museum professional.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-8 

The commenter suggests that financing should be required prior to demolition for each proposed phase 
of development.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.6.1 and 2.3.12.9 for a discussion of economic feasibility and project 
abandonment. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-9 

The commenter recommends that the City establish a preservation fund.  

The City does not have an established preservation fee program through which it might accept 
monetary contributions earmarked for future historic preservation efforts, nor does the City have any 

                                                      
1  National Parks Service, “Federal Register, Vol. 68, No. 139, Monday July 21, 2003 Notices, Department of the Interior, 

National Park Service Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering Documentation,” 
http://www.nps.gov/history/hdp/standards/standards_regs.pdf (accessed August 2014); National Parks Service, “Heritage 
Documentation Programs HABS/HAER/HALS Photography Guidelines, November 2011,” Standards and Guidelines, 
http://www.cr.nps.gov/hdp/standards/PhotoGuidelines_Nov2011.pdf (accessed August 2014). 
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policies providing for the assessment of ad-hoc fees for historic preservation purposes. To satisfy 
CEQA, fee-based mitigation must specify an amount that will be paid by the project applicant, and the 
payment of the fee must be part of a reasonable, enforceable plan or program that is sufficiently tied to 
the actual mitigation of the environmental impacts at issue. In the absence of an established fee 
program the recommendation could not be implemented. No further response is required. Please see 
Master Response 2.3.12.4 for a discussion of historic resources mitigation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-10 

The commenter suggests that the alternatives analysis requires additional information, that off-site or 
lower-density alternatives should be examined, and that modified Alternatives 2 or 3 should be 
evaluated.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.1 for a description of the purpose of the alternatives analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.7.2 for information about how the alternatives were developed, Master Response 
2.3.7.3 regarding rejection of alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information about off-site 
alternatives, and Master Response 2.3.7.4 for a discussion of the analysis of on-site alternatives, 
including variations of Alternatives 2 and 3.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-11 

The commenter requests information about the timing of demolition in association with the project 
phases.  

As described in DEIR Chapter 2, “Project Description” (pages 2-22 through 2-24), development of 
Sacramento Commons is expected to occur in four phases—from late 2015 through fall 2021—to 
enable the project to respond to market demand (see DEIR Figure 2-6 on page 2-23). The proposed 
order of phasing may be subject to change due to market conditions. The project description provides 
that demolition of on-site structures for each phase would occur prior to construction of new buildings or 
other improvements anticipated in each phase. Should the City Council exercise its discretion to 
approve the proposed project, City staff recommends the City Council adopt a term in the development 
agreement requiring demolition for any phase of the proposed project not to commence until building 
permits have been issued for the associated construction phase. Please see also Master Response 
2.3.6 for more information on construction and project phasing.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-12 

The commenter requests information quantifying energy savings when replacing existing with new 
buildings and energy that would be used in demolition and construction of the proposed project.  

The Draft EIR discussed greenhouse gas emissions and energy usage for the proposed project in 
Chapter 4.6. The DEIR included impact analysis related to consistency with the City’s Climate Action 
Plan, potential conflict with the City’s efforts to comply with statewide programs for reduction of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and the potential for the project to use energy in a wasteful manner. 
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The comment requests additional information regarding energy usage for the project, which is provided 
below. Because energy usage and GHG emissions are closely related, the City’s response deals with 
both topics.  

In response to the comment, the City has examined the energy consumption and GHG emissions 
associated with construction (demolition of existing and construction of new units) of the 206 garden 
apartment units relative to the long-term building energy and indirect emissions savings associated with 
operations of the new 206 dwelling units. The City had prepared estimates of energy use (mega joules) 
and GHG emissions (metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent or MT CO2e) associated with the use of 
construction equipment and on-road vehicles (i.e., haul trucks, vendor trucks, and construction worker 
vehicles). For on-road vehicles, emission factors are available from the California Air Resources 
Board’s EMFAC2011 model, which was used to calculate fuel consumption rates (i.e., gallons per mile) 
for haul trucks, vendor trucks, and construction worker vehicles (ARB 2013). The U.S. Department of 
Energy provides data needed to estimate the energy content of gasoline and diesel (U.S. DOE 2014).  

The South Coast Air Quality Management District’s California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
was used to estimate GHG emissions associated with demolition, construction, and building energy 
during operations. It was assumed that all project demolition emissions, for the purpose of this analysis, 
were the result of removal of the 206 units that currently exist on-site. The total building square footage 
of the project was compared to the square footage of 206 units included as a part of the proposed 
project and this proportion was used to derive an estimate of the total project construction energy and 
emissions associated with replacement of the existing 206 units on-site. The analysis of construction 
energy and emissions includes all construction sub-phases (i.e., site preparation, grading, building 
construction, paving, and architectural coating), which is a conservative assumption, since a 
replacement of the existing on-site units would not necessarily require all of the construction sub-
phases.  

Building energy use and GHG emissions (MT CO2e) were also quantified for the existing 206 dwelling 
units. Since the dwelling units were constructed in the 1960s, they would not have been subject to 
energy efficiency requirements included in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (California 
Building Standards Code). However, to provide conservative results, CalEEMod’s estimates of energy 
consumption rates, which are based on California Energy Commission’s (CEC) Residential Appliance 
Saturation Survey (RASS), were used to represent the existing 206 dwelling units’ consumption rates. 
In reality, it is likely that the existing dwelling units built in the 1960s would be less energy efficient than 
CEC’s RASS study, which used both older (i.e., pre-2001) and newer (i.e., 2001-2008) dwelling units in 
the study population. Energy use and emissions were quantified for 206 new dwelling units built in 
2017, assuming compliance with 2013 Title 24 Standards (CEC 2013). The annual energy efficiency 
savings and GHG emissions reductions were estimated to represent construction of 206 units in 
compliance with the current building code. Total energy use and GHG emissions associated with 
demolition of the existing 206 units on-site and construction of 206 “replacement” units were also 
estimated. 

When demolition and construction energy use is taken into account, it would take approximately 16 
years of operational building energy efficiency savings to make up for the energy use associated with 
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demolition and construction (see Table 2-3). For GHG emissions, it would take approximately 19 years 
for the GHG emissions reductions associated with building energy efficiency to make up for the GHG 
emissions associated with demolition and construction of 206 replacement dwelling units on-site.  

Table 2-3 
Energy and GHG Emissions Analysis 

Hotel / Condo / Retail Scenario 
Total Energy 

(MJ) 
Emissions 
(MT CO2e) 

Demolition (206 Units) 6,962,371 400 

Building Construction Total 33,541,560 3,388 

206 Units BC (15% of BC) 5,031,234 508 

Total 206 Units – Demolition and Construction 11,993,605 908 

Condo / Retail Scenario 
Total Energy 

(MJ) 
Emissions 
(MT CO2e) 

Demolition (206 Units) 5,774,919 400 

Building Construction Total 33,541,991 3,387 

206 Units BC (16% of BC) 5,366,719 542 

Total 206 Units – Demolition and Construction 11,141,638 942 

Land Use 
Energy 

(MJ) 
Emissions 
(MT CO2e) 

Existing 206 dwelling units 
(Building Energy) 4,853,590 311 

New 206 dwelling units 
(Building Energy) 4,145,891 260 

Net Change 707,699 51 

Years of Payback (Energy Use and GHG Emissions) 16 19 

Transportation Analysis 

965 Units with Citywide Average Travel Demand (VMT/capita) 100,897,642 6,651 

965 Units with Project Site Travel Demand (VMT/capita) 20,233,387 1,362 

Difference 80,233,387 5,289 

Months of Payback (Transportation for Demo/Construction) 6 9 

 

In addition, the project’s location and design would help to minimize energy used in the transportation 
sector. As described in the DEIR (see page 4.6-15, in particular), the project site’s location within 
Center/Corridor Community Type (from SACOG’s Sustainable Communities Strategy/Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan) and within the City’s Central Business District will help minimize vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) (and associated GHG emissions and transportation energy use) due to the presence of 
higher intensity development, greater accessibility to employment and services, better transit service, 
and enhanced pedestrian/bike amenities relative to other Community Types. SACOG performed travel 
demand analysis to support the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
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2035. The regional VMT per capita in 2008 was estimated to be 26 miles per day. For the traffic 
analysis zone that includes the Sacramento Commons project site, the average per-capita VMT in 2008 
is approximately 9 miles per day. In 2035, forecast regional average per-capita VMT is 24 miles per 
day, whereas the project site and vicinity would have an average of approximately 5 miles per day 
(SACOG 2011, Chapter 5B, p. 84). Per-capita VMT (and associated GHG and transportation energy) 
was estimated to be 65 percent lower than the regional average in 2008 and is anticipated to be 80 
percent lower than the regional average in 2035. Per-capital travel demand in the vicinity of the project 
site is estimated to be approximately 79 percent lower than the citywide average in 2035 (City of 
Sacramento 2014, Table 4.2-2, page 4.2-6). 

As described in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, the project proposes a net addition of between 965 and 1,061 
dwelling units (see DEIR pages 2-6 and 2-7). If 965 units were developed in locations exhibiting the 
citywide per-capita VMT in 2035, this would require approximately 100,897,642 mega joules of energy 
per year compared to 20,664,255 mega joules of transportation energy for 965 units added at the 
proposed project site. The difference is 80,233,387 mega joules per year. It would require 
approximately 6,962,371 mega joules of energy to demolish 206 units and approximately 33,541,560 
mega joules to construct the entire Hotel / Condo / Retail project scenario. It would take approximately 
6 months for this difference in transportation-related energy use to make up for the energy expended in 
demolition and construction (not including building energy efficiency benefits).  

If 965 units were developed in locations exhibiting the citywide per-capita VMT in 2035, this would 
generate approximately 6,651 MT CO2e per year compared to 1,362 MT CO2e of transportation-related 
GHG emissions for 965 units at the proposed project site. The difference is 5,289 MT CO2e per year. 
Demolition of 206 units would generate GHG emissions of approximately 400 MT CO2e. Construction 
of the entire Hotel / Condo / Retail project scenario would generate approximately 3,388 MT CO2e, for a 
total of 3,788 MT CO2e. It would take approximately 9 months for this difference in transportation-
related GHG emissions use to make up for the GHG emissions associated with demolition and 
construction (not including building energy efficiency benefits). 

The above information responds to the comment posed. The information does not change the 
environmental analysis or conclusions, and is not significant new information that would require 
recirculation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT A6-13 

The commenter suggests that the project’s PUD Guidelines should be replaced with Secretary of the 
Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, particularly the Standards that address new 
construction involving historic properties.  

Design, development, and operational aspects of the project over the course of the project’s phased 
construction would be guided by compliance with the proposed project’s Planned Unit Development 
Guidelines. As discussed in more detail in the Project Description (DEIR pages 2-21 and 2-22), the 
proposed project includes proposed PUD Guidelines that would establish the development framework 
and design guidance for the land use, circulation, infrastructure, community design, architecture, 
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landscape, open space, and other components of the project (see DEIR Appendix N). Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-2 requires that prior to commencement of any alterations or renovations to the existing 
Capitol Towers residential tower the City’s Preservation Director would review and confirm that the 
renovations comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI) Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings 
or the SOI Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings unless at 
some future time, this contributing resource is no longer considered a historical resource. Additional 
guidance for this work may include the Illustrated Guidelines on Sustainability for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings.  

The PUD Guidelines serve various purposes relating to the development of the project site if the project 
is approved. The mitigation to be implemented as part of the project would ensure that the Secretary of 
the Interior Standards would be followed to the extent required. 

2.2.2 ORGANIZATION COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

COMMENT LETTER O1 – BRIDGEWAY TOWERS OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O1-1 

The commenter requests that a comment be included regarding fire safety and the swimming pool.  

The comment has been included and responses provided below.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O1-2 

The commenter references fire suppression requirements for high-rise structures.  

The City agrees that the scenario posed by the commenter is unlikely. Furthermore, as discussed in 
Section 4.10-2, the California Fire Code contains regulations relating to construction, maintenance, and 
use of buildings. Topics addressed in the code include fire department access, fire hydrants, automatic 
sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards, hazardous materials storage and 
use, provisions intended to protect and assist fire responders, industrial processes, and many other 
general and specialized fire-safety requirements for new and existing buildings and the surrounding 
premises. The California Fire Code contains specialized technical regulations related to fire and life 
safety with which the proposed project will comply.  

According to the Fire Department, per 2013 California Fire Code Section 503 - Fire Apparatus Access 
Roads; 503.1.1- Approved fire apparatus access roads shall be provided for every facility. Roads shall 
extend within 150 feet of all portions of the facility and all portions of the exterior walls of the first story 
of the building. Every building would be required to meet 2013 California Fire Code and California 
Building Code and would receive a building permit subject to these requirements. 15,000 gallons is the 
Code minimum for high rise buildings.  

Additionally, as noted by the commenter, the scenario posed is unlikely. The mere possibility of an 
unintended consequence is not a potentially significant impact pursuant to CEQA.  

COMMENT LETTER O2 – ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL OF SACRAMENTO 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-1 

The commenter provides background on the Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS).  

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-2 

The commenter provides background on reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT), energy efficiency, 
increasing density in downtown Sacramento, and notes alternative sites exist that could provide these 
benefits and avoid historical building and tree canopy impacts, and retain walkability benefits of shade 
trees.  

The infill and mixed-use nature of the project in the City’s downtown area would place residents within a 
close proximity to jobs and commercial amenities, which would facilitate more walking and biking trips, 
thereby eliminating some vehicle trips and associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Similarly, the 
project’s transit-oriented location would make using public transit feasible to reach jobs in both the 
downtown area and the region. The distances of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project would 
also be reduced and the project site’s proximity to amenities and jobs would further reduce vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) in the region.  

The relationships between density, mix of land uses, urban design, and the quality of the non-
automobile transportation network, on one hand, and VMT, on the other, are complex. There is 
extensive academic literature showing that VMT can be reduced with density, land use mix, a 
connected transportation network, access to employment and regional destinations, and transit-
supportive development patterns, among other factors (see work by Reid Ewing, Robert Cervero, 
Susan Handy, Lawrence Frank, and Gary Pivo, among others, including the summary on page 4.6-15 
of the DEIR).2 These factors have varying levels of influence on travel demand.  

According to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), the project site’s location within 
Center/Corridor Community Type and within the City’s Central Business District assists the effort to 
minimize VMT and associated GHG emissions due to the presence of higher intensity development, 
greater accessibility to employment and services, better transit service, and enhanced pedestrian/bike 
amenities relative to other Community Types. Because of these characteristics, residents of 
Center/Corridor community areas are estimated to generate 29% less VMT per capita than the regional 
average and more than twice as many person trips by transit, walk, or bicycle modes compared to the 
regional average (SACOG 2014). The reduction in VMT associated with the location of the project site 

                                                      
2  Ewing, Reid and Robert Cervero. 2001. “Travel and the Built Environment” Transportation Research Record, 1780, Paper 

No. 01-3515. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2013 (June). Our Built and Natural Environments: A Technical 
Review of the Interactions among Land Use, Transportation, and Environmental Quality. Handy, Susan, Kevan 
Shafizadeh, and Robert Schneider. 2013 (February). California Smart-Growth Trip Generation Rates Study. University of 
California, Davis for the California Department of Transportation. Frank, Lawrence and Gary Pivo. 1994. Impacts of Mixed 
Use and Density on Utilization of Three Modes of Travel: Single-Occupant Vehicle, Transit, and Walking. Transportation 
Research Record, 1466.  
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has been established through the travel demand analysis that SACOG performed to support the 
MTP/SCS. The regional VMT per capita in 2008 was estimated to be 26 miles per day. For the traffic 
analysis zone that includes the Sacramento Commons project site, the average per-capita VMT in 2008 
is approximately 9 miles per day. In 2035, forecast regional average per-capita VMT is 24 miles per 
day, whereas the project site and vicinity would have an average of approximately 5 miles per day 
(SACOG 2011, Chapter 5B, p. 84). 

CEQA requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, 
with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of 
energy (see Public Resources Code Section 21100[b][3]). Construction energy consumption is primarily 
generated from combustion of fossil fuels for vehicles and equipment that, if operated efficiently, use 
less energy and generate fewer emissions. Although all development projects would involve the short-
term generation of construction-related energy consumption, it is important to consider the types of land 
uses that are developed. For example, construction-related energy consumption used to develop a 
mixed-use, transit-oriented, and infill project such as the proposed project would help accommodate 
future residents and employees at a higher GHG and energy efficiency (i.e., less GHG emissions per 
capita) than a greenfield project located further away from transit options and less central to amenities 
and populations found in an urban environment (SACOG 2014). Because of the proposed project’s 
proximity to amenities (e.g., distance to jobs, shopping, entertainment) and feasibility of using non-
motorized transportation to reach those amenities, regional modeling developed by SACOG 
demonstrates that this infill project would reduce transportation emissions compared to a project 
located on the urban fringe without access to transit, with fewer bicycle/pedestrian amenities, reduced 
access to jobs and amenities, and with lower development densities (SACOG 2014).  

Energy use would be required, as well, for demolition. The 2013 CALGreen Code (Title 24, Part 11 of 
the California Code of Regulations) requires all construction contractors to reduce construction waste 
and demolition debris by 50%. Existing City regulations require all contractors to comply with the 
Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling Ordinance (Title 8, Chapter 8.124 of the Sacramento 
City Code) by reducing project waste entering landfill facilities by 50% by weight through recycling. 
Depending on the energy required for recycling compared to disposal, these existing requirements 
could help to make energy use for demolition more efficient. 

See also the Response to Comment A6-12 for a discussion of the energy and GHG emissions 
associated with demolition and construction of the project compared to building energy efficiency and 
VMT associated with the proposed project. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.4 for a discussion of historic resources impacts, Master Response 
2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives, and Master Response 2.3.2 for a discussion of tree and 
tree canopy impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-3 

The commenter discusses housing for a mix of household incomes that could help avoid transportation 
pressures for minimum-wage and low-paying workers in downtown.  
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A comprehensive discussion of land use, population, and housing is provided in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. 
See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, 
including the City’s policies for encouraging infill development in the Central City area. Please see 
Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different 
affordability levels. As noted by the commenter, the City’s Mixed Income Housing Ordinance does not 
apply to infill areas. This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part of this FEIR 
for consideration.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-4 

The commenter expresses concerns about public access to the on-site walkways and expresses 
concern about how enhanced pedestrian movement would be achieved and how much of the proposed 
project, including retail, would provide for public use.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.8 for information about on-site private easements. The private 
community easements for pedestrian access grant the Pioneer Towers Property and the Bridgeway 
Towers Property use of the easement. The private community easements are located within the East-
West Promenade, North-South Promenade, and other pedestrian pathways included as a part of the 
proposed project. As discussed in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR (pp. 4.10-24 to 27), the proposed project is 
required to meet the City’s Parkland Dedication and Park Development Impact Fee requirements and 
would result in a less-than-significant impact relating to demand for City park facilities (J. Combs, Parks 
and Recreation Department, Pers. Comm., February 2015). Additionally, the project description 
provides for public access through the project site and the project applicant has agreed to post signs 
consistent with Civil Code section 1008 to inform the public regarding the reasonable use of and access 
through the proposed project’s promenades and community plazas.  This commitment will be included 
in the Development Agreement for the proposed project. 

Components of the proposed project, as illustrated in Figures 2-4a and 2-4b of the DEIR (and 
discussed in detail in Section 2.5.5 of Chapter 2, “Project Description”), include an approximately 44- to 
64-foot-wide East-West Promenade and an approximately 60- to 85-foot-wide North-South Promenade, 
as well as a community plaza on the corner of P Street and 7th Street. Together, the promenades and 
community plaza cover approximately 2.11 acres of the project site (DEIR, p. 4.10-26). As discussed in 
the Project Description, one of the objectives of the proposed project is to “enhance pedestrian 
movement through the central portions of the project site” (DEIR, p. 2-5).  

Excluding neighborhood support amenities provided for project residents and guests, the proposed 
project would include up to approximately 40,000 square feet of retail space (under the Condo / Retail 
Scenario) and up to approximately 52,000 square feet of retail space (under the Hotel / Condo / Retail 
Scenario – not including hotel-related commercial amenities). The exact percentage of neighborhood 
retail versus neighborhood support uses has not been determined, but reasonable assumptions based 
on the location, amount, and type of non-residential uses are used for the analysis reported throughout 
the DEIR. The amount of retail space ultimately developed would depend on future market conditions. 
Based on the existing demand for retail services generated by surrounding residential and commercial 
properties as well as the additional demand that will be created by proposed project residents, the 
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possibility of the proposed project including no retail space as suggested by the commenter is unlikely. 
Regardless of the amount of retail space included in the proposed project, as discussed above, the 
proposed project will provide reasonable public use of and access through the project’s promenades 
and community plaza. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-5 

The commenter includes references to pedestrian access and facilities, neighborhood support/retail 
use, and the community plaza.  

Please see the Response to Comment O2-4, above regarding private easements and public access.  

As described in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, “Project Description,” the project site is currently developed with 
residential rental property, containing 409 units, and approximately 4,122 square feet of neighborhood-
serving retail space. The proposed project provides for two development options (or scenarios). The 
first option, Hotel / Condo / Retail Scenario, would add up to 70,000 net new square feet of 
neighborhood support/retail space in addition to the existing 4,122 square feet of retail uses within 
Capitol Towers. Neighborhood support space would consist of amenities for residents and their guests 
and may include uses such as, a gym, spa, meeting spaces, active room, and other similar uses. 
Neighborhood support uses would account for a minimum of 30% of the total proposed neighborhood 
support / retail area. The new retail square footage includes the potential for an approximately 15,000-
square-foot specialty market. Retail uses would be located at street level in all buildings other than the 
hotel, with retail uses potentially located at street level and on the second floor of the hotel. The second 
option is referred to as the Condo / Retail Scenario. The Condo / Retail Scenario would add up to 
52,000 net new square feet of neighborhood support / retail in addition to the existing 4,122 square feet 
of retail uses within Capitol Towers. The exact percentage of neighborhood retail versus neighborhood 
support uses has not been determined, but assumptions based on the location, amount, and type of 
non-residential uses are used for the analysis reported throughout the DEIR.  

As discussed in the DEIR (see Section 4.10 in particular), there are City parks and other publicly 
accessible parks and urban open spaces located near the project site. To determine potential impacts 
to parks and recreational facilities, the DEIR considers relevant regulatory requirements of the City 
Code and General Plan for parkland requirements, parkland dedication requirements, and in-lieu fee 
requirements, based on the number of new dwelling units and residents that could be accommodated 
by implementation of the proposed project. To address parkland impacts caused by projects that 
generate additional resident and employee populations within the City, the Sacramento City Code 
provides standards and formulas for the dedication of parkland and payment of in-lieu fees (Title 16, 
Chapter 16.64), and imposes a park development impact fee on new projects within the City (Title 18, 
Chapter 18.44) for both residential and non-residential development. The proposed project will comply 
with its Parkland Dedication Requirement.  

The Sacramento Central City Urban Design Guidelines include requirements to implement the 2030 
General Plan and Parks and Recreation Master Plan (PRMP) for small public spaces. According to the 
guidelines, new development should provide a range of open space types for its users and visitors that 
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are open to the street or public right-of-way and accessible to all citizens; and include hard and soft 
landscaping, areas for sun and shade, benches, and water features, where appropriate. As discussed 
in Chapter 4.10 of the DEIR (pp. 4.10-24 to 27), the proposed project is required to meet the City’s 
Parkland Dedication and Park Development Impact Fee requirements and would result in a less-than-
significant impact relating to demand for City park facilities (J. Combs, Parks and Recreation 
Department, Pers. Comm., February 2015).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-6 

The commenter identifies parking proposed as a part of the project and asks about public access to 
garage space.  

DEIR pages 2-14 and 2-15, as well as the PUD Guidelines (DEIR Appendix N), provide a detailed 
discussion of the on-site parking in podium parking garages and parking structures proposed as part of 
the project and the adequacy of the parking spaces to serve the proposed project. Section 2.3 of the 
PUD Guidelines (DEIR Appendix N) defines project-specific standards for signage and vehicular 
parking, consistent with standards in the City Code and other applicable goals and policies. Table 2.2 in 
the PUD Guidelines estimates up to 299 parking spaces will be provided for potential hotel-related and 
retail uses. The total amount of parking provided for these uses would depend on whether the Hotel / 
Condo / Retail Scenario or Condo / Retail Scenario is developed as well as the total amount of retail 
spaces developed. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1) provides that parking impacts of 
mixed-use residential projects (like the proposed project), located “on an infill site within a transit priority 
area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” This comment is noted and will be 
provided to the City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-7 

The commenter asks about phasing, project abandonment, and opportunities at other sites.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.6.1 for a discussion of abandoned projects. Please see Master 
Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability 
levels, Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives, and Master Response 2.3.2 
regarding tree impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-8 

The commenter questions the adequacy of tree mitigation.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of tree 
impacts, the landscape plan, tree mitigation, and the timeline of mitigation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-9 

The commenter discusses tree planting, questions the City’s findings related to tree impacts, the size of 
replacement trees, practices in other cities, and air quality and GHG impacts and benefits of trees.  



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-69 Comments and Responses to Comments 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of tree 
impacts, the landscape plan, tree mitigation, the air quality and greenhouse gas benefits of trees, and 
the timeline of mitigation. Please see Master Response 2.3.2.7 regarding the City’s significance 
determination.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-10 

The commenter discusses air quality and GHG impacts and benefits of trees.  

See Master Response 2.3.2.5 for a discussion of GHGs and air quality relative to trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-11 

The commenter reiterates a section of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 and states the language is vague 
because it does not provide the criteria for determining the “same benefits as original trees” if tree 
replacement is necessary in the post-development landscape.  

The intent of the mitigation measure is to ensure survival of retained trees and successful adaptation 
and growth of newly-planted trees. The language addressing “same or comparable species” is provided 
so that an adaptive management approach can be implemented by the monitoring arborist. Specifically, 
if some newly-planted trees are not adapting to the site, alternative species may be recommended that 
would better adapt to site micro-conditions. As identified in Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, selection of 
replacement tree species shall be conducted in consultation with the City’s Director of Urban Forestry. 
Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of tree 
impacts, the landscape plan, tree mitigation, and the timeline of mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-12 

The commenter requests confirmation that tree replacement is required and not optional.  

Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, all replacement trees will be monitored for 5 years after 
installation to confirm the health of replacement tree and, if necessary, to replace trees in poor health. 
Therefore, where tree mortality occurs, tree replacement is required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-2.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-13 

The commenter includes a portion of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 and requests that the Arborist Report 
address if trees can survive in areas where sunlight is limited, in narrow corridors, where fire 
department access is needed. The comment also states that the City’s Urban Forestry Management 
plan requires trees receive a minimum of four hours of sunlight.  

The Sacramento Urban Forest Management Plan is not a regulatory document and does not contain 
enforceable requirements. However, tree placement will consider access constraints (including fire 
access) and setbacks necessary to provide adequate sun exposure. Please see Master Responses 
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2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of tree impacts, the landscape plan, tree 
mitigation, and the timeline of mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-14 

The commenter states an opinion that the assumptions of size, canopy, and leaf surface area of the 
tree planting program is unrealistic and that mitigation for tree impacts is inadequate.  

The tree species used in calculating growth projections for tree size, canopy, and leaf surface area are 
species that commonly grow in Sacramento, the majority of which are currently present on the project 
site. Therefore, their use in growth calculations was appropriate for the site. Please see Master 
Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of tree impacts, the 
landscape plan, tree mitigation, and the timeline of mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-15 

The commenter re-states a portion of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 and provides an opinion that mitigation 
for Heritage Trees is inadequate. The comment also requests a larger size box tree be required when a 
Heritage Tree is removed, and that the process for replacing Heritage Trees be provided, per the City’s 
ordinance.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 was developed in consultation with the City’s Urban Forester. Please see 
Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of tree impacts, the 
landscape plan, tree mitigation, and the timeline of mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-16 

The commenter requests that information be provided to the public when replacement of City Street 
Trees cannot be accommodated on site and are planted in an off-site location.  

Replacement of City Street Trees will be subject to provisions included in a permit issued by the City. 
Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of tree 
impacts, the landscape plan, tree mitigation, and the timeline of mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-17 

The commenter requests confirmation on whether the City’s Urban Forester also refers to the City’s 
Director of Forestry.  

The term City’s Urban Forester is intended to refer to the manager of the Urban Forestry section of the 
City’s Department of Public Works. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-18 

The commenter requests that all the management recommendations included in the Arborist Report be 
part of the mitigation measures in order for the measures to be adequate.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 states that all retained trees shall be protected from construction-related 
impacts per the measures provided in Appendix E of the Arborist Report (DEIR Appendix M). Please 
see Master Responses 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.8, and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of the landscape plan and tree 
mitigation. A landscape architect and arborist have confirmed that the proposed project can 
accommodate all 147 ground level trees included in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. The applicant has 
agreed to revise Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that the proposed project is required to plant at least 
147 ground level trees as part of the landscape for the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 has 
been revised to list recommendations set forth in Appendix E to the Arborist Report rather than to 
incorporate the recommendations by reference. Pages 4.3-28 through 4.3-30 have been revised as 
shown below: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Trees.  

The project applicant shall submit a Tree Permit application to the City Department of Public 
Works (Maintenance Services Division), as required by the City Code, for removal and pruning 
affecting a Heritage Tree or City Street Tree and such activity shall not be performed until a 
permit has been issued. When allowed, according to the conditions of the permit, construction 
activity that requires pruning or encroachment into the canopy dripline of a Heritage Tree or City 
Street Tree would be monitored by the project arborist, who will make recommendations for 
minimizing impacts to retained trees. In addition, the following tree replacement, protection, and 
monitoring actions shall be implemented: 

► Any Heritage Trees to be removed for construction purposes shall each be replaced with 
one 24-inch box size tree. The replacement trees shall be planted on site and incorporated 
into the project’s landscape plan. 

► Any City Street Trees to be removed for construction purposes shall be replaced with either 
24-inch box size trees or 15-gallon size tree (as required under City Code Section 12.56.090 
based on the sizes of the City Street Trees to be removed). Replacement trees for City 
Street Trees shall be replanted within the City right-of-way in coordination with the City’s 
Urban Forester. If replacement trees for City Street Trees cannot be accommodated in the 
City’s right-of-way, they shall be planted on site and incorporated into the project landscape 
plan. If City Street Tree replacement trees cannot be incorporated into the project landscape 
plan, they shall be planted at another off-site location at the City’s direction.  

► Replacement trees, including all 147 ground level trees identified in the Conceptual 
Landscape Plan prepared for the project, shall consist of shade tree species appropriate to 
the site and which consider the post-construction environment (e.g., shading from buildings). 
Selection of replacement tree species shall be conducted in consultation with the City’s 
Director of Urban Forestry.  
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► Tree planting shall comply with the City’s landscaping requirements (City Code Sections 
17.612.010 and 17.612.040). 

► Canopy or root pruning of any retained Heritage or City Street Trees to accommodate 
construction and/or fire lane access shall be conducted according to applicable ANSI A300 
tree pruning standards and International Society of Arboriculture best management 
practices.  

► All retained trees on-site (Heritage or City Street Trees) shall be protected from construction-
related impacts pursuant to Sacramento City Code Section 12.64.040 (Heritage Trees) and 
Section 12.56.060 (City Street Trees). Full details of tree protection measures are available 
in the Arborist Report (see Appendix M), but a summary is provided here. 

• Under the tree protection measures, an International Society of Arboriculture-(ISA) 
Certified Arborist shall be assigned to monitor tree health and construction activity near 
all trees retained on-site (including trees that do not meet the Heritage Tree or City 
Street Tree definition). Protection measures prior to construction include: health 
inspection of large trees; a pre-construction meeting with all contractors and the arborist 
to discuss protocols; pre-construction training for all construction crews; tree removal, 
pruning and inspection during site preparation; and erection of a protective fencing and 
signage around all trees or groups of trees. Tree protection measures during 
construction shall include: preserved trees shall not have signs, ropes, cables or other 
items attached to them; all heavy equipment shall avoid the fenced protection zones; no 
storage or discard of any supply or material within the fenced protection zones; grade 
changes of more than two feet are not permitted within 30 feet of a tree’s drip line; care 
shall be taken when moving equipment or supplies near trees (especially overhead); all 
trenching shall be outside the fenced protection zones unless a Tree Permit, when 
required by City Code, has been obtained; an irrigation schedule shall be implemented 
for any substantially pruned tree within 48 hours; canopy pruning can only be done 
under an approved Tree Permit, when required by City Code; and periodic washing of 
tree foliage may be necessary (but not more than once every two weeks). 

► On-site trees in the post-construction landscape (including Heritage Trees, City Street 
Trees, and Non-Heritage Trees proposed for retention plus newly-planted landscape trees) 
shall be monitored by an ISA Certified Arborist for a period of up to 5 years. Post-
construction monitoring shall be conducted at least monthly for Year 1, quarterly for Year 2, 
and twice annually for Years 3-5. Post-construction monitoring shall begin at the completion 
of landscape installation. Monitoring periods may be staggered for the project site to account 
for construction phasing, but shall be no less than 5 years for each tree. Should any retained 
or newly-planted trees die within the 5-year monitoring period, the tree shall be removed and 
replaced at a 1:1 ratio with a 24-inch box size tree of the same or comparable species 
(unless it is determined that a different species is better suited to the location, as 
recommended by the monitoring arborist). Post-construction monitoring reports shall be 
prepared and submitted to the entity responsible for landscape management and to the 



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-73 Comments and Responses to Comments 

City’s Urban Forester. Monitoring reports shall address tree mortality and summarize tree 
replacement efforts (if any) and shall provide management recommendations for promoting 
on-site tree health. Upon completion of the 5-year monitoring period, a final post-
construction monitoring report shall be prepared and submitted to the City’s Urban Forester 
documenting all monitoring efforts and summarizing tree survival and replacement totals. 

► Protection and Maintenance during Construction. Once construction activities have begun 
the following measures shall be adhered to: 

o Avoidance: Signs, ropes, cables, or any other items shall not be attached to any 
preserved tree, per City Code Section 12.64.040. 

o Equipment Operation and Storage: Operating heavy machinery around the root 
zones of trees will increase soil compaction, which decreases soil aeration and 
subsequently reduces water penetration in the soil. All heavy equipment and vehicles 
shall stay out of the fenced tree protection zone, per City Code Section 12.64.040, 
unless where specifically approved in writing by the City Arborist and under the 
supervision of an ISA Certified Arborist.  

o Storage and Disposal: Do not store or discard any supply or material, including paint, 
lumber, concrete overflow, etc. within the fenced tree protection zone, per City Code 
Section 12.64.040. Remove all foreign debris within the fenced tree protection zone; 
it is important to leave the duff, mulch, chips, and leaves around the retained trees 
for water retention and nutrients. Avoid draining or leakage of equipment fluids near 
retained trees. Fluids such as: gasoline, diesel, oils, hydraulics, brake and 
transmission fluids, paint, paint thinners, and glycol (anti-freeze) should be disposed 
of properly. Keep equipment parked outside of the fenced tree protection zone of 
retained trees to avoid the possibility of leakage of equipment fluids into the soil. The 
effect of toxic equipment fluids on the retained trees could lead to decline and death. 

o Grade Changes: Grade changes of more than 2 feet, including adding fill, are not 
permitted within 30 feet of a tree's drip line, per City Code Section 12.64.040, without 
special written authorization and under supervision by an ISA Certified Arborist. 
Lowering the grade within 30 feet of a tree's dripline will necessitate cutting main 
support and feeder roots, jeopardizing the health and structural integrity of the 
tree(s). Adding soil, even temporarily, on top of the existing grade will compact the 
soil further, and decrease both water and air availability to the trees' roots. 

o Moving Construction Materials: Care will be taken when moving equipment or 
supplies near the trees, especially overhead. Avoid damaging the tree(s) when 
transporting or moving construction materials and working around retained trees 
(even outside of the fenced tree protection zone). Above ground tree parts that could 
be damaged (e.g., low limbs, trunks) should be flagged with red ribbon. If contact 
with the tree crown is unavoidable, prune the conflicting branch(es) using ISA or 
ANSI A300 standards. 
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o Trenching: Unless a Tree Permit has been issued for trenching activity within the 
fenced tree protection zone, all trenching shall be outside of the fenced tree 
protection zone, per City Code Section 12.64.040. Roots primarily extend in a 
horizontal direction forming a support base to the tree similar to the base of a 
wineglass. Where trenching is necessary in areas that contain tree roots, prune the 
roots using a Dosko root pruner or equivalent. All cuts should be clean and sharp, to 
minimize ripping, tearing, and fracturing of the root system. The trench should be 
made no deeper than necessary. 

o Irrigation: Trees that have been substantially root pruned (30% or more of their root 
zone) will require irrigation for the first twelve months. The first irrigation should be 
within 48 hours of root pruning. They should be deep watered every two to four 
weeks during the summer and once a month during the winter (adjust accordingly 
with rainfall). One irrigation cycle should thoroughly soak the root zones of the trees 
to a depth of 3 feet. The soil should dry out between watering; avoid keeping a 
consistently wet soil. Designate one person to be responsible for irrigating (deep 
watering) the trees. Check soil moisture with a soil probe before irrigating. Irrigation 
is best accomplished by installing a temporary above ground micro-spray system 
that will distribute water slowly (to avoid runoff) and evenly throughout the fenced 
tree protection zone but never soaking the area located within 6- feet of the tree 
trunk, especially during warmer months. For trees not subject to root pruning activity, 
the amount of irrigation provided shall not be changed from that which was provided 
prior to the commencement of construction activity, per City Code Section 12.64.040. 

o Canopy Pruning: Do not prune any of the trees, unless a Tree Permit has been 
issued for pruning activity, per City Code Section 12.64.040. This will help protect the 
tree canopies from damage. All pruning shall be completed under the direction of an 
ISA Certified Arborist and using ISA guidelines. Only conflicting limbs and dead 
wood shall be removed from tree canopies where a Tree Permit has been issued. 

o Washing: Periodic washing of the foliage is recommended during construction but no 
more than once every two weeks. Washing should include the upper and lower leaf 
surfaces and the tree bark. This should continue beyond the construction period at a 
less frequent rate with a high-powered hose only in the early morning hours. 
Washing will help control dirt/dust buildup that can lead to mite and insect 
infestations. 

O Inspection: An ISA Certified Arborist shall inspect the preserved Heritage and City 
Street Trees on at least a monthly basis for the duration of construction activity. A 
summary report documenting observations and management recommendations shall 
be submitted to the owner following each inspection. Photographs of representative 
trees are to be included in each report. If feasible, aerial inspection for trees #49, 50, 
66, 67, and 76 should be conducted during construction if the construction period 
extends to the recommended inspection period, as identified by Tree Associates. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-19 

The commenter offers the opinion that, if the project were the only one to increase density in downtown 
Sacramento, it could be made to work, but notes numerous other opportunities for this other than this 
site at this time.  

The purpose of an EIR is to disclose the potentially significant environmental impacts of a project and 
potential methods to mitigate those impacts. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of 
land use, population, and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, as well. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 
and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, including the City’s policies for 
encouraging infill development in the Central City area. See Master Responses 2.3.7.5 for a discussion 
of off-site alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-20 

The commenter mentions the tree canopy and historic value that would not be harmed if density 
developed at other sites.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.4 for a discussion of historic resources impacts and Master Response 
2.3.2 for a discussion of tree and tree canopy impacts. See Master Responses 2.3.7.5 for a discussion 
of off-site alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-21 

The commenter discusses the jobs-housing mix and other opportunity sites for density without 
drawbacks of this project.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives. The City provides a 
comprehensive discussion of land use, population, and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. See Master 
Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, including the City’s 
policies for encouraging infill development in the Central City area. As described in Chapter 3 of the 
DEIR, the project would add housing in the City’s largest employment center and help to balance the 
jobs-to-housing ratio in downtown Sacramento, where housing options are currently limited. Please see 
Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different 
affordability levels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-22 

The commenter identifies that additional unspecified analysis is needed and identifies other 
development plans and projects. 

The City provides a comprehensive discussion of land use, population, and housing in Chapter 3 of the 
DEIR, including references to other projects and development trends affecting the Central City area. 
See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, 
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including the City’s policies for encouraging infill development in the Central City area. Please see 
Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2-23 

The commenter references demolition and phasing. 

As described in the project description, demolition required by the proposed project would be phased 
commensurate with project construction phases. Please see Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion of 
phasing of demolition and construction. Should the City Council exercise its discretion to approve the 
proposed project, City staff recommends the City Council adopt a term in the development agreement 
requiring demolition for any phase of the proposed project not to commence until building permits have 
been issued for the associated construction phase.  

COMMENT LETTER O3 – NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-1 

The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to comment and provides background on the site 
and the demolition, modifications to the existing tower, and removal of the designed landscape 
proposed by the project.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.4 for a discussion of historic resources impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-2 

The commenter provides background on the organization.  

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-3 

The commenter references previous scoping comments and requests another alternative that would 
avoid demolition impacts, achieve the City’s objectives, and promote preservation as sustainable 
strategy for the site.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.4, 2.3.7.7, and 2.3.7.10 
for discussions of the City’s obligations under CEQA, a summary of the project’s historic resources 
impacts, the purpose of alternatives, the process to develop alternatives for this project, analysis of 
alternatives, additional on-site recommended alternatives, rehabilitation alternatives, and conclusions 
regarding the alternatives analysis. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-4 

The commenter references determinations regarding the historic significance of Capitol Towers and 
garden apartments and its’ eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  

The DEIR confirmed the status of the project site as a historic resource. See response to Comment A3-
3. Please see Master Response 2.3.4.2 for a summary of the timeline for the environmental document’s 
scoping, evaluating the historical significance of the project site, and the determination that the project 
site is considered a historical resource for CEQA purposes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-5 

The commenter discusses architectural, historical, and development significance of the project site.  

This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. 
Please see Section 4.4 of the DEIR, which includes much of the same description as provided by the 
commenter of on-site conditions. 



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-92 City of Sacramento 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-6 

The commenter agrees with the findings of the EIR related to historic resources impacts of the 
proposed project.  

This comment is acknowledged. Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for related historic 
resource impacts information. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-7 

The commenter alleges that the DEIR is inadequate because it does not identify a feasible alternative 
that would mitigate, substantially lessen, or reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.6 for a 
description of the City’s obligations under CEQA related to historic resources, alternatives, a summary 
of historic resources impacts, the City’s process to develop alternatives, alternatives that were 
considered but then rejected, and alternatives developed to reduce historic resources impacts, 
including the focus of alternatives development on the historic resources impact.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-8 

The commenter contends that the DEIR does not present a reasonable range of alternatives.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.6 for a description of requirements for EIR 
alternatives, the City’s process to develop alternatives, alternatives that were considered but then 
rejected, and the focus of alternatives development.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-9 

The commenter believes that alternatives were chosen to maximize density allowed on-site without 
consideration of historic resources impacts.  

All alternatives reduce density compared to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 
2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.6 for a description of requirements for EIR alternatives, the City’s process 
to develop alternatives, alternatives that were considered but then rejected, and the focus of 
alternatives development.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-10 

The commenter proposes an alternative that would increase density and reduce impacts.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.7.6 and 2.3.7.7 for additional on-site alternatives information, 
including other commenters’ suggestion to build on existing parking spaces and garages. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-11 

The commenter does not believe that the City has correctly interpreted aspects of the Public Resources 
Code related to alternatives that could lessen or avoid impacts to cultural resources and states that the 
City’s alternatives analysis is not consistent with the General Plan.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.6, 2.3.7.7 for a 
description of the City’s obligations under CEQA related to historic resources, alternatives, including 
discussion of alternatives that would allow additional density under the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Rehabilitation Standards, significant impacts, and alternatives developed to reduce historic resources 
impacts. Please see also Master Response 2.3.9, which provides a detailed description of relevant 
CEQA streamlining provisions and Appendix A to this Final EIR, which includes a letter from the 
Director of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the organization that has developed CEQA 
streamlining guidance, relating to Public Resources Code section 21094.5. Please see Master 
Response 2.3.4.5 for information related to General Plan consistency, including the referenced policy.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-12 

The commenter suggests a preservation alternative is needed for consistency with the City’s General 
Plan.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.4.5 for information related to General Plan consistency, including the 
referenced policy Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 
2.3.7.6 for a description of the City’s obligations under CEQA related to historic resources, alternatives, 
including discussion of alternatives that would allow additional density under the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards, significant impacts, and alternatives developed to reduce historic 
resources impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-13 

The commenter suggests that use of infill or transit priority exemptions in the DEIR is inappropriate due 
to existing development on the site.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.9, which provides a detailed description of relevant CEQA 
streamlining provisions, including Master Response 2.3.9.1, which discusses the CEQA definitions of 
infill and transit priority projects.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-14 

The commenter does not believe that the City has correctly interpreted aspects of the Public Resources 
Code related to alternatives, including off-site alternatives.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.5, and 2.3.7.6 for 
a description of the City’s obligations under CEQA related to historic resources, alternatives including 
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off-site alternatives, significant impacts, and alternatives developed to reduce historic resources 
impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-15 

The commenter suggests that the DEIR neglects discussion that the existing development on the 
proposed project site is already consistent with regional planning policies.  

The purpose of the EIR is to analyze adverse physical environmental impacts associated with 
implementation of the project. Chapter 3 of the DEIR describes existing and planned land uses within 
and surrounding the project site and consistency and compatibility of the proposed project with adopted 
land use plans, policies, and development regulations. The EIR does not focus on consistency of 
existing development on-site with local and regional planning policy, but this comment is provided here 
for City Council consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-16 

The commenter suggests that the DEIR neglects discussion that the existing development on the 
proposed project site is consistent with many of the project objectives.  

Please see Chapter 5 of the DEIR, which evaluates alternatives to the project, including the no project 
alternative. As noted in the DEIR (page 5-34), Alternative 1 would not meet the proposed project 
objectives 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, or 9, which all pertain to intensification or augmentation of existing site 
characteristics. Please see Master Responses 2.3.7.5 and 2.3.7.6 regarding on- and off- site 
alternatives proposed by commenters. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-17 

The commenter acknowledges that the DEIR analyzes the full range of environmental effects and 
suggests that the project is inconsistent with a proposed project objective related to sustainability. The 
commenter asserts that a historic standards-compliant alternative would also offer these savings, as 
well as reductions to other impacts. The comment asserts a standards-compliant alternative might also 
result in reduced GHG emissions.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.4, 2.3.7.5, 
2.3.7.6, 2.3.7.7 and 2.3.7.10 for a description of the City’s obligations under CEQA related to historic 
resources, alternatives including off-site alternatives, significant impacts, and alternatives developed to 
reduce historic resources impacts including rehabilitation alternatives.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-18 

The commenter indicates that the DEIR does not analyze environmental savings related to building 
reuse compared to demolition and new development. 
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While the comment focuses on existing building energy use as compared to building energy use under 
the proposed project, energy benefits such as reductions in VMT resulting from the development of 
additional units downtown must also be considered in evaluating energy benefits of the proposed 
project. In consideration of all energy related impacts (including transportation-related energy benefits 
as well as demolition and construction energy use) associated with development of the proposed 
project, the proposed project will assist the City in achieving per-capita energy reduction goals. See 
also the Response to Comment A6-12. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-19 

The commenter provides a summary of research on how established neighborhoods in three major US 
cities, including San Francisco, with smaller and older buildings performed better compared to districts 
with larger and newer structures against a range of unspecified economic, social, and environmental 
indicators. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and is provided for City Council consideration.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3-20 

The commenter urges the City to consider alternatives that preserve existing structures on the project 
site, while also incorporating additional density. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.6 for a 
description of the City’s obligations under CEQA related to historic resources, alternatives, significant 
impacts, and alternatives developed to reduce historic resources impacts.  

COMMENT LETTER O4 – NEIGHBORS OF CAPITOL TOWERS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-1 

The commenter references an attached letter.  

The City acknowledges this and has provided responses to comments on the referenced letter below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-2 

The commenter references deleterious impacts to neighboring residents and property owners that the 
commenter does not believe have been addressed to date.  

The City acknowledges this comment and has provided responses to comments on the referenced 
letter and has provided responses to each topic raised, below. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-3 

The commenter discusses proximity of buildings to existing residences, that light and glare impacts are 
not analyzed, that visual impacts should be considered significant.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.3.1, 2.3.3.2, 2.3.3.4, 2.3.3.5, 2.3.3.6, 2.3.3.7 for information related 
to aesthetic changes not being considered significant impacts under CEQA, the focus of alternatives 
analysis, privately available views, visual changes associated with the proposed project, for site plan 
and design review for the project, and for changes to the project that would reduce visual changes 
associated with the project.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-4 

The commenter suggests that the alternatives analysis should acknowledge that Alternatives 2 and 3 
would reduce visual changes. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, and 2.3.7.4 for the purpose of alternatives, the process 
used by the City to develop alternatives, and analysis of alternatives, including aesthetic changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-5 

The commenter discusses the tree canopy on-site, historic characterization of on-site buildings, and 
support for Sacramento Modern’s efforts to encourage preservation of on-site structures. 

The Draft EIR, Section 4.4-1 describes the existing site’s historic characteristics. Please see Master 
Response 2.3.2.1, which describes the existing setting related to trees and the tree canopy.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-6 

The commenter believes that Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 is not as effective as Alternatives 2 and 3 for 
reducing historic resources impacts. 
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Commenter’s support of Alternatives 2 and 3 as compared to the proposed project is noted. Please see 
Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.6, 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.6 for a description of the 
City’s obligations under CEQA related to historic resources, a summary of historic resources impacts, 
the City’s process to develop alternatives, alternatives that were considered but then rejected, and 
alternatives developed to reduce historic resources impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-7 

The commenter notes that the landscaping plan is not required to be implemented, that the landscaping 
plan is not required as mitigation, and that landscaping must be maintained. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.7, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, and 2.3.12.5 which address 
tree removal, the landscape plan, tree mitigation, the City’s significance determination, and tree growth 
estimates. As discussed in Master Response 2.3.12.5, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 has been revised to 
clarify that the number of ground level tree plantings identified in the conceptual landscape plan (i.e. 
147) are required to be planted as part of the proposed project:  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Trees.  

The project applicant shall submit a Tree Permit application to the City Department of Public 
Works (Maintenance Services Division), as required by the City Code, for removal and pruning 
affecting a Heritage Tree or City Street Tree and such activity shall not be performed until a 
permit has been issued. When allowed, according to the conditions of the permit, construction 
activity that requires pruning or encroachment into the canopy dripline of a Heritage Tree or City 
Street Tree would be monitored by the project arborist, who will make recommendations for 
minimizing impacts to retained trees. In addition, the following tree replacement, protection, and 
monitoring actions shall be implemented: 

► Any Heritage Trees to be removed for construction purposes shall each be replaced with 
one 24-inch box size tree. The replacement trees shall be planted on site and incorporated 
into the project’s landscape plan. 

► Any City Street Trees to be removed for construction purposes shall be replaced with either 
24-inch box size trees or 15-gallon size tree (as required under City Code Section 12.56.090 
based on the sizes of the City Street Trees to be removed). Replacement trees for City 
Street Trees shall be replanted within the City right-of-way in coordination with the City’s 
Urban Forester. If replacement trees for City Street Trees cannot be accommodated in the 
City’s right-of-way, they shall be planted on site and incorporated into the project landscape 
plan. If City Street Tree replacement trees cannot be incorporated into the project landscape 
plan, they shall be planted at another off-site location at the City’s direction.  

► Replacement trees, including all 147 ground level trees identified in the Conceptual 
Landscape Plan prepared for the project, shall consist of shade tree species appropriate to 
the site and which consider the post-construction environment (e.g., shading from buildings). 



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-104 City of Sacramento 

Selection of replacement tree species shall be conducted in consultation with the City’s 
Director of Urban Forestry… 

Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, including the requirement to plant 147 ground level trees, 
would be implemented and monitored through the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
prepared for the proposed project. See Appendix B, which includes the draft Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-8 

The commenter suggests that Alternatives 2 and 3 would have reduced tree canopy impacts. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.4 for additional information related to impacts of alternatives, 
including tree-related impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-9 

The commenter discusses topics related to the potential abandonment of development projects. 

Please see the DEIR Section 2.7 for a description of proposed phasing of demolition and construction. 
Please see also Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion of project phasing and Master Response 
2.3.6.1 for a discussion of economic feasibility and potential abandonment. Should the City Council 
exercise its discretion to approve the proposed project, City staff recommends the City Council adopt a 
term in the development agreement requiring demolition for any phase of the proposed project not to 
commence until building permits have been issued for the associated construction phase.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-10 

The commenter does not believe that construction noise mitigation measures are adequate, that the 
presence of seniors should be considered, and that the alternatives analysis does not quantify the 
differences in impacts. 

As required by CEQA Guidelines section 15626.6, the DEIR evaluated the relative merits of the project 
alternatives. The DEIR included sufficient information to provide a meaningful evaluation. Quantification 
of impacts for each alternative, as suggested by the comment, is not required. Please see Master 
Responses 2.3.1.1, 2.3.1.4, and 2.3.12.10 for information related to construction noise impacts and 
mitigation, including the presence of seniors in the vicinity of the proposed project, Master Response 
2.3.1.5 for a description of the conservative approach to noise analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.2 for 
information on the City’s threshold of significance for construction noise, and Master Response 2.3.1.6 
for a description of the duration of construction. 

Chapter 5 of the DEIR describes and compares construction impacts of the alternatives to the proposed 
project. As described in the DEIR, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would include a reduced amount of 
development compared to the proposed project, and, therefore may reduce the length of time when 
construction noise and vibration would be generated. However, the construction activity would occur in 
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the same location and there would be noise- and vibration-sensitive uses in the vicinity of the 
alternative construction sites, just as with the proposed project. Overall, during construction, 
construction noise and vibration effects would be similar to those of the proposed project. The level of 
impact is expected to be quantitatively similar, as well because the EIR analysis is intentionally 
conservative representing a worst-case scenario (meaning that the analysis could somewhat 
overestimate actual impacts). The analysis focuses on noise levels anticipated from construction 
activities during the worst-case site preparation stage and for the closest noise-sensitive receptors (see 
DEIR pages 4.9-26 and 4.9-27, for example). However, most sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the 
project site are at a greater distance from proposed construction activities compared to the closest 
sensitive receptor and the overall construction period would not involve the noisiest construction 
equipment.  

As with the proposed project, construction of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would involve additional vehicle 
trips on the local roadway network as workers commute and equipment and materials are transported. 
As with the proposed project, for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, construction-related increases in traffic noise 
levels along 33 of the 39 roadway segments would not exceed 2 dB and the maximum noise level from 
construction traffic would be 63.4 or less (see DEIR Table 4.9-11, page 4.9-19). As with the proposed 
project, construction of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would involve construction noise from building 
demolition, site clearing and excavation and site preparation, and building construction. Noise would be 
generated by equipment such as graders, backhoes, skip loaders, water trucks, pile drilling, and other 
miscellaneous equipment. As with the proposed project, construction of Alternatives 2, 3, noise levels 
generated by various construction activities during the worst-case site preparation stage would be 89 
dB Leq, at the closest noise-sensitive receptors. Assuming an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of 
at least 20 dB for wooden structures (doors and windows closed) (FHWA 2011), construction 
equipment noise could result in a maximum temporary interior noise level of approximately 69 dBA Leq 

at the noise-sensitive receptors located closest to construction areas. As with the proposed project, 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, depending on the technique selected for installation of building piles, could 
involve maximum noise levels for the closest sensitive receptors ranging from 86.3 dBA for the closest 
sensitive receptors within 40 feet of proposed construction sites, if auger drilling pile installation is used, 
to 103.2 dBA for the closest sensitive receptors within 40 feet of proposed construction sites for the 
upper range, if impact pile driving is selected (see DEIR Table 4.9-13, page 4.9-21). Assuming an 
exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of at least 20 dB (doors and windows closed), installation of 
piles required for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 could result in peak noise levels of between 66.3 dBA for the 
closest sensitive receptors. The same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measure 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b) 
could be applied to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 to ensure a less-than-significant impact with mitigation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-11 

The commenter makes reference to construction noise mitigation, expresses that the hours allowed by 
the City’s Noise Ordinance are too generous, and states that the disturbance coordinator does not 
guarantee mitigation. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.1.4 and 2.3.12.10 for information related to construction noise 
impacts and mitigation, Master Response 2.3.1.5 for a description of the conservative approach to 
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analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information on the City’s threshold of significance for 
construction noise, and Master Response 2.3.1.6 for a description of the duration of construction. 
Compliance with Mitigation Measures 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b will be monitored and enforced through the 
City’s mitigation monitoring and reporting program and will be conditions required for construction 
contractors. With implementation of the identified mitigation, impacts are considered less than 
significant. The mitigation measure obligates the project applicant (likely through the general contractor) 
to have a disturbance coordinator to respond to complaints about construction activities. Pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure 4.9-3a, the disturbance coordinator must coordinate with the City in the event a 
noise complaint is received to ensure the noise-related issue is addressed in a manner consistent with 
the requirements of Mitigation Measures 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-12 

The commenter suggests that the mitigation measure related to transit access during construction is 
not adequate and that replacement bus stops without shelter and seating that are not accessible to all 
residents are not adequate mitigation for impacts.  

Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) has a process to evaluate transit stops and provide specifications for 
replacement stops that may be required if proposed projects would adversely affect access during 
construction or operational phases (Canfield, pers. comm. 2015). RT staff would visit the proposed 
locations for transit stops to determine the need for replacement bus stops and to ensure that any 
needed replacement stops meet RT’s operational standards including requirements to meet Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines. RT provides specifications for replacement stops, including 
concrete pad space and electrical connections and RT directs their contractor to move and install 
benches or shelters after the pads are in place, as determined necessary. See also Master Response 
2.3.6 for a discussion of actions taken to ensure public access during construction and Master 
Response 2.3.6.2 for discussion of traffic management during construction.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-13 

The commenter is concerned about access in the vicinity of 7th and N Streets during construction and 
operation of the project.  

This comment suggests that the impact of construction and of operation of a hotel at 7th Street and N 
Street on access and egress from the existing residences located on 500 N Street and 515 P Street 
has not been sufficiently addressed in the DEIR. It further states that Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 should 
include a criterion to ensure safe and reasonable access to residences adjacent to the project site. 

In the DEIR, impacts of construction were defined and Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 requires the applicant 
to prepare and implement Construction Traffic Management Plan before commencement of demolition 
and beginning of construction for the project site. The Plan shall meet the requirements of sections 
12.20.020 and 12.20.030 of the Sacramento Municipal Code and subject to review and approval by the 
City Department of Public Works. The Plan shall ensure maintenance and acceptable operating 
conditions on local roadways and transit routes. Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 sets forth a list of minimum 
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requirements for the Plan to include, such as, temporary traffic control, detour routes, driveway access, 
etc. The Construction Traffic Management Plan will include provisions to ensure safe and reasonable 
access to residences adjacent to the project site. Preparation of a Construction Traffic Management 
Plan is a standard practice in the City (and is required per City Code) and, based on the City’s 
experience, such plans are appropriate means of ensuring automobile and pedestrian access and 
safety during construction activities within the City. Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 was also revised to 
require a construction coordinator and to post contact information for construction coordinator in visible 
locations on the project site. The construction coordinator would receive complaints and coordinate on 
resolution of issues with the City. 

The operation of the hotel at 7th Street and N Street was included in the DEIR Chapter 4.11.7 (Other 
Considerations) which provides a full evaluation about project access points and on site circulation. 
Additionally, it shows that inbound queuing for the hotel drop off/ pick up area can accommodate up to 
nine vehicles without spillback onto N Street causing any impact to the roadways or adjacent 
properties. See also Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion of actions taken to ensure public access 
during construction and Master Response 2.3.6.2 for discussion of traffic management during 
construction.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4-14 

The commenter requests that the City consider comments on the project, requests notice of hearings 
on the project, and provides additional signatories to the letter. 

The City has provided responses to these comments and will consider comments as a part of review of 
the Final EIR. The City will continue to notice the public regarding hearings on the project.  

COMMENT LETTER O5 – NEIGHBORS OF CAPITOL TOWERS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O5-1 

The commenter expresses support for nomination of the project site to the Sacramento Register and 
opposition to the proposed project. 

The City acknowledges support for nomination of the project site to the Sacramento Register and 
opposition to the proposed project and this comment is provided for City Council consideration.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O5-2 

The commenter expresses support for nomination of the project site to the National Register and 
references the historic nomination’s survey. 

The City acknowledges support for National Register nomination of the project site. Please see Master 
Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for background on historic resources under CEQA. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT O5-3 

The commenter provides background on architects involved in design of the project site and the 
existing site context and attributes. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for 
background on historic resources under CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O5-4 

The commenter provides background on existing design of the project site and the existing site context 
and attributes. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for background on historic resources under CEQA.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O5-5 

The commenter provides background the existing open space design of the project site and discusses 
impacts to historic resources. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for background on historic resources impacts under 
CEQA. Please see Section 4.4 for a description of the project site and relevant historic resources 
evaluation criteria. Please also see Master Response 2.3.3 regarding aesthetic impacts. 

COMMENT LETTER O6 – NEIGHBORS OF CAPITOL TOWERS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-1 

The commenter provides an introduction to the letter and background on the organization. 

The City acknowledges receipt of the letter and has provided responses to each comment.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-2 

The commenter asserts that the DEIR does not sufficiently address impacts associated with the 
proposed project.  

The EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed Sacramento Commons project in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). 
The DEIR evaluates the potential physical adverse impacts on the environment resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project. The Final EIR provides responses to comments relating to the 
analysis provided in the DEIR. The purpose of an EIR is not to recommend either approval or denial of 
a project, but to disclose the potentially significant environmental impacts of a project and potential 
methods to mitigate those impacts. According to the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] Section 15064[f][1]), preparation of an EIR is required whenever a project may 
result in a significant environmental impact.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-3 

The commenter expresses support for comments submitted by Sacramento Modern, asserts that the 
project conflicts with the historic eligibility of the project site, believes that the DEIR does not reflect the 
historic designation of the project site, and expresses support for placing the project site on the 
Sacramento Register of Historic Places. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2 for information about historic resources impacts under 
CEQA and a summary of historic resources impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-4 

The commenter states that the EIR does not address the potential for adverse effects on property 
values related to a failed project. 

Please see Section 2.7 of the DEIR for a discussion of the proposed demolition and construction 
phasing (DEIR pages 2-22 through 2-24). Master Response 2.3.12.9 for information about economic 
feasibility and potential abandonment of a project. Should the City Council exercise its discretion to 
approve the proposed project, City staff recommends the City Council adopt a term in the development 
agreement requiring demolition for any phase of the proposed project not to commence until building 
permits have been issued for the associated construction phase.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-5 

The commenter states that the EIR does not address the potential for adverse effects on property 
values related to a failed project. 

Please see Section 2.7 of the DEIR for a discussion of the proposed demolition and construction 
phasing (DEIR pages 2-22 through 2-24). Please see Master Response 2.3.12.9 for information about 
economic feasibility and potential abandonment of a project. See also Response to Comment O6-4.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-6 

The commenter states that the EIR does not address the potential for adverse effects on property 
values related to a failed project. 

Please see Section 2.7 of the DEIR for a discussion of the proposed demolition and construction 
phasing (DEIR pages 2-22 through 2-24). Please see Master Response 2.3.12.9 for information about 
economic feasibility and potential abandonment of a project. See also Response to Comment O6-4. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-7 

The commenter discusses potential vibration impacts to surrounding improvements and suggests 
limitations on vibration-generating equipment. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.1.3 and 2.3.12.6 for information about vibration impacts and 
mitigation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-8 

The commenter suggests that the applicant should post a bond to address damage resulting from 
vibration. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.1.3 and 2.3.12.6 for information about vibration impacts and 
mitigation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-9 

The commenter discusses subsidence at the project site and impacts to adjacent improvements.  

The analysis contained in the DEIR relied, in part, on a Geotechnical Feasibility Report prepared for the 
project by ENGEO (2014) (attached to the DEIR as Appendix E). As is common in the downtown 
Sacramento area, soils generally consist of artificial fill brought in the mid- to late 1800s and a high 
groundwater table is present. The low structural bearing capacity of the artificial fill, the high 
groundwater table, and the potential for liquefaction, subsidence, and settlement must be addressed for 
any project constructed in the downtown area (including the time when the Pioneer and Bridgeway 
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Towers were constructed). (Bridgeway Towers is also known as 500 N Street and the terms are used 
interchangeably by commenters).  

Because the project may include basements with finish floors about 12 feet below existing grade, 
groundwater may be encountered during construction. ENGEO’s May 27, 2014 Geotechnical Feasibility 
Report (see Appendix E of the DEIR) included groundwater data from nearby monitoring wells over the 
period 2002 to 2013 that showed the low groundwater level has been about 18 to 20 feet below the site 
grade. ENGEO expects that any dewatering required during basement construction would not likely 
lower the groundwater below these maximum recorded depths. Therefore, since “ground settlement” 
from groundwater drawdown can only be triggered by lowering the groundwater below historic “low” 
levels, it is ENGEO’s opinion that dewatering for the proposed project is unlikely to cause off-site 
ground settlement and distress to adjacent properties (Mark Gilbert, GE, QSD, Principal, ENGEO). 

Furthermore, for high-rise buildings, such as the proposed project, liquefaction, subsidence, and 
settlement issues are generally dealt with by constructing deep pier foundations that are drilled into 
stable rock; at the project site, stable rock is located approximately 60–80 feet below the ground 
surface. The Geotechnical Feasibility Report for the proposed project identifies four types of deep 
foundation systems for possible support of the proposed high-rise structures on the site. Two of the 
proposed foundation systems—driven and torque-installed steel piles—do not create soil or 
groundwater surplus; rather, the soil surrounding the pile is densified and the earth pressures cause the 
soil to adhere to the sides of the pile. This effectively seals the pile into the soil layer with no gaps 
created along the sides of the pile such that groundwater would not be expected to discharge from 
these pier types. However, the other two types of piles methods involve drilling and could potentially 
create soil and groundwater spoils.  

As indicated in Section 4.8 “Hydrology and Water Quality”, in Impact 4.8-1, if construction dewatering is 
required, the proposed project is required to comply with City’s Engineering Services Policy No. 0001, 
which requires approval of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for long-term (greater than one 
week) groundwater dewatering discharges. The MOU must cover proposed dewatering details such as 
flow rate and system design. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (DEIR pages 4.5-12 and 4.5-13) 
requires the project applicant to obtain the services of a licensed geotechnical engineer to prepare a 
site-specific design-level geotechnical report that will address and make specific recommendations on a 
variety of geotechnical conditions such as construction dewatering, subsidence, and settlement.  

The proposed project is required by California law to be designed and constructed to meet the 
standards contained in the California Building Standards Code (CBC), the requirements of which have 
been specifically designed to reduce geotechnical hazards and address and provide for building safety 
and stability, including subsidence and settlement. Compliance with City building codes requires the 
project applicant to submit all proposed plans for building design and site construction to the City for 
engineering review and to determine compliance with the CBC. Thus, the proposed project would not 
result in adverse effects to nearby buildings related to settlement or subsidence and the impact would 
be less than significant and there is no need to locate the proposed buildings further away from the 
Pioneer and Bridgeway Towers, nor is there a requirement for the project applicant to post a bond. This 
conclusion is further supported by the fact that other projects in the vicinity of the project site, such as 
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500 Capitol Mall, which is located north of and directly across the street from the project site, have been 
developed in recent years without adversely effecting nearby buildings related to settlement or 
subsidence.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-10 

The commenter discusses noise-sensitive receptors near the project site.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.1.1, which addresses sensitive receptors and Master Response 
2.3.12.10 regarding construction noise mitigation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-11 

The commenter suggests that the DEIR should be revised to address the topics mentioned in the letter.  

Please see the Responses to Comments O6-1 through O6-11. Comments raised by the commenter do 
not require recirculation of the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-12 

The commenter claims that the project is inconsistent with the General Plan regarding housing and 
established neighborhoods.  

Chapter 3 of the EIR, however, provides an analysis of housing in the Central City area, including 
housing cost. See also Master Responses 2.3.4.5, 2.3.10.1, and 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of the 
project’s consistency with the General Plan. See Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information on 
consideration of off-site alternatives. See also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a 
discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-13 

The commenter claims that the project is inconsistent with a City Code statement related to historic 
resources.  

The commenter apparently intended to refer Sacramento City Code Section 17.604.100. Neither the 
proposed project nor the project alternatives are inconsistent with Chapter 17.604 (Historic 
Preservation) of the City’s Planning and Development Code. Chapter 17.604 recognizes the value of 
historic resources and benefits of preservation and rehabilitation of historic resources. (See, e.g. City 
Code, Sec. 17.604.100). However, Chapter 17.604 also addresses proposed demolition or relocation of 
buildings or structures that are 50 years old or older (City Code, § 17.604.600). Furthermore, the City 
Code expressly provides a process for the appropriate City decision-maker (here the City Council), 
when specified findings can be made, to approve development projects located in an historic district or 
involving a landmark (as defined in the City Code) that would require demolition of a landmark or 
contributing resource. (See City Code, Sec. 17.808.180(A)(2)). Please see also Master Responses 
2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.5, and 2.3.4.6 for information about historic resources impacts under CEQA, a 
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summary of historic resources impacts, and consistency of the project with the General Plan and 
related policy considerations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-14 

The commenter states that new policy language from the 2035 General Plan was excluded.  

The 2035 General Plan became effective after release of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 
2.3.2.3 and 2.3.10.5 for a discussion of the landscape plan and new General Plan Policy ER 3.1.2. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-15 

The commenter states the project is not consistent with the General Plan because the project’s 
landscaping plan will take years to mature to the point where it provides the same on-site benefits as 
the current trees and tree canopy.  

The proposed project is not inconsistent with new General Plan policy ER 3.1.2. See Response to 
Comment O6-14. Please see also Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing 
setting, Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for 
information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic 
changes related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration 
benefits of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal 
of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related 
to tree impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, 
Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for 
information related to non-heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental 
benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-16 

The commenter disagrees with the City’s land use designation of the downtown area (as Central 
Business District) versus other neighborhoods that have a “traditional neighborhood” designation.  

The project site is in an area the City has designated “Improve and Evolve,” which is defined in this 
way: “These areas are expected to experience significant change through infill, reuse, and 
redevelopment…” The DEIR considers whether the 2030 General Plan includes any policies relating to 
tree canopy in the CBD. The DEIR identifies 2030 General Plan Policy LU 4.3.1, which addresses tree 
canopy. However, the DEIR explains that 2030 General Plan Policy LU 4.3.1 is a policy covering 
“traditional neighborhoods.” Table LU 1identifies all the land use and urban for designations included 
within the 2030 General Plan. Traditional neighborhoods and CBD are separate land use and urban 
form categories. Therefore, 2030 General Plan Policy LU 4.3.1 is not directly applicable to the proposed 
project. Nevertheless, the DEIR discloses tree canopy impacts associated with the proposed project 
and the DEIR concludes project-related tree impacts, including tree canopy impacts, can be reduced to 
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a less than significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. Please see Master 
Response 2.3.10.1 for a discussion related to the project’s consistency with relevant land use policies. 
Please refer to page 2-4 of the City’s General Plan, which identifies areas of the City according to the 
level of anticipated change. Please see generally Master Response 2.3.2 regarding tree impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-17 

The commenter references impacts to scenic views.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.3.3 and 2.3.3.4, which provide responses related to scenic views 
and private views. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-18 

The commenter references visual changes associated with the project and disagrees with the EIR 
conclusions.  

Please see Master Responses 2.3.3.3, 2.3.3.4, 2.3.3.5, 2.3.3.6, 2.3.3.7, which provide responses 
related to scenic views and private views, visual changes associated with the project, site plan and 
design review for the project, and project changes to reduce visual changes. See also Master 
Response 4.3.12.5 regarding tree impacts and mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-19 

The commenter discusses the project’s landscape plan and disagrees that it would accomplish the 
intended objectives.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, Master 
Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 
for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 
for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-
heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. See also 
Master Response 4.3.12.5 regarding tree impacts and mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-20 

The commenter disagrees with DEIR calculations related to tree benefits.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for 
information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information 
related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information 
related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage trees, and 
Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-21 

The commenter discusses tree canopy impacts and mitigation, along with sufficient space for planting.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-
heritage trees. See also Master Response 4.3.12.5 regarding tree impacts and mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-22 

The commenter discusses the length of time provided for tree growth and the enforceability of the 
landscape plan.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage 
trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 other environmental benefits of trees. The proposed project 
includes all of the elements described in Chapter 2 of the DEIR, which includes a landscape plan. As 
stated on page 2-16 of the DEIR, the final landscape plan “and selection of new species of trees to be 
included in the plan will be made in coordination with the City arborist. Construction-related tree 
protection would be implemented for Heritage Trees, City Street Trees, and Non-Heritage Trees to be 
retained during construction activities, as identified in the Arborist Report for the Sacramento Commons 
Project Site. Street and Heritage trees proposed to be removed for project shall be replaced as 
mitigation, consistent with City Code standards for tree removal and replacement.” The City will require 
landscaping, including trees, be installed as part of the project, if approved. See also Master Response 
4.3.12.5 regarding tree impacts and mitigation. A landscape architect and arborist have confirmed that 
the proposed project can accommodate all 147 ground level trees included in the Conceptual 
Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that the 
proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground level trees as part of the landscape for the 
proposed project. See also the Response to Comment O2-18.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-23 

The commenter discusses adequate soil volume for planting, the potential for root damage, size of 
replacement trees, and the enforceability of the landscape plan.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.8 
for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information 
related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, including consideration of the size of 
replacement trees, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, including soil 
volume for planting and the potential for root damage, and Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information 
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related to non-heritage trees. See also Response to Comment O6-22. See also Master Response 
4.3.12.5 regarding tree impacts and mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-24 

The commenter discusses the enforceability of the landscape plan.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan and Master 
Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. See also Master 
Response 4.3.12.5 regarding tree impacts and mitigation. A landscape architect and arborist have 
confirmed that the proposed project can accommodate all 147 ground level trees included in the 
Conceptual Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that 
the proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground level trees as part of the landscape for the 
proposed project. See also the Response to Comment O2-18. See also Response to Comment O6-22.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-25 

The commenter discusses landscape maintenance and rooftop plantings. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.7 
for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, including landscape 
maintenance, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, and Master Response 
2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage trees. See also Master Response 4.3.12.5 regarding 
tree impacts and mitigation. See also Response to Comment O6-22. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-26 

The commenter discusses enforceability for tree mitigation. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan and Master 
Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. See also Master 
Response 2.3.12.2 regarding the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and Master Response 
2.3.12.5 regarding tree mitigation. See also Response to Comment O6-22. A landscape architect and 
arborist have confirmed that the proposed project can accommodate all 147 ground level trees included 
in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to 
clarify that the proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground level trees as part of the 
landscape for the proposed project. See also the Response to Comment O2-18. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-27 

The commenter asks what species are used for modeling and how the benefits are to be guaranteed. 
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Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic changes related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.9 
for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 
for information related to rooftop trees, and Master Response 2.3.12.5 regarding tree mitigation. A 
landscape architect and arborist have confirmed that the proposed project can accommodate all 147 
ground level trees included in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that the proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground 
level trees as part of the landscape for the proposed project. See also the Response to Comment O2-
18. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-28 

The commenter references past actions related to tree removal at the project site. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-
heritage trees. See also Master Response 2.3.12.2 regarding the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program and Master Response 2.3.12.5 regarding tree mitigation. See also Response to Comment O6-
22. A landscape architect and arborist have confirmed that the proposed project can accommodate all 
147 ground level trees included in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that the proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground 
level trees as part of the landscape for the proposed project. See also the Response to Comment O2-
18. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-29 

The commenter states that the landscape plan was prepared without consulting adjacent landowners, 
includes trees on neighboring properties, and would plant trees near property boundaries. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project 
revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s 
significance determination related to tree impacts, and Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related 
to mitigation of tree-related impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-30 

The commenter states that the arborist report is misleading because it includes City Street Trees as 
“retained trees” in evaluating ecosystem services values of the project landscape plan. 

Exclusion of City Street Trees from the analysis of landscape plan benefits has no effect on the time 
period needed for the post-development landscape to reach the existing condition. See also Master 



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-166 City of Sacramento 

Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for 
information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation 
of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree 
growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, and Master 
Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-31 

The commenter states that City Street Trees as well as trees on neighboring property should not be 
included as benefits of the landscape plan. 

Exclusion of City Street Trees and any trees located on neighboring properties from the analysis of 
landscape plan benefits has no effect on the benefits of the landscape plan. See also Master Response 
2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to 
the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related 
impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth 
calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, and Master Response 
2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-32 

The commenter states that the arborist report is misleading because it does not address the loss of 
ecosystem services from on-site trees that are proposed to be removed. 

The change in ecosystem services values due to tree removal is addressed in Impact 4.3-2 (DEIR p. 
4.3-24), which addresses the loss of existing canopy cover. The comparison of the site’s existing 
ecosystem services values with growth calculations was conducted to determine the temporal loss 
associated with project-related tree removal. Comparing the growth of the site’s existing trees with the 
growth of the proposed landscape would not allow for an effective analysis of temporal loss based on 
the site’s existing condition. Furthermore, as discussed in Master Response 2.3.2.9, it is reasonable to 
conclude that in 25 years canopy cover on the project site will be similar to existing conditions whether 
or not the proposed project is approved. See also Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to 
the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related 
impacts, and Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth 
calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-33 

The commenter suggests that Alternatives 2 and 3 would have significantly reduced tree canopy 
impacts. 

The DEIR incorrectly states that since fewer replacement trees would be planted for Alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 that the future canopy area would be less than with the proposed project. While fewer 
replacement trees would be planted under these Alternatives, their projected canopy growth, combined 
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with retained tree canopy, would return to a canopy coverage similar to existing conditions in 20 to 25 
years. (See Master Response 2.3.7.4 concerning impacts of project alternatives). However, the 
conclusion reached in the DEIR remains the same; Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 will result in less than 
significant tree related impacts after mitigation. Page 5-23 of the DEIR has been revised, as shown 
below: 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would have reduced biological resources impacts compared to the 
proposed project since these alternatives would remove a smaller number of mature trees and 
trees that could potentially provide nesting habitat for special-status bird species (see Table 5-3 
for a comparison of tree removal under the alternatives compared to the proposed project). 
However, f The projected canopy growth of replacement trees, combined with retained tree 
canopy, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would return to a canopy coverage similar to existing conditions 
in 20 to 25 years, similar to the proposed project. so the future canopy area would be less with 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 compared to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 would still be required for these alternatives to reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

While fewer replacement trees would be planted under these Alternatives, their projected canopy 
growth, combined with retained tree canopy, would return to a canopy coverage similar to existing 
conditions in 20 to 25 years. As explained in the DEIR, the proposed project as well as Alternatives 2, 
3, and 4 will result in less than significant tree related impacts after mitigation.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-34 

The commenter addresses tree-related impacts of alternatives compared to the proposed project. 

See Response to Comment O6-33. See also Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of 
trees, Master Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to 
tree impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, 
Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for 
information related to non-heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental 
benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-35 

The comment refers to statements provided in the arborist report prepared by Gordon Mann confirming 
that the arborist report referenced in the DEIR provides an accurate and reliable inventory, health 
assessments, evaluations, and risk assessment, but that retained trees benefits are not accurately 
calculated.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic changes related to tree 
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removal, Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, 
Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master 
Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 
2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to 
non-heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-36 

The comment refers to the mitigation ratio provided on-site.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic changes related to tree 
removal, Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, 
Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master 
Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 
2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to 
non-heritage trees, Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees, and 
Master Response 2.3.12.5 regarding tree mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-37 

The commenter refers to rooftop trees.  

Proposed rooftop trees are not included in the calculation of ecosystem services values presented in 
the project’s Arborist Report. See also Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, GHG sequestration benefits of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related 
to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem 
services and tree growth calculations, and Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop 
trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-38 

The commenter refers to non-Heritage and non-City Street Trees.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.7 
for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, and Master Response 2.3.2.12 for 
information related to non-heritage trees. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-39 

The commenter refers to the landscape plan and calculations of benefits of trees.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.7 for 
information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage 
trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-40 

The commenter refers to the success of the landscape plan.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.7 
for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage 
trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-41 

The commenter discusses appraised value of trees.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, and 
Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-42 

The commenter states that the EIR do not have individual landscape plans and suggests that removing 
larger trees and planting new trees is not a better alternative for canopy. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.4 regarding tree impacts caused by project alternatives.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-43 

The commenter discusses appraised value of trees, tree protection during construction, adequate 
space for trees, mitigation for tree impacts, and a recommendation for the City to acknowledge the 
arborist report submitted by the commenter.  
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Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.4 for information related to 
aesthetic changes related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s 
significance determination related to tree impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to 
mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem 
services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop 
trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage trees, and Master Response 
2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. See also Master Response 2.3.12.2 regarding 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and Master Response 2.3.12.5 regarding tree 
mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-44 

The commenter requests that a tree mitigation planting plan be included as a condition of approval and 
include specific provisions. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan and Master 
Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. See also Master 
Response 2.3.12.2 regarding the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and Master Response 
2.3.12.5 regarding tree mitigation. A landscape architect and arborist have confirmed that the proposed 
project can accommodate all 147 ground level trees included in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. The 
applicant has agreed to revise Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that the proposed project is required 
to plant at least 147 ground level trees as part of the landscape for the proposed project. Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-2 has been revised to list recommendations set forth in Appendix E to the Arborist Report 
rather than to incorporate the recommendations by reference. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-45 

The commenter discusses the location of trees near the Bridgeway Towers building. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.10 regarding trees on adjacent properties, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal 
of trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. See 
also the Response to Comment O1-2.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-46 

The commenter claims that the DEIR does not disclose GHG emissions impacts. 

As explained in Section 4.7 of the DEIR, GHG emissions have the potential to adversely affect the 
environment because they can contribute, on a cumulative basis, to global climate change. GHG 
emissions are recognized by the DEIR as a potential cumulative impact because although the 
emissions of one single project would not cause global climate change, GHG emissions from multiple 
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projects could result in a cumulative impact to noticeably change the global average temperature (DEIR 
page 4.6-1). Section 4.6-1 of the DEIR details global climate change as a cumulative impact and 
Section 4.6-3 evaluates the project’s contribution to this cumulatively significant impact in detail. As 
noted in the DEIR (pages 4.6-11 and 4.6-12), the City developed a climate action plan (CAP) to reduce 
GHG emissions The project complies with the City’s CAP, as shown in the CAP Checklist included in 
Appendix F of the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-47 

The commenter references the tree canopy in relation to urban heat islands. 

As detailed in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix B of the DEIR), urban heat 
islands are large areas of substantially higher air temperature in developed areas as compared to 
surrounding natural or agricultural landscapes, which often result from the lack of significant plant 
and/or tree canopy cover and the use of dark-colored pavement and building surfaces. Whereas light-
colored surfaces reflect solar radiation and trees cool air temperatures, dark-colored surfaces absorb 
solar radiation and release heat energy that increases air temperatures. Large urban expanses with 
dark-colored pavement and lack of significant vegetated ground or tree canopy cover can lead to, or 
increase, the formation of smog and heat-related illnesses. However, at a micro level, individual 
building or small paved areas, by themselves, would not contribute these areawide heat island effects 
(see Appendix B of the DEIR).  

The California Attorney General, in its guidance on how to address heat island effects through general 
plan and other policies (The California Environmental Quality Act: Addressing Global Warming Impacts 
at the Local Agency Level), recommends the adoption of a heat island mitigation plan, which could 
include requirements for cool roofs, cool pavements, and strategically placed shade trees. According 
the Attorney General’s guidance, darker colored roofs, pavement, and lack of trees may cause 
temperatures in urban environments to increase by as much as 6-8 degrees Fahrenheit as compared to 
surrounding areas. The City’s General Plan includes policies and implementation programs that 
implement the recommendations included in the Attorney General’s guidance and directly and indirectly 
address urban heat islands.  

The proposed project would comply with the heat island strategies directed by the General Plan and 
Central City Urban Design Guidelines. The proposed project would result in a substantial reduction in 
the existing quantity of darker colored roofs located on-site, would remove existing surface parking lots, 
and would incorporate project features that further ensure, as compared to existing conditions, that the 
proposed project would result in no impact with respect to urban heat islands. See also Master 
Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage 
trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-48 

The commenter references increased air conditioner use related to the urban heat island effect. 

Please see Response to Comment O6-47, above. In addition, current building code requirements 
require higher energy efficiency, which would reduce the need for use of air conditioning. Please see 
also Master Response 2.3.2.1, which discusses the existing setting relative to trees and the tree 
canopy, Master Response 2.3.2.2, which provides information related to tree removal impacts of the 
project, Master Response 2.3.2.3, which discusses the project’s landscaping plan, and Master 
Response 2.3.12.5, which discusses mitigation for tree impacts.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-49 

The commenter references compliance with AB 32 and carbon sequestration. 

Please see Response to Comment O6-46, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-50 

The commenter is questioning the calculation of the carbon storage and carbon sequestration for trees 
not located on the project site and what the actual net loss of carbon storage and sequestration would 
be if these trees are not included. The comment also states that the impacts to sequestered carbon are 
not analyzed in the project’s analysis of greenhouse gas impacts. 

Please see Response to Comment O6-46, above. See also Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information 
related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to 
mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem 
services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop 
trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage trees, and Master Response 
2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. See page 4.6-17 of the DEIR, the section 
addressing GHG emissions and energy, which also addresses GHG sequestration associated with 
trees.   

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-51 

The commenter is requesting that the carbon storage and sequestration of the project’s tree plan be 
explained and quantified. 

Please see Response to Comment O6-46, above. See also Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information 
related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to 
mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem 
services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop 
trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-heritage trees, and Master Response 
2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-52 

The commenter references GHG emissions from demolition. 

Please see Response to Comment O6-46, above. The DEIR quantifies both construction/demolition 
and operational emissions. See Table 4.6-1 on page 4.6-16. For a discussion of energy use and GHG 
emissions associated with demolition and construction compared to the energy and GHG efficiency of 
the proposed project, please see the Response to Comment A6-12. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-53 

The commenter references GHG emissions from demolition and new construction. 

Please see Responses to Comment O6-46 and O6-52. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-54 

The commenter references incompatibility of the proposed project with existing nearby residential 
development. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-55 

The commenter references distances between proposed and existing buildings. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-56 

The commenter references distances between proposed and existing buildings. 

Setbacks included in the proposed project are sufficient to provide individual tower units, ground level 
units, and rooftop terraces access to sunlight and natural ventilation. Please see Master Response 
2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant impacts under CEQA, Master 
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Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, Master Response 2.3.3.3 for 
information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information about private views, Master 
Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the project, Master Response 
2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 2.3.3.7 for project 
revisions that reduce visual changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-57 

The commenter references distances between proposed and existing buildings. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-58 

The commenter references distances between proposed and existing buildings. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-59 

The commenter references distances between proposed and existing buildings and the orientation of 
windows. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-60 

The commenter references distances between proposed and existing buildings and a request for 
additional drawings. 
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Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes. In order to provide information for the public, 
the DEIR includes three dimensional conceptual illustrations providing a depiction of what the proposed 
project may look like at full build-out. The illustrations include some of the as existing development on 
the project site and portions of the adjacent project site’s four-block area from specific vantage points 
(see DEIR pages 4.1-18 and 4.1-19). Additional drawings are not needed in order to assess visual 
changes attributable to the project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-61 

The commenter references distances between proposed and existing buildings and a request for 
additional drawings. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes. In order to provide information for the public, 
the DEIR includes three dimensional conceptual illustrations providing a depiction of what the proposed 
project may look like at full build-out. The illustrations include some of the as existing development on 
the project site and portions of the adjacent project site’s four-block area from specific vantage points 
(see DEIR pages 4.1-18 and 4.1-19). Additional drawings are not needed in order to assess visual 
changes attributable to the project.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-62 

The commenter requests a revised EIR to address visual changes and compatibility. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-63 

The commenter references demolition and project abandonment. 
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Please see Section 2.7 of the DEIR for a discussion of the proposed phasing for demolition and 
construction of the project (see DEIR pages 2-22 through 2.24). Please see Master Responses 2.3.6.1 
and 2.3.12.9 for information related to project abandonment concerns. Should the City Council exercise 
its discretion to approve the proposed project, City staff recommends the City Council adopt a term in 
the development agreement requiring demolition for any phase of the proposed project not to 
commence until building permits have been issued for the associated construction phase.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-64 

The commenter suggests use of mitigation measures relative to project abandonment after demolition. 

Please see Section 2.7 of the DEIR for a discussion of the proposed phasing for demolition and 
construction of the project (see DEIR pages 2-22 through 2.24). Please see Master Responses 2.3.6.1 
and 2.3.12.9 for information related to project abandonment concerns. Please see also the Response 
to Comment O6-63.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-65 

The commenter references construction noise and vibration impacts. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.1.1 for information related to noise- and vibration-sensitive receptors, 
Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information related to the thresholds of significance used for noise impact 
analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.3 for information related to vibration impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to construction noise impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to noise and vibration analysis, Master Response 
2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of construction, and Master Response 2.3.12.10 regarding 
noise mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-66 

The commenter references construction noise and vibration impacts and building materials. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.1.1 for information related to noise- and vibration-sensitive receptors, 
Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information related to the thresholds of significance used for noise impact 
analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.3 for information related to vibration impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to construction noise impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to noise and vibration analysis, and Master Response 
2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of construction. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-67 

The commenter references building reflections and suggests that trees buffer noise. 

The DEIR documents 24-hour noise level measurements that were taken to document existing 
conditions, including any building reflections that may alter noise levels. Trees and other vegetation are 
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often considered by the public to provide noise attenuation. However, approximately 100 feet of dense 
foliage (so that no visual path extends through the foliage) is required to achieve 5 dB attenuation of 
traffic noise. Vegetation can be used to acoustically “soften” intervening ground between a noise source 
and a receiver, by increasing ground absorption of sound and thus increasing the attenuation of sound 
with distance. Planting trees and shrubs offers aesthetic and psychological value that could reduce 
adverse public reaction to a noise source by removing the source from view. As explained on page 4.9-
9 of the DEIR, a +3 dB offset is applied to account for building reflections.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-68 

The commenter observes that residents in the vicinity leave their windows open during some times of 
the year. 

See Master Response 2.3.1.4 for a detailed response related to construction noise, including 
information related to windows. The DEIR provides analysis of noise both with windows closed and 
windows open, but the City’s findings are based on windows being closed (see page 4.9-18 of the 
DEIR).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-69 

The commenter asks about the basis of the City’s construction noise conclusions. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.1.1 for information related to noise- and vibration-sensitive receptors, 
Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information related to the thresholds of significance used for noise impact 
analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to construction noise impacts and mitigation, 
Master Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to noise and vibration analysis, and Master 
Response 2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of construction. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-70 

The commenter references the presence of noise-sensitive populations. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.1.1 for information related to noise- and vibration-sensitive receptors, 
Master Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to construction noise impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to noise and vibration analysis, and Master Response 
2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of construction. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-71 

The commenter asks for additional information related to construction noise for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. 

Quantification of differential impacts of project alternatives is not a requirement of CEQA. Chapter 5 of 
the DEIR describes and compares construction impacts of the alternatives to the proposed project. As 
described in the DEIR, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would include a reduced amount of development 
compared to the proposed project and therefore may reduce the length of time when construction noise 
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and vibration would be generated. However, the construction activity would occur in the same location 
and there would be noise- and vibration-sensitive uses in the vicinity of the alternative construction 
sites, just as with the proposed project. Overall, during construction, construction noise and vibration 
effects would be similar to those of the proposed project. The level of impact is expected to be 
quantitatively similar, as well because the EIR analysis is intentionally conservative representing a 
worst-case scenario (meaning that the analysis could somewhat overestimate actual impacts).  

The analysis focuses on noise levels anticipated from construction activities during the worst-case site 
preparation stage and for the closest noise-sensitive receptors (see DEIR pages 4.9-26 and 4.9-27, for 
example). However, most of the sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site are at a greater 
distance from proposed construction activities compared to the closest sensitive receptor. Also, most of 
the overall construction period would not involve the noisiest construction equipment. In order to 
provide a consistent comparison, the alternatives analysis used the same worst-case, conservative 
approach to analysis. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would involve noisy construction equipment operated at a 
similar distance to nearby sensitive receptors as under the proposed project. The DEIR analyzed 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 assuming the conservative worst-case sub-phases of construction and 
considering noisy equipment within a similar distance of the closest sensitive receptor.  

As with the proposed project, construction of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would involve additional vehicle 
trips on the local roadway network as workers commute and equipment and materials are transported. 
As with the proposed project, for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, construction-related increases in traffic noise 
levels along 33 of the 39 roadway segments would not exceed 2 dB and the maximum noise level from 
construction traffic would be 63.4 or less (see DEIR Table 4.9-11, page 4.9-19). As with the proposed 
project, construction of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would involve construction noise from building 
demolition, site clearing and excavation and site preparation, and building construction. Noise would be 
generated by equipment such as graders, backhoes, skip loaders, water trucks, pile drilling, and other 
miscellaneous equipment. As with the proposed project, construction of Alternatives 2, 3, noise levels 
generated by various construction activities during the worst-case site preparation stage would be 89 
dB Leq, at the closest noise-sensitive receptors.  

Assuming an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of at least 20 dB for wooden structures (doors and 
windows closed) (FHWA 2011), construction equipment noise could result in a maximum temporary 
interior noise level of approximately 69 dBA Leq at the noise-sensitive receptors located closest to 
construction areas. As with the proposed project, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, depending on the technique 
selected for installation of building piles, could involve maximum noise levels for the closest sensitive 
receptors ranging from 86.3 dBA for the closest sensitive receptors within 40 feet of proposed 
construction sites, if auger drilling pile installation is used, to 103.2 dBA for the closest sensitive 
receptors within 40 feet of proposed construction sites for the upper range, if impact pile driving is 
selected (see DEIR Table 4.9-13, page 4.9-21). Assuming an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of 
at least 20 dB (doors and windows closed), installation of piles required for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 
could result in peak noise levels of between 66.3 dBA for the closest sensitive receptors. The same 
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measure 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b) could be applied to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 
to ensure a less than significant impact with mitigation.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-72 

The commenter references noise mitigation included in the DEIR and questions the requirement to 
place noisy equipment at a distance from sensitive receptors. 

See Response to Comment O6-70, above. See also Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information related to 
the thresholds of significance used for noise impact analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.3 for information 
related to vibration impacts and mitigation, Master Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to 
construction noise impacts and mitigation, Master Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to 
noise and vibration analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of 
construction, and Master Response 2.3.12.10 regarding noise mitigation. While some commenters 
proposed additional limitation on construction hours, the City has evaluated construction related noise 
impacts caused by construction activities that are in compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance in the 
Master EIRs prepared for the 2030 General Plan and 2035 General Plan. The City concludes noise 
sources, including construction noise, operating within the City Noise Ordinance parameters are 
acceptable within the City and will result in a less-than-significant impact.  

Furthermore, as revised, the proposed project provides construction noise reduction strategies in 
excess of the City Code requirements (since construction noise meeting certain qualifications is exempt 
from the Noise Ordinance). The City, particularly its downtown core (i.e. the CBD), is highly urbanized 
and subject to typical urban noise sources including surrounding construction noise. Both short-term 
and long-term measurements were taken so that a comprehensive description of existing conditions 
could be presented in the Draft EIR. As illustrated on pages 4.9-6 and 4.9-7 of the Draft EIR, daytime 
existing averaged noise levels on, and in the vicinity of the project site range from approximately 54 to 
65 dB Leq. Maximum (Lmax) daytime noise levels range from approximately 67 to 81 dB. Construction 
noise levels for the project were estimated using the Federal Highway Association (FHWA) Roadway 
Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2006) at nearby off-site sensitive receptors, as shown in DEIR Table 
4.9-10 (DEIR page 4.9-18). As shown in Table 4.9-10, modeled noise levels generated by various 
construction activities during the site grading and excavation stage would range from 67–89 dBA Leq at 
the nearest sensitive receptors (i.e., the condominium tower at 500 N Street), which are 40 feet from 
the nearest proposed construction activities. Therefore, construction activities would be anticipated to 
increase ambient noise levels approximately compared to existing average and maximum noise levels 
by approximately 2 to 35 decibels, depending on the location of construction and the receptor, the 
phase of construction, and the time of day.  

In consideration of the project site’s urban setting, the maximum potential level of increase, the 
intermittent and temporary nature of construction noise, and the prohibition on noise levels exceedance 
of 75 Leq as set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.9-3b, and the time limitations set forth in Mitigation 
Measure 4.9-3a, the City finds potential noise impacts of the proposed project to be less than 
significant. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared and will be 
presented to the City Council as part of the environmental document approval resolution. The City will 
use the MMRP to track compliance with mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure 4.9-3a requires the 
contact information for a disturbance coordinator to be included in all construction notifications and to 
be posted around the project site. Mitigation Measure 4.9-3a requires the disturbance coordinator to 
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coordinate with the City in the event that any complaints are received regarding noise levels and 
requires the disturbance coordinator in coordination with the City to take actions to alleviate the 
problem. Any construction activities occurring outside the hours set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.9-3a 
would be in violation of both the mitigation measure and Section 8.68.080 of the City’s Noise 
Ordinance. Therefore, City Code Enforcement would require any noise generating construction 
activities occurring outside of permitted hours to cease. Similarly, construction activities generating 
noise in excess of 75 dB Leq would be in violation of Mitigation Measure 4.9-3b and would also be 
required to cease until alternative equipment, greater distances from noise-sensitive receptors, or 
attenuation devices are implemented in order to comply with Mitigation Measure 4.9-3b.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-73 

The commenter references the mitigation requirement to employ a noise coordinator and suggests 
additional ideas for mitigation of construction noise effects. 

The City’s mitigation monitoring and reporting program will monitor and enforce Mitigation Measures 
4.9-3a and 3b and the measures will be conditions required for construction contractors. With 
implementation of the identified mitigation, impacts are considered less than significant. The mitigation 
measure obligates the general contractor to have a disturbance coordinator to address complaints 
received during construction and the disturbance coordinator must coordinate with the City if any noise 
complaints are received. Please see also Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information related to the 
thresholds of significance used for noise impact analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.3 for information 
related to vibration impacts and mitigation, Master Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to 
construction noise impacts and mitigation, Master Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to 
noise and vibration analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of 
construction, and Master Response 2.3.12.10 regarding noise mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-74 

The commenter questions the City’s conclusion related to construction noise and vibration. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information related to the thresholds of significance used for 
noise impact analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.3 for information related to vibration impacts and 
mitigation, Master Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to construction noise impacts and 
mitigation, Master Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to noise and vibration analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of construction, and Master Responses 
2.3.12.6 and 2.3.12.10 regarding noise and vibration mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-75 

The commenter asks about details regarding the proposed buildings and suggests the DEIR has 
deferred mitigation. 
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Please see Master Response 2.3.1.1 for information related to noise- and vibration-sensitive receptors, 
Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information related to the thresholds of significance used for noise impact 
analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.3 for information related to vibration impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to construction noise impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to noise and vibration analysis, Master Response 
2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of construction, and Master Responses 2.3.12.6 and 
2.3.12.10 regarding noise and vibration mitigation. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-76 

The commenter discusses challenges in renting or buying residential properties near construction sites. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.1.1 for information related to noise- and vibration-sensitive receptors, 
Master Response 2.3.1.2 for information related to the thresholds of significance used for noise impact 
analysis, Master Response 2.3.1.3 for information related to vibration impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.4 for information related to construction noise impacts and mitigation, Master 
Response 2.3.1.5 for the conservative approach to noise and vibration analysis, and Master Response 
2.3.1.6 for information related to the duration of construction. Please see also Master Response 2.3.6.1 
regarding economic effects.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-77 

The commenter discusses public transit access. 

Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) has a process to evaluate transit stops and provide specifications for 
replacement stops that may be required if proposed projects would adversely affect access during 
construction or operational phases (Canfield, pers. comm. 2015). RT staff would visit the proposed 
locations for transit stops to determine the need for replacement bus stops and to ensure the stops 
meet RT’s operational standards including requirements to meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
guidelines. RT provides specifications for replacement stops, including concrete pad space and 
electrical connections and RT directs their contractor to move and install benches or shelters after the 
pads are in place, as determined necessary. See also Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion of 
actions taken to ensure public access during construction, Master Response 2.3.6.2 for discussion of 
traffic management during construction.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-78 

The commenter discusses emergency access to the Bridgeway Tower and proposed project site. 

As discussed in the DEIR (pages 4.11-60 and 4.11-61, for example), emergency vehicles would be 
able to access the project site from all perimeter roads (5th, N, 7th, and P Streets). The project 
proposes to retain existing access points at the extension of O Street and 6th Street and add new 
access points to the site from N Street between 6th and 7th, from 7th Street between N Street and O 
Street. The project includes a minimum 20-foot wide fire lane along the extension of 6th Street and a 
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minimum 15 to 20-foot wide fire lane, allowing access from the west and from the east along the 
extension of O Street through the project site. The Sacramento Fire Department has reviewed the 
proposed project and has identified conditions, to be incorporated into the project, related to adequate 
turning radii, fire access, signage for emergency access, road design to support fire apparatus loads, 
and the provision of fire hydrants (Tunson 2014).  

The project applicant would be required to incorporate California Fire Code requirements into the 
design of the proposed project to address access-road length, road dimensions, and finished surfaces 
for firefighting equipment; fire hydrant placement; and fire flow availability. These requirements are 
designed to improve fire safety and ensure emergency access is available throughout the project site in 
the event of an emergency. The City’s existing regulations and review process require the project to 
demonstrate adequate emergency access, including the width of proposed accessways, as well as the 
design of accessways to support the loads of fire apparatus and shall be surfaced to provide all-
weather driving capabilities. Based on the City’s existing regulations, during review and approval of the 
final maps, the City will verify that applicable requirements of the California Fire Code and Sacramento 
City Code are incorporated into project designs. The City has required Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 to 
document consistency of the project with Sacramento Fire Department recommendations. This 
mitigation measure will ensure the project provides adequate vehicle access, road width and turning 
radii for large fire trucks and other fire equipment and would therefore not block or hinder access to any 
adjacent buildings, per code requirements. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-79 

The commenter discusses emergency access to the Pioneer Tower and proposed project site. 

See Response to Comment O6-78, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-80 

The commenter asks whether the landscape plan conflicts with emergency access. 

See Response to Comment O6-78, above. See also Master Response 2.3.2.3 regarding tree planting 
and emergency access. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-81 

The commenter suggests that emergency access should be reviewed relative to the landscape plan. 

See Response to Comment O6-78, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-82 

The commenter references concerns about fire safety and access. 

See Response to Comment O6-78, above.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-83 

The commenter references vehicular access relative to the proposed hotel that is included in one of the 
project scenarios. 

This comment suggests that the impact of construction and of operation of a hotel at 7th Street and N 
Street on access and egress from the existing residences located on 500 N Street and 515 P Street 
has not been sufficiently addressed in the Draft EIR. It further states that Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 
should include a criterion to ensure safe and reasonable access to residences adjacent to the project 
site. In the DEIR, impacts of construction were defined and Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 requires the 
applicant to prepare and implement Construction Traffic Management Plan before commencement of 
demolition and beginning of construction for the project site. The Plan shall meet the requirements of 
sections 12.20.020 and 12.20.030 of the Sacramento Municipal Code and subject to review and 
approval by the City Department of Public Works. The Plan shall ensure maintenance and acceptable 
operating conditions on local roadways and transit routes. The Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 sets also a 
list of minimum requirements the Plan should include, such as, temporary traffic control, detour routes, 
driveway access etc. The Construction Traffic Management Plan will include provisions to ensure safe 
and reasonable access to residences adjacent to the project site. The operation of the hotel at 7th 
Street and N Street was included in the DEIR Chapter 4.11.7 (Other Considerations) which provides a 
full evaluation about project access points and on-site circulation. Additionally, the DEIR shows that 
inbound queuing for the hotel drop off/pick up area can accommodate up to nine vehicles without 
spillback onto N Street causing any impact to the roadways or adjacent properties.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-84 

The commenter references the City’s water supply and the ongoing drought. 

The City along with much of the State of California is in a state of declared drought. The City has 
implemented water conservation measures consistent with the Stage 2 Drought described in the City’s 
2010 Urban Water Management Plan (Section 5.2.3.1 “Stages of Action”). This stage of drought is 
sufficient for conservation of water up to 30%. The City’s conservation goal is 25%, consistent with the 
Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15. The City will continue to enforce Stage 2 drought measures and 
will implement new measures that will be applicable to new development (also consistent with 
Executive Order B-29-15). The City Stage 2 drought response does not include suspending the 
issuances of new connections to the water system. The City anticipates that its water conservation 
measures will protect its water supply and does not foresee the need to suspend new water 
connections (Armijo, pers. comm., 2015). Moreover, increasing the percentage of City residents that 
live in high density residential infill units is one tool that can be used to reduce average household 
water use within the City. Multi-family homes use approximately half the amount of water for outdoor 
use compared to single-family homes and approximately 42 of total residential water use is for outdoor 
landscape irrigation (Public Policy Institute 2006). Therefore, the City views higher-density infill 
development as part of the solution to address the current and future drought situations.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-85 

The commenter mentions a revised DEIR, responses to other comment letters, including the letter from 
Sacramento Modern, and a request to be advised by email of response to comments and future public 
hearings.  

The City has prepared a Final EIR with responses to comments submitted on the DEIR, including the 
letter from Sacramento Modern. Chapter 3 of the Final EIR identifies all revisions to the DEIR. 
Comments raised by the commenter do not require recirculation of the DEIR. The City will ensure that 
the commenter’s email address is used for future notifications.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-86 

The commenter has attached an arborist report, which identifies the same topics as were also 
summarized in the rest of Comment O6. The commenter mentions background about the arborist 
study, tree removal as a part of the proposed project, rooftop trees, and mitigation for tree impacts.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to 
mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem 
services and tree growth calculations, and Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop 
trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-87 

The commenter mentions removal of trees, mitigation, ecosystem services, and the length of time in 
calculating ecosystem services.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 
for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, and Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-88 

The commenter summarizes the arborist study submitted as a part of Comment O6 and attached to 
Comment O6.  

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided. This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part 
of this FEIR for consideration.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-89 

The commenter mentions construction-related impacts to trees in general, the landscape plan and 
mitigation, and soil volume and growing space.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 
for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information 
related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, and Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-90 

The commenter indicates that the inventory, health assessments, evaluations, and risk assessments 
performed by Dudek in support of the DEIR are accurate and reliable. The commenter mentions 
ecosystem benefits, mitigation, and health assessments of trees.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to 
mitigation of tree-related impacts, and Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem 
services and tree growth calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-91 

The commenter mentions grading impacts, tree loss, mitigation, the landscape plan, and construction-
related tree protections.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, and Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 
2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-92 

The commenter mentions existing on-site trees and non-City Street Trees and non-Heritage Trees.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal and Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to 
non-heritage trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-93 

The commenter mentions ecosystem services, the existing tree inventory, and the landscape plan.  



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-186 City of Sacramento 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, and Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information 
related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-94 

The commenter mentions ecosystem benefits, non-City Street Trees and non-Heritage Trees, soil 
space, the landscape plan, and mitigation.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, 
Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.12 for 
information related to non-heritage trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-95 

The commenter mentions structural value and appraised value of trees.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-96 

The commenter mentions ecosystem benefits, tree impacts, the landscape plan, rooftop trees, and 
mitigation.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 
for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information 
related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, and Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-97 

The commenter mentions mitigation and the landscape plan.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan and Master 
Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related 
impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-98 

The commenter mentions the existing inventory and the appraised value of trees.  
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Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting and Master 
Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-99 

The commenter mentions grading impacts.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan and Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 
2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-100 

The commenter mentions grading impacts, space for growing, ecosystem benefits, the landscape plan, 
and mitigation.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 
for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information 
related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, and Master Response 2.3.2.11 for 
information related to rooftop trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-101 

The commenter mentions ecosystem benefits, the landscape plan, and mitigation.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, and 
Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-102 

The commenter mentions mitigation and ecosystem benefits. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic changes related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.8 
and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, and Master 
Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-103 

The commenter mentions the alternatives analysis, rooftop trees, and ecosystem benefits. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.1 for a discussion of the purpose of alternatives analysis, Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for the process used by the City to develop alternatives, and Master Response 
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2.3.7.4 for a discussion of alternatives analysis, including tree impacts under the alternatives. Please 
see also Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services (benefits) and tree 
growth calculations and Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-104 

The commenter mentions tree canopy impacts, ecosystem benefits, mitigation, the landscape plan, and 
planting space. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 
for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information 
related to ecosystem services (benefits) and tree growth calculations, and Master Response 2.3.2.11 
for information related to rooftop trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-105 

The commenter mentions introduces recommendations, including those related to mitigation and 
ecosystem benefits. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to 
mitigation of tree-related impacts and Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem 
services and tree growth calculations, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental 
benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-106 

The commenter mentions the appraised value of trees. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-107 

The commenter mentions the appraised value of trees and rooftop trees. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts and 
Master Response 2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-108 

The commenter mentions protection during construction. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, and Master Response 
2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts. 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 has been revised to list recommendations set forth in Appendix E to the 
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Arborist Report rather than to incorporate the recommendations by reference. See also Response to 
Comment O2-18.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-109 

The commenter mentions mitigation, the landscape plan, and non-City Street Trees. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, and 
Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-City Street Trees and non-Heritage trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-110 

The commenter mentions the City’s update to its Tree Preservation Ordinance and tree benefits. 

The City’s update to the Tree Preservation Ordinance was ongoing during preparation of the DEIR (as 
noted on page 4.3-17 of the DEIR) and is still ongoing, and therefore the exiting tree preservation 
policies and Code requirements were used to assess impacts and development mitigation for the 
proposed project.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-111 

The commenter mentions tree impacts, alternatives analysis, and ecosystem benefits. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.1 for a discussion of the purpose of alternatives analysis, Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for the process used by the City to develop alternatives, and Master Response 
2.3.7.4 for a discussion of alternatives analysis, including tree impacts under the alternatives. Please 
see also Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.7 for 
information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, and Master 
Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-112 

The commenter mentions the reliability of the arborist report that supports the DEIR and that there are 
unspecified areas of the arborist report that did not seem reasonable. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided. This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part 
of this FEIR for consideration. Each specific comment in this arborist report, which was attached to 
Comment O6, has a response in this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-113 

The commenter mentions ecosystem benefits. 
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Please see Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth 
calculations and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-114 

The commenter mentions ecosystem benefits and tree impacts. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.7 
for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, 
and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-115 

The commenter mentions non-City Street Trees and non-Heritage Trees. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to 
mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem 
services and tree growth calculations, and Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to non-City 
Street Trees and non-Heritage trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-116 

The commenter mentions the landscape plan, mitigation, and ecosystem services. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 
2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, and 
Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-117 

The commenter mentions tree impacts, the landscape plan, mitigation, and ecosystem services. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 
for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, and Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-118 

The commenter mentions tree impacts, the landscape plan, mitigation, and ecosystem services. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 
for information related to the landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.8 and Master Response 2.3.12.5 
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for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, and Master Response 2.3.2.9 for 
information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O6-119 

The commenter provides contact information, assumptions, and limitations used in development of the 
arborist report that was attached to Comment O6. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided. This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part 
of this FEIR for consideration. Each specific comment in this arborist report, which was attached to 
Comment O6, has a response in this Final EIR. 

COMMENT LETTER O7 – PRESERVATION SACRAMENTO 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-1 

The commenter urges the City to reject the DEIR due to alleged inconsistencies and inadequacies. 

The EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed Sacramento Commons project in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). 
The DEIR evaluates the potential physical adverse impacts on the environment resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project. The DEIR proposes mitigation measures and alternatives that 
may reduce or avoid the significance of such adverse impacts. The Final EIR provides responses to 
comments relating to the analysis provided in the DEIR. The purpose of an EIR is not to recommend 
either approval or denial of a project, but to disclose the potentially significant environmental impacts of 
a project and potential methods to mitigate those impacts. According to the State CEQA Guidelines (14 
California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15064[f][1]), preparation of an EIR is required whenever 
a project may result in a significant environmental impact. Please see Master Response 2.3.4.2 and 
2.3.4.5 for responses related to historic resources impacts and General Plan consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-2 

The commenter references the DEIR’s reference to assessments relative to the historic status of the 
project site early in the environmental document’s scoping, prior to the release of the DEIR. 

The first page of the Cultural Resources of the DEIR (page 4.4-1) establishes that the property is an 
historical resource for CEQA purposes. The DEIR provides explanation that preparation of the 
environmental document for the proposed project was begun before there was any completed 
nomination or formal determination of eligibility for historic listing of the proposed project site. Please 
see Master Response 2.3.4.3 regarding the timing related to evaluating the property as an historical 
resource for CEQA purposes as discussed in the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-3 

The commenter references the historic status of the project site. 

The first page of the Cultural Resources of the DEIR (page 4.4-1) establishes that the property is an 
historical resource for CEQA purposes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-4 

The commenter discusses EIR alternatives and asserts lack of consistency with the General Plan and 
City Code related to historic resources. 

See Master Response 2.3.4.5 relative to General Plan consistency related to various goals and policies 
of a General Plan. Neither the proposed project nor the project alternatives are inconsistent with 
Chapter 17.604 (Historic Preservation) of the City’s Planning and Development Code. Chapter 17.604 
recognizes the value of historic resources and benefits of preservation and rehabilitation of historic 
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resources. (See, e.g. City Code, Sec. 17.604.100). However, Chapter 17.604 also addresses proposed 
demolition or relocation of buildings or structures that are 50 years old or older. Furthermore, the City 
Code expressly provides for a process that could allow the appropriate City decision-maker (here the 
City Council), when specified findings can be made, to approve proposed development projects located 
in an historic district or involving a landmark (as defined in the City Code) that would require demolition 
of a landmark or contributing resource. (See City Code, Sec. 17.808.180(A)(2)).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-5 

The commenter references the adequacy of alternatives analysis related to reduction of impacts. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.1 for information on the purpose of EIR alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for information on the process used by the City to develop alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.3 for information on alternatives rejected from detailed analysis in the DEIR, and 
Master Response 2.3.7.4 for an analysis of impacts of the alternatives.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-6 

The commenter references additional alternatives ideas. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.4 for a summary of alternatives analysis, Master Response 2.3.7.5 
for information on consideration of off-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.7 for information on 
consideration of rehabilitation alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.8 for information on public benefit 
zoning as an alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.9 for information on alternatives to address less than 
significant impacts, and Master Response 2.3.7.10 for conclusion statements on alternatives. Please 
see Master Response 2.3.7.6 for information on consideration of additional on-site alternatives, 
including discussion of an alternative that would allow new development in existing parking areas or the 
site of the existing parking structure as suggested by commenter. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-7 

The commenter suggests that the project is inconsistent with City preservation policies. 

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.4.6 regarding consistency with the General Plan and 
related policy considerations. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-8 

The commenter claims that the DEIR does not analyze vibration impacts on the Heilbron House. 

Please see Section 4.9 of the DEIR, which specifically discusses and analyzes vibration impacts 
related to the Heilbron House. The historic Heilbron House located at 704 O Street, is approximately 
100 feet east of the project site. The Capitol Towers building, which was constructed in 1966, is located 
approximately 60 feet from the nearest construction site, as measured from the closest point. The 
historic Heilbron House located at 704 O Street is located approximately 100 feet east of the 
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construction site. As indicated in Table 4.9-12 and Table 4.9-13 (pages 4.9-20 and 4.9-21 of the DEIR), 
the estimated vibration levels at this location is anticipated to be below the significance threshold of 0.2 
in/sec PPV, even with the use of the worst-case approach to pile installation (impact) at the upper (not 
typical) range. No mitigation is required for potential impacts that are less than significant. (See CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(3)). However, Mitigation Measure 4.9-3b identifies methods to reduce 
vibration impacts and incorporation of this mitigation have the benefit of further reducing vibration from 
project construction. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-9 

The commenter discusses housing affordability. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. 
Chapter 3 of the EIR, however, provides an analysis of housing in the Central City area, including 
housing cost. Please see Master Response 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of accommodating housing at 
different affordability levels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-10 

The commenter identifies a General Plan policy related to affordable housing. 

Chapter 3 of the EIR provides an analysis of housing in the Central City area, including housing cost. 
Please see Master Response 2.3.4.5 regarding consistency with the General Plan. Please see Master 
Response 2.3.10.1 for a discussion related to the project’s consistency with relevant land use policies. 
Please refer to page 2-4 of the City’s General Plan, which identifies areas of the City according to the 
level of anticipated change. The proposed project is not inconsistent with the City’s Housing Element 
Strategy to rehabilitate and preserve existing housing. This strategy concerns the City’s intent to 
provide rehabilitation investment funding to properties in distressed neighborhoods with substantial 
blight and to promote preservation of existing affordable housing. The proposed project is not seeking 
rehabilitation investment funding, the project site includes market rate housing, and the proposed 
project would result in a net increase in residential units in downtown Sacramento consistent with the 
City’s Housing Element Strategy to shift towards an infill focus. The project site is in an area the City 
has designated “Improve and Evolve,” which is defined in this way: “These areas are expected to 
experience significant change through infill, reuse, and redevelopment…” Please see Master Response 
2.3.10.3 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-11 

The commenter references income inequality and disrepair. 

Please see Response to Comment O7-10, above and Master Response 2.3.6.1 in relation to economic 
feasibility. Additionally, the project applicant has an economic incentive to maintain and lease existing 
residential units until demolition is necessary for project construction. Therefore, if the proposed project 
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is approved, no evidence suggests the project applicant would stop maintaining existing residential 
units on-site. Please see Section 2.7 of the EIR, which describes the proposed phasing of demolition 
and construction of the project (DEIR pages 2-22 through 2-24). Similarly, project construction will not 
result in blight or urban decay in the surrounding neighborhood. Construction activities are common in 
an urban setting and no evidence suggests residential or commercial properties surrounding the site 
would become unmarketable as a result of project construction. CEQA does not require an EIR to 
evaluate every asserted “possibility,” and the mere possibility of an unintended consequence does not 
constitute a “legal or factual basis” to conclude an EIR is deficient. (Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology 
Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 184, 222; see also Chaparral Greens v. City of 
Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1145). Should the City Council exercise its discretion to 
approve the proposed project, City staff recommends the City Council adopt a term in the development 
agreement requiring demolition for any phase of the proposed project not to commence until building 
permits have been issued for the associated construction phase.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-12 

The commenter references the density of the existing project site. 

Pursuant to the 2030 and 2035 General Plans, density is evaluated in consideration of all parcels 
included in a proposed project. (See, e.g., 2035 General Plan, LU 2.1.4). The 500 N Street and Pioneer 
Towers parcels are not included in the proposed project. Including only parcels included in the 
proposed project, the current density of the project site is approximately 40 units per acre. Even if the 
density of 500 N Street and Pioneer Towers are considered, the superblock falls below the minimum 
residential density contemplated in the 2030 and 2035 General Plans of 61 units per acre. Commenter 
is correct that the General Plan density range of 61 to 450 units per acre does not require the City to 
approve additional density on the project site. However, the existing density on the project site and on 
the superblock constitute relevant planning consideration for the City in evaluating the need for and 
merits of the proposed project. Please see Master Response 2.3.11 in relation to density. Please refer 
to page 2-4 of the City’s General Plan, which identifies areas of the City according to the level of 
anticipated change. The project site is in an area the City has designated “Improve and Evolve,” which 
is defined in this way: “These areas are expected to experience significant change through infill, reuse, 
and redevelopment…”  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-13 

The commenter references the density of the existing project site and adjacent properties. 

See Response to Comment O7-12. The project does not involve the City’s determination of consistency 
with density requirements for parcels that are not a part of this proposed development project. Please 
see Master Response 2.3.11 in relation to density. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-14 

The commenter references the density of development in the vicinity of the project site. 
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Please see Response to Comment O7-13, above, as well as Chapter 3 of the EIR, which provides an 
analysis of housing in the Central City area. Please see Master Response 2.3.4.5 regarding 
consistency with the General Plan. Please see Master Response 2.3.10.1 for a discussion related to 
the project’s consistency with relevant land use policies. Please refer to page 2-4 of the City’s General 
Plan, which identifies areas of the City according to the level of anticipated change. The project site is 
in an area the City has designated “Improve and Evolve,” which is defined in this way: “These areas are 
expected to experience significant change through infill, reuse, and redevelopment…” Please see 
Master Response 2.3.11 in relation to density.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-15 

The commenter references the density of development in the vicinity of the project site. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.11 in relation to density. Chapter 3 of the EIR provides an analysis of 
housing in the Central City area. Please see Master Response 2.3.4.5 regarding consistency with the 
General Plan. Please see Master Response 2.3.10.1 for a discussion related to the project’s 
consistency with relevant land use policies. Please refer to page 2-4 of the City’s General Plan, which 
identifies areas of the City according to the level of anticipated change. The project site is in an area the 
City has designated “Improve and Evolve,” which is defined in this way: “These areas are expected to 
experience significant change through infill, reuse, and redevelopment…”  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-16 

The commenter suggests off-site alternatives be explored. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.1 for information on the purpose of EIR alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for information on the process used by the City to develop alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.3 for information on alternatives rejected from detailed analysis in the DEIR, Master 
Response 2.3.7.4 for a summary of alternatives analysis, and Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information 
on consideration of off-site alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-17 

The commenter describes the types of entitlements sought in this application. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and is provided here for City Council consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-18 

The commenter references actions by the City of Sacramento from 1950-1970 relative to loss of 
population in the central city. 
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The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, the comment is noted, and will be provided to the City 
Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-19 

The commenter suggests that there are other sites that could accommodate the project, or provide an 
alternative plan enhancing density on the proposed project site. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information on consideration of off-site alternatives and 
Master Response 2.3.7.6 for information on consideration of additional on-site alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-20 

The commenter suggests an on-site alternative that builds new residential units on existing parking lots 
or site of existing parking garage. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.6 for information on consideration of additional on-site 
alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.7 for information on consideration of rehabilitation alternative, and 
Master Response 2.3.7.10 for conclusion statements regarding the alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7-21 THROUGH 68 

The commenter has compiled a number of form email messages that were sent to Preservation 
Sacramento and have been re-submitted by the commenter as comments on the project and EIR. 
These comments largely reiterate topics raised in Comments O7-1 through O7-20 above, and mention 
the historic status of the site, the need for additional alternatives, affordability of housing, historic 
architecture and landscaping, the loss of trees and tree canopy, aesthetics, construction and demolition 
waste, density of existing development, heat island effect, the loss of green space, and consistency 
with the General Plan. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.4.1 for information on historic resources impacts under CEQA, 
Master Response 2.3.4.2 for a summary of the project’s historic resources impacts, Master Response 
2.3.4.3 regarding disagreement among experts in an EIR, Master Response 2.3.4.4 for additional 
mitigation considered for historic resources impacts, Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.4.6 regarding 
consistency with the General Plan and related policy considerations. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.1 for information on the purpose of EIR alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for information on the process used by the City to develop alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.3 for information on alternatives rejected from detailed analysis in the DEIR, Master 
Response 2.3.7.4 for a summary of alternatives analysis, Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information on 
consideration of off-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.6 for information on consideration of 
additional on-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.7 for information on consideration of 
rehabilitation alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.8 for information on public benefit zoning as an 
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alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.9 for information on alternatives to address less than significant 
impacts, and Master Response 2.3.7.10 for conclusion statements on alternatives. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different 
affordability levels. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic changes related to tree 
removal, Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, 
Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master 
Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 
2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to 
non-heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for information about aesthetic changes not being significant 
impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.2, for information about the focus of aesthetics analysis, 
Master Response 2.3.3.3 for information about scenic views, Master Response 2.3.3.4 for information 
about private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5 for information about visual changes associated with the 
project, Master Response 2.3.3.6 for site plan and design review for the project, and Master Response 
2.3.3.7 for project revisions that reduce visual changes. 

The 2013 CALGreen Code (Title 24, Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations) requires all 
construction contractors to reduce construction waste and demolition debris by 50%. Existing City 
regulations require all contractors to comply with the Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling 
Ordinance (Title 8, Chapter 8.124 of the Sacramento City Code) by reducing project waste entering 
landfill facilities by 50% by weight through recycling.  

Please see Master Response 2.3.11 for information related to density of development. Please see 
Master Response 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. 

Please see Appendix B of the DEIR, which details urban heat islands and heat island effects (DEIR, 
Appendix B, pages 3.3-12 and 3.3-13). The California Attorney General, in its guidance on how to 
address heat island effects through general plan and other policies (The California Environmental 
Quality Act: Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level), recommends the adoption 
of a heat island mitigation plan, which could include requirements for cool roofs, cool pavements, and 
strategically placed shade trees. According the Attorney General’s guidance, darker colored roofs, 
pavement, and lack of trees may cause temperatures in urban environments to increase by as much as 
6-8 degrees Fahrenheit as compared to surrounding areas. The City’s General Plan includes policies 
and implementation programs that implement the recommendations included in the Attorney General’s 
guidance and directly and indirectly address urban heat islands. See DEIR, Appendix B, pages 3.3-12 
and 3.3-13, describing how the proposed project would comply with the heat island strategies directed 
by the General Plan and Central City Urban Design Guidelines. The proposed project would result in a 
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substantial reduction in the existing quantity of darker colored roofs located on-site, since “cool” (lighter 
colored) roofs are a part of the prescriptive requirements of California's energy code, the Title 24 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards (CEC 2015). Cool roofs reduce the need for air conditioning and 
the urban heat island effect (CEC 2015). The project would also remove existing surface parking lots, 
and would incorporate project features that further ensure, as compared to existing conditions, that the 
proposed project would result in no impact with respect to urban heat islands.  

See also Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, 
Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 
2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to 
non-heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2 for a discussion of the loss of trees and tree canopy. As discussed 
in the DEIR (see Section 4.10 in particular), there are City parks and other publicly accessible parks 
and urban open spaces located near the project site. To determine potential impacts to parks and 
recreational facilities, the DEIR considers relevant regulatory requirements of the City Code and 
General Plan for parkland requirements, parkland dedication requirements, and in-lieu fee 
requirements, based on the number of new dwelling units and residents that could be accommodated 
by implementation of the proposed project. To address parkland impacts caused by projects that 
generate additional resident and employee populations within the City, the Sacramento City Code 
provides standards and formulas for the dedication of parkland and payment of in-lieu fees (Title 16, 
Chapter 16.64), and imposes a park development impact fee on new projects within the City (Title 18, 
Chapter 18.44) for both residential and non-residential development. The proposed project will comply 
with its Parkland Dedication Requirement. The Sacramento Central City Urban Design Guidelines 
includes requirements to implement the 2030 General Plan and PRMP for small public spaces. 
According to the guidelines, new development should provide a range of open space types for its users 
and visitors, that are open to the street or public right-of-way and accessible to all citizens; and include 
hard and soft landscaping, areas for sun and shade, benches, and water features, where appropriate. 
The proposed project provides a number of private recreation opportunities including pool areas for 
project residents and guests. Residential buildings include a podium or rooftop level pool area, and the 
parking garage included in Parcel 1 will also include a rooftop pool area. In total, the podium and 
rooftop level community space, fitness center and pool areas include approximately 1.7 acres of private 
recreation space. Additionally, each of the proposed buildings will have access to a fitness center and 
similar indoor recreation spaces. These indoor areas include approximately 0.20 acres of private 
recreation space. The corner of P and 7th Streets would be occupied by a community plaza of 
approximately 0.29 acres, accommodating pedestrians beneath a tree canopy. The proposed project 
also includes an East-West Promenade, North-South Promenade, and a central plaza, which provides 
a balance of hardscape paving lined with existing mature (Heritage) trees and new trees and open lawn 
and landscape in adjacent areas. The proposed promenades and central plaza also incorporate 
hardscape pedestrian paths, water features, seating areas, small café tables, public art, and softscape 
in the form of landscaping, such as shade and ornamental trees open lawn areas, and other landscape 
features. In total, the East-West Promenade, North-South Promenade, central plaza, and associated 
pedestrian paths cover 1.83 acres of the project site. The proposed project would not cause or 
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accelerate the physical deterioration of existing park facilities or require the expansion of existing parks 
in the area. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.4.5 for information related to General Plan consistency. 

COMMENT LETTER O8 –SACRAMENTO MODERN 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-1 

The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. 

The City acknowledges this comment and has provided responses to each comment on the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-2 

The commenter describes the organization’s mission. 

The City acknowledges this comment and has provided responses to each comment on the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-3 

The commenter references the historic status of the project site. 

The first page of the Cultural Resources of the DEIR (page 4.4-1) establishes that the property is an 
historical resource for CEQA purposes. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-4 

The commenter provides background on the project site and its existing attributes. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and is provided here for City Council consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-5 

The commenter provides background on the project site and its existing design attributes. 

Please see response to Comment O8-4. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-6 

The commenter provides background on the project site and its existing attributes. 

Please see response to Comment O8-4. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-7 

The commenter disagrees with the characterization of the proposed project as consistent with 
SACOG’s Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information on consistency with regional plans, such as the 
one referenced in the comment. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-8 

The commenter alleges that the project violates various unspecified policies. 

The EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed Sacramento Commons project in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). 
The DEIR evaluates the potential physical adverse impacts on the environment resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project. The DEIR proposes mitigation measures and alternatives that 
may reduce or avoid the significance of such adverse impacts. The Final EIR provides responses to 
comments relating to the analysis provided in the DEIR. The purpose of an EIR is not to recommend 
either approval or denial of a project, but to disclose the potentially significant environmental impacts of 
a project and potential methods to mitigate or reduce those impacts. According to the State CEQA 
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15064[f][1]), preparation of an EIR is 
required whenever a project may result in a significant environmental impact.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-9 

The commenter references SACOG’s consistency determination with the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy relative to the timing of the project site’s formal finding relative to its historic status. 

SACOG prepared a “Determination of MTP/SCS Consistency Worksheet for Qualifying Transit Priority 
Projects and Residential / Mixed-Use Projects” (SCS Worksheet) to assist lead agencies in determining 
whether a proposed project is consistent with SACOG’s MTP/SCS. (See SCS Worksheet, 
http://sacog.org/mtpscs/files/Determination-MTP-SCS-Consistency-Worksheet.pdf.) As explained in the 
SCS Worksheet, four factors (relating to density, uses, location, and transit proximity) must be 
considered to determine whether a proposed project qualifies as a Transit Priority Project. (SCS 
Worksheet, p. 2.) Additionally, “[f]or the purposes of determining SCS consistency, the policies of the 
MTP/SCS are embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. Projects 
consistent with the growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS … are consistent with the MTP/SCS 
and its policies.” (Id. at p. 4.) Therefore, as demonstrated in the SCS Worksheet, a potential impact to 
historic resources is not a factor considered in determining SCS consistency. 

The City prepared an SCS Worksheet and submitted it to SACOG for review in May of 2014. SACOG 
reviewed the worksheet and on June 4, 2014 submitted a letter to the City confirming that SACOG 
concurs with the City’s determination that the Sacramento Commons project is consistent with the 
MTP/SCS. After June of 2014, the project applicant made several changes to the Sacramento 
Commons project in response to requests from the public and City staff. In November of 2014, and 
after the State Historical Resources Commission (SHRC) voted to recommend the Keeper of the 
National Register to find the Capitol Towers site eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places, the City prepared and submitted to SACOG an updated SCS Worksheet to address changes in 
density and uses contemplated as part of the proposed project.  

SACOG reviewed the updated worksheet and, on December 8, 2014, SACOG concluded the proposed 
changes to the project were “minor” and again concurred “with the City’s determination that the revised 
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project is consistent with the MTP/SCS for 2035.” (DEIR, Appendix A). On December 19, 2014, 
SACOG submitted a follow-up letter explaining that the Sacramento Commons project is located in “the 
largest, and most imbalanced, employment center in the region” due to the existing undersupply of 
housing options and, by developing housing in this employment center, the proposed project “would 
allow for shorter commutes, and more commutes by biking, walking, and transit.” (FEIR, Appendix D 
Finally, on May 12, 2015, after the Keeper made a formal determination that the property is eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places and the property was listed in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, SACOG submitted a letter to the City that concluded the proposed project, based 
on its “mixed-use redevelopment plan, its location in a neighborhood that provides a surrounding mix of 
uses – retail, residential, office, and its close proximity to transit – will assist in implementation of the 
Blueprint and the MTP/SCS.” (Ibid.) Please see also Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information on 
regional plans, such as the one referenced in the comment.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-10 

The commenter believes the project is in the wrong location. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information on the EIR’s consideration of off-site 
alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-11 

The commenter provides background on the existing project site and its existing attributes. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-12 

The commenter references the historic status of the project site and suggests impacts from the 
proposed project could/should be avoided. 

Please see response to Comment O8-3. Please also see Master Response 2.3.4.1 for a summary of 
historic resources impacts, Master Response 2.3.4.3 for a discussion of mitigation measures identified 
by the Preservation Commission, Master Response 2.3.7.2 for a discussion of the City’s process to 
develop alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information about off-site alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.6 for information on additional on-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.7 for 
description of a rehabilitation alternative, and Master Response 2.3.1.4 for a discussion of mitigation to 
address historic resources impacts. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-13 

The commenter discusses the existing density of development on-site. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.11, which provides information on density. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-14 

The commenter suggests that adding further density without demolition on the project site could meet 
project objectives. 

Please see Chapter 5 of the DEIR, which evaluates alternatives to the project. Please refer to Chapter 
2 of the DEIR, which identifies the project objectives (see DEIR, page 2-6). Please see Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for a summary of the City’s process to develop alternatives and Master Response 
2.3.7.6, which includes a discussion of additional on-site alternatives that, as the commenter notes, 
would add density on-site and attempt to reduce adverse impacts compared to implementation of the 
proposed project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-15 

The commenter references other development projects and suggests that there may be alternative 
sites. 

The City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, 
including information about other developments. Please see Master Response 2.3.10.3 for a discussion 
of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, 
which address consistency with General Plan policy, including the City’s policies for encouraging infill 
development in the Central City area. Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.1 for information on the 
purpose of EIR alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.2 for information on the process used by the City 
to develop alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.3 for information on alternatives rejected from detailed 
analysis in the DEIR, Master Response 2.3.7.4 for a summary of alternatives analysis, Master 
Response 2.3.7.5 for information on consideration of off-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.6 for 
information on consideration of additional on-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.7 for information 
on consideration of rehabilitation alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.8 for information on public benefit 
zoning as an alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.9 for information on alternatives to address less than 
significant impacts, and Master Response 2.3.7.10 for conclusion statements regarding the 
alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-16 

The commenter describes another potential off-site location for the proposed project. 

Please see the Response to Comment O8-15, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-17 

The commenter suggests that the project’s historic mitigation is inadequate. 

Please see the Response to Comment O8-3, above. Please see also Master Response 2.3.12.1 for a 
discussion of feasible mitigation and Master Response 2.3.12.4 for information about mitigation to 
address historic resources impacts.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-18 

The commenter suggests alternatives must be considered. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.1 for information on the purpose of EIR alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for information on the process used by the City to develop alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.3 for information on alternatives rejected from detailed analysis in the DEIR, Master 
Response 2.3.7.4 for a summary of alternatives analysis, Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information on 
consideration of off-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.6 for information on consideration of 
additional on-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.7 for information on consideration of 
rehabilitation alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.8 for information on public benefit zoning as an 
alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.9 for information on alternatives to address less than significant 
impacts, and Master Response 2.3.7.10 for conclusion statements regarding the alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-19 

The commenter summarizes the property owner’s history with the property. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-20 

The commenter summarizes public outreach and review opportunities. 

The City of Sacramento circulated an NOP with a public response period from August 6, 2014, through 
September 5, 2014. In addition, the City invited additional comments on the scope of the EIR at a public 
meeting held on August 27, 2014. Comments submitted at the hearing and those received during the 
NOP comment period are included in Appendix B of the DEIR. The City has provided the DEIR for 
public review at the City of Sacramento Community Development Department and on the Community 
Development Department’s Web site. The City has responded in writing to each comment on the Draft 
EIR that relates to an environmental issue relevant to the project. The City of Sacramento is 
responsible for certifying that the EIR has been adequately prepared in compliance with CEQA. After 
certification, responsible agencies may use the EIR in making their determination whether to approve 
any discretionary actions for which they have jurisdiction.  

Extensive outreach with neighbors, residents and other community stakeholders has been undertaken 
as part of the Sacramento Commons project in order to obtain input on the proposed project. Over 
three months before its formal application process was commenced with the City of Sacramento, the 
applicant held its first community meeting. Since that time, additional meetings have occurred with the 
community, neighbors and other stakeholders, in addition to two hearings before the Planning and 
Design Commission and Preservation Commission. The meetings the applicant has held up until this 
time with community groups and other interested parties is documented below:  

MEETING         DATE 
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Meeting with Sacramento Area Council of Governments – SACOG  11/7/13 

Meeting with Sacramento Air Quality Management District – SMAQMD  11/7/13 

First community meeting       12/16/13 

Meeting with Walk Sacramento and SABA     12/17/13 

Second community meeting        2/18/14 

Meeting with Walk Sacramento and SABA      4/24/14 

Meeting with Downtown Sacramento Partnership    4/24/14 

Meeting with Capitol Area Development Authority – CADA    4/25/14 

Meeting with Downtown Sacramento Partnership     5/28/14 

Meeting with Sacramento Regional Transit District    6/11/14 

Third community meeting        6/11/14 

Meeting with SACOG and Caltrans and City staff    7/16/14 

Meeting with 500 North property owners      8/20/14 

Meeting with 500 North resident       8/20/14 

Meeting with Residential Housing Foundation (owners of Pioneer Tower) 8/25/14 

Meeting with neighbors        10/7/14 

Meeting with Central Valley AIA Board of Directors     10/7/14 

Meeting with Walk Sacramento and SABA      11/6/14 

Meeting with neighbor        12/18/14 

Meeting with Sacramento Tree Foundation      1/6/15 

Meeting with ECOS        3/9/15 

Meeting with SACOG and Caltrans and City staff    4/16/15 

Meeting with Downtown Sacramento Partnership     4/29/15 

Meeting with Residential Housing Foundation (owners of Pioneer Tower) 4/29/15 

Meeting with Residential Housing Foundation (owner of Pioneer Tower) 5/28/15 
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Meeting with Downtown Sacramento Partnership     5/29/15 

Based on input received from the community at these meetings, as well based on input received at the 
scoping meeting for the project’s EIR (and the comments received during the public review period on 
the Notice of Preparation for the DEIR), the applicant made a range of revisions to the project plans. 
These revisions were discussed at the Planning and Design Commission’s review and comment on the 
project (April 30th, 2015), and are identified below:  

Initial development of Site Plan  

► Located low rise buildings adjacent to existing high-rises 

► Created large central north/south axis  

► Created urban east/west axis with live work spaces at grade  

► Oriented largest width of building facing the street 

► Created urban street front along 5th 

► Substantially preserved existing large trees  

Site plan revisions subsequent to Second Community Meeting (February 18, 2014) 

► Increased spacing between high-rise and low-rise (above podium level) to a minimum of 40’  

► Included planting and trees as buffer between buildings  

► Moved buildings back on 5th to preserve existing street trees  

Site plan revisions subsequent to Scoping Meeting (August 27, 2014) 

► Reorganized building footprints to recognize existing easements 

► Increased building separation between Pioneer and Bridgeway Towers to 74’ from 40’ (this 
increase is for 37% of the building face fronting the towers) 

► Increased the width of O Street walkway between the mid-rise buildings to 44’ 

► Provided for the possibility of a neighborhood market  

► Provided ground floor bicycle parking in parking garages 

► Revised Landscape Plan to retain additional healthy trees on site 

► Revised Landscape Plan to provide additional native trees at corner park on 7th and P 
Streets  
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► Created Central Plaza with kiosk  

► Moved the sculpture wall north adjacent to the existing Capitol Towers 

► Reconfigured the hotel/condo tower further away from Bridgeway Tower 

► Added landscaping to roof of parking garages 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-21 

The commenter summarizes public outreach and review opportunities. 

Please see the Response to Comment O8-20, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-22 

The commenter suggests that the historic status of the project site was mischaracterized. 

Please see the Response to Comment O8-3, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-23 

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project elements and PUD Guidelines that would 
impact existing attributes of the project site. 

Commenter’s opposition is noted and the comment will be provided to the City Council as part of this 
FEIR for consideration. Please see the Response to Comment O8-3, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-24 

The commenter cites DEIR’s discussion of disagreement among historic experts. 

Please see the Response to Comment O8-3, above. The first page of the Cultural Resources of the 
DEIR (page 4.4-1) establishes that the property is an historical resource for CEQA purposes. The DEIR 
provides explanation that preparation of the environmental document for the proposed project was 
begun before there was any completed nomination or formal determination of eligibility for historic 
listing of the proposed project site. Please see Master Response 2.3.4.3 regarding the timing related to 
evaluating the property as an historical resource for CEQA purposes as discussed in the DEIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-25 

The commenter references the existing site conditions and characterizes the history of activities by the 
project applicant. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-26 

The commenter references housing affordability, commuting, and GHG emissions. 

Chapter 3 of the EIR provides an analysis of housing in the Central City area, including housing cost. 
The infill and mixed-use nature of the project in the City’s downtown area would place residents within a 
close proximity to jobs and commercial amenities, which would facilitate more walking and biking trips, 
thereby eliminating some vehicle trips and associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Similarly, the 
project’s transit-oriented location would make using public transit feasible to reach jobs in both the 
downtown area and the region. The distances of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project would 
also be reduced and the project site’s proximity to amenities and jobs would further reduce vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) in the region. The relationships between density, mix of land uses, urban design, 
and the quality of the non-automobile transportation network, on one hand, and VMT, on the other, are 
complex. There is extensive academic literature showing that VMT can be reduced with density, land 
use mix, a connected transportation network, access to employment and regional destinations, and 
transit-supportive development patterns, among other factors (see work by Reid Ewing, Robert 
Cervero, Susan Handy, Lawrence Frank, and Gary Pivo, among others).3 These factors have varying 
levels of influence on travel demand.  

According to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), the project site’s location within 
Center/Corridor Community Type and within the City’s Central Business District help to minimize VMT 
(and associated GHG emissions) due to the presence of higher intensity development, greater 
accessibility to employment and services, better transit service, and enhanced pedestrian/bike 
amenities relative to other Community Types. Because of these characteristics, residents of 
Center/Corridor community areas are estimated to generate 29% less VMT per capita than the regional 
average and more than twice as many person trips by transit, walk, or bicycle modes compared to the 
regional average (SACOG 2014). The reduction in VMT associated with the location of the project site 
has been established through the travel demand analysis that SACOG performed to support the 
MTP/SCS. The regional VMT per capita in 2008 was estimated to be 26 miles per day. For the traffic 
analysis zone that includes the Sacramento Commons project site, the average per-capita VMT in 2008 
is approximately 9 miles per day. In 2035, forecast regional average per-capita VMT is 24 miles per 
day, whereas the project site and vicinity would have an average of approximately 5 miles per day 
(SACOG 2011, Chapter 5B, p. 84). Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a 
discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. 

                                                      
3  Ewing, Reid and Robert Cervero. 2001. “Travel and the Built Environment” Transportation Research Record, 1780, Paper 

No. 01-3515. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2013 (June). Our Built and Natural Environments: A Technical 
Review of the Interactions among Land Use, Transportation, and Environmental Quality. Handy, Susan, Kevan 
Shafizadeh, and Robert Schneider. 2013 (February). California Smart-Growth Trip Generation Rates Study. University of 
California, Davis for the California Department of Transportation. Frank, Lawrence and Gary Pivo. 1994. Impacts of Mixed 
Use and Density on Utilization of Three Modes of Travel: Single-Occupant Vehicle, Transit, and Walking. Transportation 
Research Record, 1466. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-27 

The commenter references negative but unspecified impacts on seniors and persons with disabilities in 
the vicinity of the project site. 

The EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed Sacramento Commons project in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). 
The DEIR evaluates the potential physical adverse impacts on the environment resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project, including adverse effects on seniors and persons with 
disabilities, as relevant to CEQA. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-28 

The commenter references impacts to trees. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic changes related to tree 
removal, Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, 
Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master 
Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 
2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to 
non-heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 other regarding environmental benefits of trees. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-29 

The commenter characterizes impacts of the proposed project on the existing project design and 
historic structures. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.4.1 for information on historic resources impacts under CEQA, 
Master Response 2.3.4.2 for a summary of the project’s historic resources impacts, Master Response 
2.3.4.3 regarding disagreement among experts in an EIR, Master Response 2.3.4.4 for additional 
mitigation considered for historic resources impacts, Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.4.6 regarding 
consistency with the General Plan. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-30 

The commenter states that alternatives to address historic resources impacts must be considered. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.1 for information on the purpose of EIR alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for information on the process used by the City to develop alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.3 for information on alternatives rejected from detailed analysis in the DEIR, Master 
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Response 2.3.7.4 for a summary of alternatives analysis, Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information on 
consideration of off-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.6 for information on consideration of 
additional on-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.7 for information on consideration of 
rehabilitation alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.8 for information on public benefit zoning as an 
alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.9 for information on alternatives to address less than significant 
impacts, and Master Response 2.3.7.10 for conclusion statements regarding the alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-31 

The commenter references the project site’s historic status. 

Please refer to Response to Comment O8-3, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-32 

The commenter references the project site’s historic status. 

Please refer to Response to Comment O8-3, above. The first page of the Cultural Resources of the 
DEIR (page 4.4-1) establishes that the property is an historical resource for CEQA purposes. The DEIR 
provides explanation that preparation of the environmental document for the proposed project was 
begun before there was any completed nomination or formal determination of eligibility for historic 
listing of the proposed project site. Please see Master Response 2.3.4.3 regarding the timing related to 
evaluating the property as an historical resource for CEQA purposes as discussed in the DEIR.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-33 

The commenter references support letters for the determination of the project site’s historic status. 

Please refer to Response to Comment O8-3, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-34 

The commenter references a publication with more information about the history of the project site. 

Please refer to Response to Comment O8-3, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-35 

The commenter references a publication with more information about the history of the project site. 

Please refer to Response to Comment O8-3, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-36 

The commenter references the project site’s historic characteristics. 
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Please refer to Response to Comment O8-3, above. Relocation of historical structures is a preservation 
method that has been used successfully within Sacramento and throughout the globe to avoid 
demolition of historic structures. (See International Association of Structural Movers, 
http://www.iasm.org/about/; see also Preservation Brief 15 “Preservation of Historic Concrete”, 
http://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs/15-concrete.htm). The Overhoff sculptural wall is made 
up of eight distinct concrete relief panels that can be successfully moved as individual panels.  
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2(c) requires Overhoff sculptural wall relocation to be completed in consultation 
with the City’s Preservation Director and the Director of the Sacramento Metropolitan Arts Commission. 
As part of the consultation, the City’s Preservation Director and the Director of the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Arts Commission will require all work be undertaken by a qualified expert with extensive 
experience. Please see Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for a description of revisions to the DEIR, including 
reference to the required expertise.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-37 

The commenter references the movement of the historic sculptural wall. 

Please refer to Response to Comment O8-3, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-38 

The commenter references impacts to trees. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic changes related to tree 
removal, Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, 
Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master 
Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 
2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to 
non-heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 regarding other environmental benefits of trees. See 
also Response to Comment O6-47 regarding urban heat islands. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-39 

The commenter discusses on-site trees. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-38, above.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-40 

The commenter suggests that testimony from a former City of Sacramento Arborist for Urban Forest 
Services at the July 24, 2014 City of Sacramento’s Planning & Design Commission should receive full 
attention. 

The comment does not identify any specific inadequacy of the DEIR in addressing adverse physical 
environmental effects of the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment O8-38, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-41 

The commenter provides information on tree coverage in the Central Business District. 

The impacts of the proposed project, including those related to trees, are comprehensively evaluated in 
the DEIR for decision maker consideration. Please see Response to Comment O8-38, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-42 

The commenter asks whether or not the City would be in favor of removing 33% of the tree canopy on 
the project site. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-38, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-43 

The commenter disagrees with the use of CEQA streamlining provisions in the DEIR. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information about applicable streamlining provisions.  

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-44 

The commenter disagrees with the City regarding CEQA streamlining provisions. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information about applicable streamlining provisions. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-45 

The commenter disagrees with the City regarding CEQA streamlining provisions. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information about applicable streamlining provisions. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-46 

The commenter disagrees with the City regarding CEQA streamlining provisions. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information about applicable streamlining provisions. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-47 

The commenter disagrees with the use of CEQA streamlining provisions in the DEIR. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information about applicable streamlining provisions.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-48 

The commenter disagrees with the use of CEQA streamlining provisions in the DEIR. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information about applicable streamlining provisions.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-49 

The commenter disagrees with the City regarding CEQA streamlining provisions. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information about applicable streamlining provisions. See also 
Appendix A to this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-50 

The commenter disagrees with the City regarding CEQA streamlining provisions. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.9.4 for information about applicable streamlining provisions. See also 
Appendix A to this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-51 

The commenter disagrees with the City and SACOG regarding CEQA streamlining provisions. 

SACOG prepared its SCS Worksheet template on July 31, 2012 for use by member agencies to 
determine whether a project is consistent with SACOG’s MTP/SCS. The City used SACOG’s template 
worksheet to evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with SACOG’s MTP/SCS in May of 2014 and, 
after additional changes were made to the proposed project, updated the worksheet in November of 
2014. The Keeper’s December 31, 2014, determination that the Capitol Towers site is eligible to be 
listed on the National Register and the automatic listings of the site on the California Register of 
Historical Resources are not factors relevant to evaluating consistency with the MTP/SCS. 
Nevertheless, on May 12, 2015, after the Keeper made a formal determination that the property is 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and the property was listed in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, SACOG submitted a letter to the City that concluded the proposed 
project, based on its “mixed-use redevelopment plan, its location in a neighborhood that provides a 
surrounding mix of uses – retail, residential, office, and its close proximity to transit – will assist in 
implementation of the Blueprint and the MTP/SCS” (FEIR, Appendix D). See Response to Comment 
O8-9.  
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Additionally, neither the City nor SACOG concluded the proposed project qualifies as a Sustainable 
Communities Project pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21155.1. See also Master Response 
2.3.9 for a discussion of CEQA streamlining provisions applicable to the proposed project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-52 

The commenter believes that the project site with its existing development meets SACOG Blueprint 
Principles. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. The 
EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with local or regional planning 
policies and principles, but rather to evaluate consistency of the proposed project with relevant policies, 
principles, and regulations. See Chapter 3 of the DEIR for an evaluation of regional policies.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-53 

The commenter believes that the project site with its existing development meets SACOG Blueprint 
Principles. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-52, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-54 

The commenter believes that the project site with its existing development represents an early model 
for mixed-use urban planning. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-52, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-55 

The commenter contends that the DEIR does not consider mitigation options or alternatives that would 
comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties to reduce 
historic resources impacts. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.1, which summarizes the purpose of alternatives development, 
Master Response 2.3.7.2 for a description of the City’s process to develop alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.6 for additional on-site alternatives, and Master Response 2.3.12.4 for information 
related to historic resources mitigation. The City’s process for environmental review is consistent with 
the process set forth in Mitigation Measure CR-1 from the SACOG Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) EIR. Mitigation Measure CR-1 requires an 
historical resources inventory and an Historical Survey Report to be prepared. Where “avoidance of a 
significant architectural/built environment resource is not feasible”, Mitigation Measure CR-1 identifies a 
number of potential mitigation options, including “but not limited to,” re-use of an historical resource as 
well as “[c]reation of a Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)/Historic American Engineering 
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Record (HAER) standards document will reduce the impact associated with the loss or modification of 
historically significant physical characteristics of effected resources.” (MTP/SCS PEIR, pp. 7-51 to 7-
52.) Consistent with these requirements, the proposed project includes the retention and re-use of the 
Overhoff sculptural wall and the Capitol Towers high-rise. (See DEIR, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2.) The 
DEIR also requires HABS/HALS documentation. (Ibid.) As explained in Mitigation Measure CR-1, 
where measure such as re-use and documentation are unable to avoid materially altering the physical 
characteristics creating the resource’s historical significance in an adverse manner, a project’s impact 
on the historical resource remains significant and unavoidable. (MTP/SCS PEIR, pp. 7-51 to 7-52.) 
Consistent with the conclusion in the MTP/SCS EIR, the DEIR concludes the proposed project would 
have a significant and unavoidable historic resource impact. Also consistent with Mitigation Measure 
CR-1 from the MTP/SCS EIR, materials related to the proposed project site have been delivered to the 
North Central Information Center (Ambacher, Patricia, pers. comm. 2015b).  

Please see also Response to Comment O8-3, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-56 

The commenter provides objectives related to the City’s General Plan. 

Chapter 3 of the DEIR includes an evaluation of consistency with relevant plans and policies including 
policies from the City’s General Plan. Please see Response to Comment O8-52, above. See also 
Master Response 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10 for information related to General Plan consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-57 

The commenter believes that the project site with its existing development meets General Plan 
objectives. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-52, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-58 

The commenter contends that removal of buildings and adding density does not necessarily make a 
project sustainable. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. The 
EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed Sacramento Commons project in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). 
The DEIR evaluates the potential physical adverse impacts on the environment resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project, including those topics often characterized under the heading 
“sustainability,” including GHG emissions, energy efficiency, water conservation, solid waste demand, 
travel demand, air quality, and use of resources. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-59 

The commenter discusses increase in energy use and resource consumption. 

CEQA requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, 
with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of 
energy (see Public Resources Code Section 21100[b][3]). The DEIR provides this analysis in Section 
4.6. As noted, construction energy consumption is primarily generated from combustion of fossil fuels 
for vehicles and equipment that, if operated efficiently, use less energy and generate fewer emissions. 
Although all development projects would involve the short-term generation of construction-related 
energy consumption, it is important to consider the types of land uses that are developed. For example, 
construction-related energy consumption used to develop a mixed-use, transit-oriented, and infill 
project such as the proposed project would help accommodate future residents and employees at a 
higher GHG and energy efficiency (i.e., less GHG emissions per capita) than a greenfield project 
located further away from transit options and less central to amenities and populations found in an 
urban environment (SACOG 2014). In other words, because of the proposed project’s proximity to 
amenities (e.g., distance to jobs, shopping, entertainment) and feasibility of using non-motorized 
transportation to reach those amenities, regional modeling developed by SACOG demonstrates that 
this infill project would reduce transportation emissions compared to a project located on the urban 
fringe without access to transit, with fewer bicycle/pedestrian amenities, reduced access to jobs and 
amenities, and with lower development densities (SACOG 2014).  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-60 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development complies with the City’s 
General Plan. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-52, above. Chapter 3 of the DEIR includes an evaluation of 
consistency with relevant plans and policies including policies from the City’s General Plan. See also 
Master Response 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10 for information related to General Plan consistency. See Master 
Response 2.3.11 for a discussion of development density, including the existing project site’s 
compliance with the General Plan.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-61 

The commenter refers to a publication that compares building reuse and demolition/new construction 
relative to energy use. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-59, above. Please see also the Response to Comment A6-12. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-62 

The commenter refers to a publication that compares building reuse and demolition/new construction 
relative to GHG emissions. 
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As evaluated in Section 4.6 of the DEIR, consistency with applicable measures from the City’s Climate 
Action Plan and because the City’s Climate Action Plan was developed to help achieve the City’s fair 
share of the statewide GHG reduction target, the project would also assist in the state’s effort to 
achieve the statewide GHG reduction target. For a discussion of energy use and GHG emissions 
associated with demolition and construction compared to the energy and GHG efficiency of the 
proposed project, please see also the Response to Comment A6-12. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-63 

The commenter asks how the City will test the applicant’s assertion that the project is sustainable. 

Please see Response to Comments O8-58 and O8-59, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-64 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development meets some of the project 
objectives.  

Please see Chapter 5 of the DEIR, which evaluates alternatives to the project, including the no project 
alternative. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the DEIR, which identifies the project objectives (see DEIR, 
page 2-6). As noted in (page 5-34), Alternative 1 would not meet objectives 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, or 9, which 
all pertain to intensification or augmentation of existing site characteristics. See also Master Response 
2.3.7 concerning alternatives.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-65 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development meets some of the project 
objectives.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-64, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-66 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development meets some of the project 
objectives.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-64, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-67 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development meets some of the project 
objectives.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-64, above. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-68 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development meets some of the project 
objectives.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-64, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-69 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development meets some of the project 
objectives.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-64, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-70 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development meets some of the project 
objectives.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-64, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-71 

The commenter suggests that the project site with its existing development meets some of the project 
objectives.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-64, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-72 

The commenter believes that the project site with its existing development can be made consistent with 
aspects of the project’s PUD Guidelines. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. The 
EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with the PUD Guidelines, but 
rather to report on adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-73 

The commenter provides information on existing density in the vicinity of the project site. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. The 
EIR is not intended to evaluate the density of existing development with the PUD Guidelines, but rather 
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to report on adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. Please see also Master 
Response 2.3.11 and Response to Comment O7-12. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-74 

The commenter provides information on other developments in Sacramento. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. The 
purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical 
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive 
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please 
see Master Response 2.3.7.5 regarding off-site alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-75 

The commenter provides information on other developments in Sacramento. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-74, above. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-76 

The commenter references General Plan land use guidance and contends that the project site with its 
existing development complies with this guidance. 

The EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with the General Plan, but 
rather to report on adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. Please see also 
Master Response 2.3.10.1 regarding General Plan consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-77 

The commenter references General Plan land use guidance and contends that the project site with its 
existing development complies with this guidance. 

The EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with the General Plan, but 
rather to report on adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. Please see also 
Master Response 2.3.10.1 regarding General Plan consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-78 

The commenter references General Plan land use guidance and contends that the project site with its 
existing development complies with this guidance. 
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The EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with the General Plan, but 
rather to report on adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. Please see also 
Master Response 2.3.10.1 regarding General Plan consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-79 

The commenter references General Plan land use guidance and contends that the project site with its 
existing development complies with this guidance. 

The EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with the General Plan, but 
rather to report on adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. Please see also 
Master Response 2.3.10.1 regarding General Plan consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-80 

The commenter references General Plan land use guidance and contends that the project site with its 
existing development complies with this guidance. 

The EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with the 2035 General 
Plan, but rather to report on adverse physical environmental impacts that could result from 
implementation of the proposed project. The comment addresses policy issues that will be considered 
during the project hearings. Please see also Master Response 2.3.10.1 regarding General Plan 
consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-81 

The commenter references General Plan land use guidance and contends that the project site with its 
existing development complies with this guidance. 

The EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with the General Plan, but 
rather to report on adverse physical environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the 
proposed project. The comment addresses policy issues that will be considered during the project 
hearings. Please see also Master Response 2.3.10.1 regarding General Plan consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-82 

The commenter references General Plan historic and cultural resources guidance and contends that 
the project site with its existing development complies with this guidance. The commenter asks what 
has been done with regard to mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce historic impacts. 

See response above to Comment O-81. Please see Master Response 2.3.7.1, which summarizes the 
purpose of alternatives development, Master Response 2.3.7.2 for a description of the City’s process to 
develop alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.6 for additional on-site alternatives, and Master Response 
2.3.12.4 for information related to historic resources mitigation. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-83 

The commenter references General Plan land use policy relative to a family-friendly downtown. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. The DEIR provides a comprehensive discussion of 
population and housing in Chapter 3. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a 
discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-84  

The commenter references General Plan housing policy relative to preserving affordable housing. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. The text referenced in the comment appears at page H- 
3-51 of the 2030 General Plan. The DEIR provides a comprehensive discussion of population and 
housing policy in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. This policy is related to assisted housing developments, as 
defined by Government Code section 65583(a)(9), that are at-risk of converting to market-rate housing. 
The project site does not constitute an assisted housing development pursuant to Government Code 
section 65583(a)(9). Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of 
accommodating housing at different affordability levels. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-85 

The commenter references General Plan land use guidance and contends that the project site with its 
existing development complies with this guidance. 

The EIR is not intended to evaluate the consistency of existing development with the General Plan, but 
rather to report on adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. Please see also 
Master Response 2.3.10.1 regarding General Plan consistency. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-86 

The commenter references a mitigation measure from the MTP/SCS relative to avoiding impacts to 
historic resources. 

The City’s process for environmental review is consistent with the process set forth in Mitigation 
Measure CR-1 from the SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(MTP/SCS) EIR. The project’s impact to a historical resource is considered significant. As described in 
Section 4.4 of this EIR, avoidance of impact to potential on-site historical resources while achieving 
project objectives is not feasible. Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 has been incorporated into this EIR, 
consistent with the recommendations of Mitigation Measure CR-1, which requires documentation, 
interpretation, reuse, and preservation of on-site resources, to the extent feasible. See also Response 
to Comments O8-3 and O8-55. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-87 

The commenter references activities of the applicant 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-88 

The commenter references activities on the project site. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-89 

The commenter references alternatives to the proposed project. 

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.1 for information on the purpose of EIR alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.2 for information on the process used by the City to develop alternatives, Master 
Response 2.3.7.3 for information on alternatives rejected from detailed analysis in the DEIR, Master 
Response 2.3.7.4 for a summary of alternatives analysis, Master Response 2.3.7.5 for information on 
consideration of off-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.6 for information on consideration of 
additional on-site alternatives, Master Response 2.3.7.7 for information on consideration of 
rehabilitation alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.8 for information on public benefit zoning as an 
alternative, Master Response 2.3.7.9 for information on alternatives to address less than significant 
impacts, and Master Response 2.3.7.10 for conclusion statements regarding the alternatives. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-89 

The commenter references alternatives to the proposed project. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment O8-88. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-91 

The commenter references alternatives to the proposed project. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment O8-88. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-92 

The commenter references alternatives to the proposed project. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment O8-88. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-93 

The commenter references alternatives to the proposed project. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment O8-88. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-94 

The commenter references demolition of the historic district. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment O8-3. Please see and Master Response 2.3.4.6 for a 
discussion of historic resources impacts, CEQA, and the administrative process for the proposed 
project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-95 

The commenter references the existing density of the project site. 

The EIR is not intended to evaluate the density of the existing project site, but rather to report on 
adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. See also Response to Comment O7-
12. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-96 

The commenter references the existing density of the project site. 

The EIR is not intended to evaluate the density of the existing project site, but rather to report on 
adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. See also Response to Comment O7-
12. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-97 

The commenter references activities of the applicant. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration. 
Additionally, future discretionary projects proposed on the project site, as with any other project 
proposed within the City, must comply with CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-98 

The commenter references loss of trees and green space. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.1 for information related to the existing setting, Master Response 
2.3.2.2 for information related to tree removal, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the 
landscape plan, Master Response 2.3.2.4 for information related to aesthetic changes related to tree 



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-324 City of Sacramento 

removal, Master Response 2.3.2.5 for information related to GHG sequestration benefits of trees, 
Master Response 2.3.2.6 for information related to project revisions to reduce removal of trees, Master 
Response 2.3.2.7 for information related to the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts, 
Master Response 2.3.2.8 for information related to mitigation of tree-related impacts, Master Response 
2.3.2.9 for information related to ecosystem services and tree growth calculations, Master Response 
2.3.2.11 for information related to rooftop trees, Master Response 2.3.2.12 for information related to 
non-heritage trees, and Master Response 2.3.2.13 other environmental benefits of trees. Please see 
Master Response 2.3.2 for a discussion of the loss of trees and tree canopy.  

As discussed in the DEIR (see Section 4.10 in particular), there are City parks and other publicly 
accessible parks and urban open spaces located near the project site. To determine potential impacts 
to parks and recreational facilities, the DEIR considers relevant regulatory requirements of the City 
Code and General Plan for parkland requirements, parkland dedication requirements, and in-lieu fee 
requirements, based on the number of new dwelling units and residents that could be accommodated 
by implementation of the proposed project. To address parkland impacts caused by projects that 
generate additional resident and employee populations within the City, the Sacramento City Code 
provides standards and formulas for the dedication of parkland and payment of in-lieu fees (Title 16, 
Chapter 16.64), and imposes a park development impact fee on new projects within the City (Title 18, 
Chapter 18.44) for both residential and non-residential development.  

The proposed project will comply with its Parkland Dedication Requirement. The Sacramento Central 
City Urban Design Guidelines includes requirements to implement the 2030 General Plan and PRMP 
for small public spaces. According to the guidelines, new development should provide a range of open 
space types for its users and visitors, that are open to the street or public right-of-way and accessible to 
all citizens; and include hard and soft landscaping, areas for sun and shade, benches, and water 
features, where appropriate. The proposed project provides a number of private recreation 
opportunities including pool areas for project residents and guests. Residential buildings include a 
podium or rooftop level pool area, and the parking garage included in Parcel 1 will also include a 
rooftop pool area. In total, the podium and rooftop level community space, fitness center and pool areas 
include approximately 1.7 acres of private recreation space.  

Additionally, each of the proposed buildings will have access to a fitness center and similar indoor 
recreation spaces. These indoor areas include approximately 0.20 acres of private recreation space. 
The corner of P and 7th Streets would be occupied by a community plaza of approximately 0.29 acres, 
accommodating pedestrians beneath a tree canopy. The proposed project also includes an East-West 
Promenade, North-South Promenade, and a central plaza, which provides a balance of hardscape 
paving lined with existing mature (Heritage) trees and new trees and open lawn and landscape in 
adjacent areas. The proposed promenades and central plaza also incorporate hardscape pedestrian 
paths, water features, seating areas, small café tables, public art, and softscape in the form of 
landscaping, such as shade and ornamental trees open lawn areas, and other landscape features. In 
total, the East-West Promenade, North-South Promenade, central plaza, and associated pedestrian 
paths cover 1.83 acres of the project site. The proposed project would not cause or accelerate the 
physical deterioration of existing park facilities or require the expansion of existing parks in the area. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-99 

The commenter references water demand.  

The City along with much of the State of California, is in a state of declared drought. The City has 
implemented water conservation measures consistent with the Stage 2 Drought described in the City’s 
2010 Urban Water Management Plan (Section 5.2.3.1 “Stages of Action”). This stage of drought is 
sufficient for conservation of water up to 30%. The City’s conservation goal is 25%, consistent with the 
Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15. The City will continue to enforce Stage 2 drought measures and 
will implement new measures that will be applicable to new development (also consistent with 
Executive Order B-29-15). The City Stage 2 drought response does not include suspending the 
issuances of new connections to the water system. The City anticipates that its water conservation 
measures will protect its water supply and does not foresee the need to suspend new water 
connections (Armijo, pers. comm., 2015). Moreover, increasing the percentage of City residents that 
live in high density residential infill units is one tool that can be used to reduce average household 
water use within the City. Multi-family homes use approximately half the amount of water for outdoor 
use compared to single-family homes and approximately 42 of total residential water use is for outdoor 
landscape irrigation (Public Policy Institute 2006). Therefore, the City views higher-density infill 
development as part of the solution to address the current and future drought situations.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-100 

The commenter references parking.  

Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(1) provides that parking impacts of mixed-use residential 
projects (like the proposed project), located “on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment.”  

The Hotel / Condo / Retail Scenario would eliminate the 390 existing surface and garage parking 
spaces and build up to 1,701 new parking spaces within four parking garages, for a net increase of 
1,311 parking spaces on the site. The Scenario proposes to retain the existing Capitol Towers (which 
contains 203 apartments) and construct a 300-room hotel and 110 condominium units (in conjunction 
with and above the hotel floors), providing up to 1,171 new dwelling units (increasing the total number 
dwelling units within project site to 1,374). The Hotel / Condo / Retail Scenario would provide 1,402 
parking spaces for 1,374 residential units, or an average of 1.02 parking spaces per unit, which is 
similar to existing parking conditions on the project site of 0.96 parking spaces per unit.  

For the Condo / Retail Scenario, the project would eliminate the 390 surface and garage parking 
spaces and build up to 1,635 new parking spaces within four parking garages, for a net increase of 
1,245 parking spaces on the site. The Condo / Retail Scenario would construct up to 1,267 new 
dwelling units (increasing the total number of dwelling units within the project site to 1,470). The Condo 
/ Retail Scenario would provide 1,522 parking spaces for 1,470 residential units, or an average of 1.04 
parking spaces per unit, which is similar to existing parking conditions on the project site (i.e. 0.96 
parking spaces per unit) and similar to parking ratios for dwelling units in the Central City area, which is 
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typically a 1:1 ratio. Until 2013, the City’s Code required this parking ratio (Tom Pace, City of 
Sacramento, pers. comm., June 3, 2015). 

Parking provided by the proposed project is comparable to other residential and mixed use projects 
proposed within the CBD and surrounding area. For the purposes of the comparison below, consistent 
with the proposed project, mixed-use projects that include retail or hotel uses are assumed to provide 1 
space per 500 sq.ft. of retail space and 1 space per 2 hotel rooms.  

► The proposed 840 Delta Lane project located at Tower Bridge Gateway and Riske Lane 
proposes 192 parking spaces for 90 residential units, 3,200 sq.ft. of retail space and a 50 
room hotel, for an average of 1.78 parking spaces per residential unit.  

► The recently constructed Capitol Yards project located at Tower Bridge Gateway and 5th 
Street includes 471 parking spaces for 350 residential units and 5,000 square feet of retail 
space, for an average of 1.32 parking spaces per residential unit.  

► The proposed Metro Crossing project located at 7th Street and G Street proposes 257 
parking spaces for 200 residential units, for an average of 1.29 parking spaces per 
residential unit.  

► The proposed Unger Residential project located at Bridge Street and 5th Street proposes 
300 parking spaces for 280 residential units and 3,000 square feet of retail space, for an 
average of 1.05 parking spaces per unit.  

► The recently constructed Park Moderns project located Garden Street and Riverfront Street 
includes 32 parking spaces for 32 residential units, for an average of 1.00 parking space per 
residential unit.  

► The proposed Eviva Midtown project located at 16th Street and N Street proposes 123 
parking spaces for 118 residential units and 5,195 sq.ft. of retail space, for an average of 
0.96 parking spaces per residential unit.  

► The proposed Horatio Courts project located at Bridge Street and Riverfront Street proposes 
50 parking spaces for 50 residential units and 4,000 sq.ft. of retail space, for an average of 
0.84 parking spaces per residential unit.  

The 500 N Street property (also known as Bridgeway Towers) provides parking at a 1:1 ratio. Parking 
ratios proposed by the project are consistent with, and supported by, prevailing market conditions within 
the CBD and immediately surrounding area. Please see also Master Response 2.3.5.1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-101 

The commenter references housing, commuting, and GHG emissions.  

Please refer to the Response to Comment O8-26. 



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-327 Comments and Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-102 

The commenter references housing affordability.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-101, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-103 

The commenter references energy use.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-59, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-104 

The commenter references alternatives.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-88, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-105 

The commenter references other developments.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-74, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-106 

The commenter believes proposed mitigation is not sufficient.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-3, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-107 

The commenter alleges that the project violates various unspecified policies. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-8, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-108 

The commenter refers to public input. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-19, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-109 

The commenter refers to the historic status of the project site. 
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Please see Response to Comment O8-3, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-110 

The commenter urges the City to deny the project. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council 
consideration.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-111 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project and mentions the attributes of the existing 
development on the project site and use of infill streamlining. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-3, above. Please see also Master Response 2.3.9, which 
provides a detailed description of relevant CEQA streamlining provisions.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-112 

The commenter describes historic districts’ characteristics. 

Please see Response to Comment O8-3, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-113 

The commenter provides a quote related to positive attributes of historic places. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council 
consideration.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-114 

The commenter expresses desire to retain the existing development at the project site. 

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council 
consideration.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-115 

The commenter suggests means to achieve both preservation and progress. 
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The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council 
consideration.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8-116 THROUGH O8-144 

The commenter has compiled a document and a number of letters that were sent to the Sacramento 
Preservation Commission and Planning & Design Commission prior to the release of the DEIR. These 
commenters mention the historic status of the site and express support for the historic designation of 
the project site.  

Please see Response to Comment O8-3, above. Please see Master Response 2.3.4.1 for a discussion 
of historic resources impacts under CEQA and Master Response 2.3.4.2 for a summary of impacts of 
the proposed project.  

COMMENT LETTER O9 –TREES SACRAMENTO 

  


