700 Block of K Street
Final Environmental
Impact Report
SCH 2010112014

April 2011

Prepared for:
City of Sacramento and
Redevelopment Agency of
the City of Sacramento




700 Block of K Street
Final EIR

SCH 2010112014

City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95811

April 2011



700 Block of K Street

Final EIR
Table of Contents
Table of Contents
Chapter 1 IObeotetion: i e o et S S B R i S 141
Chapter 2 Revisions 1o Diaft BIR TFemb.voives: sva vun isuwvans sossevinns sisemesvi svia sse oo 241
Chapter 3 Bestionsas no ComntremiiB. s v s i v o s omi s e w aads i ey i i 31
Chapter4 Mitipation Monitoring P . esss e s s o s ssmss s 4-1




CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION




700 Block of K Sirect
Final EIR

Introduction

Chapter 1 Introduction

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) contains a listing of the public and agency comments received
during the public review period of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). This document was
prepared by the Lead Agency for the project, the City of Sacramento, in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, in particular Sections 15089 and15132.

In accordance with Section 15132, this Final EIR consists of the following:

e Revisions to the Draft EIR
e Copies of comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR
e A list of public agencies and organizations that commented on the Draft EIR
The responses of the City to significant environmental points raised in the comments and recommendations

Summary of the Proposed Project

Currently, the project site is comprised of eleven underutilized patcels. The proposed project site is almost fully built
out with a mix of buildings that were constructed beginning in the late 1800’s through the 1950%s. A small parcel at the
south-westernmost edge of the site adjacent to the alley at 7t Street is vacant... Retail establishments and restaurants
previously occupied the ground floors of the buildings, with residential and office uses in the upper levels of some
buildings. This portion of the block is representative of the original historic fabric of K Street, with some of the
properties listed in the Sacramento Register of Historic and Cultural Resources.

The 700 Block of K Street project (proposed project) proposes a mixed-use development with residential and
retail/restaurant/entertainment uses and a parking garage. The development densities would be below those assumed
for the site in the Master EIR for the City of Sacramento’s 2030 General Plan.

As part of the proposed project, the majority of the existing building facades along K Street would be renovated in
order to maintain the existing pedestrian scale and storefront characteristics. The proposed project would redevelop
the existing structures along K Street with refail and restaurant uses, and convert the upper floors of several buildings
to residential uses. The entire south half of the half block, along the alley, is proposed for demolition and
construction of a single five-story residential building over a two-level parking garage. The first level of the garage
would be below grade.

This proposed project would also install the infrastructure connections for development of the site.

Project Objectives

e Bring high density, transit-otiented, mixed use development to the block.

e Enhance the pedestrian environment on K Street.

e  Reactivate I Street.

e  Replace uneconomical land uses with a vibrant mixed-use community to help revitalize downtown.
L ]

Provide a neighborhood retail center.
® Provide additional housing opportunities in the Central Business District.
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e  Rehabilitate the K Street facades of the Landmark buildings and rebuild and/or renovate the other I Street
facades in order to retain the general scale and historic character of this block of buildings along KK Street.

Project Entitlements:

The following entitlements are required for the Proposed Project. The potential environmental impacts associated
with development in accordance with these entitlements are analyzed in this EIR.

Special Permit — Major Project for a mixed use project over 75,000 square feet.
Special Permit — Alcohol to establish batr/ pubs

Special Permit — Parking to partially waive parking for new residential units
Certificate of Appropriateness — for rehabilitation of Landmarks

Design Review Approval — for exterior alterations and design of new structures

Approval of Project Concept
Disposition and Development Agreement
Regulatory Agreements

e @ e

Finance Agreements

e Fither all eleven parcels would be merged into one patcel through an administrative process with the City’s
Department of Transportation or a tentative map would be submitted to the Community Development
Department to divide the commetcial and residential uses into two parcels total.

Draft EIR
The Draft EIR includes the following technical analysis chapter:
e Cultural Resources
Public Participation and Review
In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released on November 1, 2010 for a
30-day agency and public review period. The NOP was distributed to responsible agencies, interested parties,
business owners, residences, and landowners within the project area. The purpose of the NOP was to provide
notification that an EIR for the project would be prepared and to solicit guidance on the scope and content of the
document. A summary of the comments received on the NOP is included in each technical chapter. A copy of the

NOP and NOP response letters received are included in Appendix A.

A public scoping meeting was held on November 18, 2010. Responsible agencies and members of the public were
invited to attend and provide input on the scope of the EIR. No comments were received.

A Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were filed with the State Clearinghouse on July 27, 2010. A Notice
of Availability was distributed to the responders to the NOP and the list of agencies, groups, and persons. The 45-day
public review period began on July 27, 2010 and ended September 9, 2010.

Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the following locations:

City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
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300 Richards Boulevard

Sacramento Public Library
828 1 Street

Otrganization of the Final EIR
This document is organized as follows:

Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter summarizes the project under consideration, including the objectives of the
project and the entitlements that are analyzed by this environmental review. Information regarding the issue areas
analyzed in the Draft EIR and the methods used to solicit input on the environmental review of the proposed project are
also included.

Chapter 2: Revisions to Draft EIR Text. This chapter presents the revisions to the text of the Draft EIR. The
revisions were made for one of two reasons: (1) City-initiated clarification, amplification, or corrections to the text that
were identified subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR or (2) revisions in response to comments made on the
Draft EIR.

Deleted text is shown by stetkethrengh and added text is shown by underlined text.

Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines states the conditions for which a Draft EIR must be re-citculated. None of
the revisions to the text of the Draft EIR are the result of a new significant environmental impact, substantial increase in
the severity of an environmental impact, or considerable changes to a project alternative or mitigation measure, ot
fundamental flaws in the Draft EIR. For these reasons, re-circulation of the Draft EIR prior to certification is not
necessary.

Chapter 3: Responses to Comments. This chapter contains a list of the commentors on the Draft EIR followed by
responses to individual comments,

Each comment letter is presented with brackets showing how the letter was divided for responses by the City. Fach
comment is given a binomial with the letter designation appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example,
comments in Letter A are numbered A-1, A-2, and so on. Immediately following each letter are the City’s responses,
each with binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments.

If the subject matter of one comment is similar to that of another, the reader is referred to the other comment and the
response to review all information on a given subject. Where this occurs, cross-references are provided.

Some comments on the Draft EIR do not pertain to the CEQA issues analyzed in the Draft EIR, do not ask questions
about the Draft EIR, or do not question an element or conclusion of the Draft EIR. In such cases, the response will
recognize the comment and provide additional information where possible. Some comments exptess opinions about
aspects of the proposed project and these are included in the FEIR for the consideration of the decision-makets.

Chapter 4: Mitigation Monitoring Plan, The intent of the MMP is to prescribe and enforce the proper and successful
implementation of the mitigation measures.

Appendix. This section includes conceptual drawings that were made available subsequent to the preparation of the
Draft EIR.
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Chapter 2 Revisions to DEIR Text

Introduction

This chapter shows the text changes to the Draft EIR. New text is indicated by underline and deleted text by
strilkethrough. The changes are presented in the page order they appeared in the Draft EIR.

This chapter presents the revisions to the text of the Draft EIR. The revisions were made for one of two
reasons: (1) clarification, amplification, or corrections to the text that were identified subsequent to the
publication of the Draft EIR or (2) revisions in response to comments made on the Draft EIR.

The following revisions do not result in a change in the analyses or conclusions in the Draft EIR.

Chaptet 3 — Project Description

Figures 3-3 through 3-13 are replaced to show the site plan, floor plans, and elevations as currentlyproposed.

Chapter 4.1 — Cultural Resources

The text on Page 4.1-7, last paragraph, is revised to reflect that no response was received from the NCIC:

The North Central Information Center (NCIC) is the official Cultural Resources Information Center for this
area of the State. In accordance with Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21000 (et seq.), the NCIC was
asked to ascertain all known and potential archeological resources within the Project Area. As-of-the-telease

dﬁ&-&ﬁ-ﬂ&t@-deeﬂmem—ﬁef—pubhﬁ%w—the C1ty hras d1d not yet Leccxved a L@spcomf: from the NCIC. I-E—a

- As a worst-case scenario, thn.
analysis assumes that there are picwously undiscovcmd cultural resources within the proposed project site.

Chapter 7 - Initial Study - Section 1, Air Qualit

The text on Pages 7-6 through 7-8 is revised as follows to state which sections of the CEQA Guidelines are
applicable to the discussion of greenhouse gases, to reiterate that the City analyzed and mitigated the
significant effects of greenhouse gas emissions at a programmatic level, and to state which General Plan
policies and implementation measures to mitigated climate change are applicable to the proposed project.
Information about the recently enacted CALGreen Code is also included.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Discussion

As part of its action in approving the 2030 General Plan, the City Council certified the Master Environmental
Impact Report (Master EIR) that evaluated the environmental effects of development that is reasonably
anticipated under the new general plan. The Master EIR includes extensive discussion of the potential effects
of greenhouse gas emissions. The Master EIR discussions regarding climate change are incorporated here by
reference. See:

Draft EIR: 6.1 Air Quality (Page 6.1-1)
Final EIR: City Climate Change Master Response (Page 4-1)
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Errata No. 2: Climate Change (Page 12)

These documents are available at: www.cityofsacramento.org/dsd/planning/environmental-review/eirs/ and
at the offices of the Community Development Department at 300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor,
Sacramento, California.

As determined in_the Initial Study, the Fe proposed proj
m_mw;w—wmﬂm_ﬂw pmposed project is
consistent with the General Plan designation for the project site (CBD); therefore, the greenhouse gas
emission discussion in the General Plan Master EIR addressed the potential emissions from the proposed
project site. Because the amount of emitted CO2 can be calculated for a specific project on the site, the
project’s greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions (construction and operational emissions from mobile sources)
are discussed below.

Short-term Construction Emissions

During construction of the project GHG emissions would be emitted from the operation of construction
equipment and from worker and building supply vendor vehicles. The total CO, emissions generated by the
construction of the project would be approximately 694.5 metric tons per year for construction of the project.
These emissions would equate to approximately 0.0014 percent of the estimated GHG emissions for all
sources in California (483 million metric tons).! Currently, construction is anticipated to take approximately
owo YEﬂl'S.

Long-term Operational Emissions

The largest source of greenhouse gas emissions associated with the proposed project would be on- and off-
site motor vehicle use. COz emissions, the primary GHG emission from mobile sources, are directly related to
the quantity of fuel consumed. CO; emissions during operation of the project at full build-out of the
proposed project would be approximately 2,165 metric tons, which equates to 0.004 percent of California’s
total emissions.

The development would be required to comply with current California building codes that require structures
to incorporate energy efficient materials and design.

neoing Activities for the R

The 2030 General Plan included direction to staff to prepare a Climate Action Plan for the City. Staff has
continued work on this plan since adoption of the 2030 General Plan. The Climate Action Plan will provide
additional guidance for the City’s ongoing efforts to reduce GHG emissions. The tentative completion date
for the Climate Action Plan is 2012. This Plan’s purpose is to reduce the City’s operational emissions.

Action continues at the State and federal level to combat climate change. In December 2009 the
Environmental Protection Agency listed greenhouse gases as harmful emissions under the Clean Air Act.
The EPA action could eventually result in regulations that would have as their purpose the reduction of such
emissions.

! See Appendix C of the Draft EIR for the URBEMIS modeling results for COa.
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The Master EIR concluded that GHG emissions that could be emitted by all development within the City
that is consistent with the 2030 General Plan would be cumulatively considerable and unavoidable (Errata
No. 2, Page 12). The Master EIR includes a full analysis of GHG emissions and climate change, and
adequately analyzes this impact.

The proposed 700 Block of K Street project is consistent with the 2030 Genetal Plan, and would
further advance the City’s efforts to promote infill development and strengthening of the urban
environment. Buildings constructed as part of the project would be required to comply with current
California building codes that enforce energy efficiency, including the recently enacted CALGreen.
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The project is consistent with the City’s goals as set forth in the 2030 General Plan and Master EIR relating

to reduction of GHG emissions. _There are no uses proposed on the project site that could result in higher

24



The project would not impede the City’s efforts to comply with AB 32 requirements. The project would not
have any significant additional environmental effects relating to GHG emissions or climate change.



Chapter 7 - Initial Study - Section 10 - Public Utilities

The text on Page 7-38, fifth paragraph is revised to delineate the responsibilities of the SMUD as it
pettains to infrastructure improvements and to reflect new information that the existing vault would
not serve the proposed project:

SMUDJmu_ndg;mnj__,;lmmhnﬂs_and_aﬂuhm_K&m_mdﬂ, M&;ﬂw&%ﬁw
WIUD.DS_ of the proposed pr A fo in K Str :

: and therefom the msta]lauon Would not reaull in any
significant impacts not addressed by the other issue areas in this envxronmcntal review.
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Chapter 3 Responses to Comments

List of Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Commenting

Local Agencies

Letter A

Letter B

Organizations

Letter C

Letter D

Letter E

Letter F

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMUD)
James Joseph Hutley

April 4, 2011
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD)
Rob Fetrera, Environmental Specialist

April 6, 2011

Center for Biological Diversity
Matthew Vespa, Senior Attorney

February 28, 2011

Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)
Jonathan Ellison, ECOS Board President
March 24, 2011

Walk Sacramento

Chris Holm, Project Analyst

April 5, 2011

Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA)
Jordan Lang, Project Assistant

March 20, 2011
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Letter A

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN

A !.'-‘:-'.':"n_
AIR QUALITY Larry Greene
MANAGEMEMNT DISTRICT AIR POLLUTION COMTROL OFFICER

April 4, 2011

Jenifer Hageman

City of Sacramento, Development Services Department
300 Richards Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95811

Subject: The 700 Block of K Street Project DEIR
Dear Ms. Hageman,

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (District) is writing to express
support for the proposed development of 700 Block of K Sireet. It is the District's position that the
project's density, design, and location are consistent with smart growth principals that will
reduce the per capita vehicle miles fravelled (VMT) and associated emissions of air pollutants.
The project is also consistent with goals of the SACOG Regional Blueprint, the City's Generall
Plan, and will enhance the existing neighborhood by increasing the amount of housing
available downtown.

Recognizing that 47 percent of our/the region's ozone precursor emissions come from on-roccl

mobile sources!, it is essential that new residential units minimize the need for use of personal

motor vehicles. The 700 Block of K street features minimum parking and a transit-supportive A-1
density proximate to a light rail station - features that have been linked fo a reduction in

personal motor vehicle use?,

There is a causal relationship between land use decisions and dir quality. Consequently,
California Health and Safety Code Section 40961 directs the District to "represent the citizens of
the Sacramento District in influencing the decisions of other public and private agencies whose
actions may have an adverse impact on dir quality." The Code dlso states in Section 41015 that
in exercising this duty, the District may not infringe upon the authority of local governments to
plan or control land use. The District is always cognizant that it is up to the Sacramento City
Council to shape the land use policies for the City, but it is our responsibility to attempt to bring
air quality considerations to the forefront. These comments are consistent with the City's goals for
Inter-governmental Coordination3, as outlined in the Administration and Implementation section
of the General Plan,

The District encourages the City Council to consider the project's potential to benefit regional air
qudlity when it is presented for approval.

Sincerely,

Joseph James Hurley

' Saeramento Region 2005 Ozone-Precursor Emissions [nventory, available online at: hitp://www.airquality.ors/
2 Online TDM encyclopedia, Victoria Transportation [nstitute; hitp//www.vipi.org/tdm/dms L htm
3 City of Sacramento General Plan, Part 4 Administration and Implementation, page 4-8
777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ® Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 ® 916/874-4899 fax
www.airquality.org




Letter A
Joseph James Hurley
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
April 4, 2011

Response to Comment A-1

The District expresses its support for the proposed project at the 700 Block of K Street and encourages the
City Council to consider the project’s potential to benefit regional air quality.

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no response is
necessary.
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@ SMUD Letter B

L;P h SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
The Power To Do More.”

_l_r - I

P.O. Box 15830, Sacramento, CA 95852-1830; 1-888-742-SMUD (7683)

April 6, 2011

Ms. Jennifer Hageman

Senior Planner

City of Sacramento, Development Services Department
300 Richards Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95811

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 700
Block of K Street Project

Dear Ms. Hageman,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report

(DEIR) for the 700 Block of K Street Project. The Sacramento Municipal Utility District

(SMUD) is the primary energy provider for the City of Sacramento and the proposed

project location. SMUD's vision is to empower our customers with solutions and B-1
options that increase energy efficiency, protect the environment, reduce global

warming, and lower the cost to serve our region. As a Responsible Agency, SMUD

aims to ensure that the proposed project limits the potential for significant

environmental effects on SMUD facilities, employees, and customers.

SMUD’s participation in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) public review

process ensures that our community power requirements are integrated into the

planning and environmental review process. Our CEQA involvement is consistent with

SMUD's strategic directives and core values, which call for us to ensure a safe B-2
environment for its employees and customers (Policy SD-6) and to promote

environmental leadership through community engagement, improved pollution

prevention, energy efficiency and conservation (Policy SD-7).

It is our desire that the Proposal to Construct the 700 Block of K Street Project EIR will
acknowledge any project impacts related to the following:

e Overhead and or underground transmission line easements B.-3
s Electrical load needs/ requirements

e Energy Efficiency

o Utility line routing

Based on our review of the DEIR and our understanding of the proposed project,
SMUD offers the following project specific comments:

1. Energy Efficiency: SMUD recommends a minimum energy performance goal that
exceeds the project’s Title 24 energy requirements by 15%. SMUD offers a number of B-4
programs to provide the Developer reach this goal including Savings by Design, the
District’s energy efficiency program for new commercial and mixed use construction,
and the Zero Energy Research & Development program.

DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS = 6201 S Street, Sacramento CA 95817-1899
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P.O. Box 13830, Sacramento, CA 95852-1830; 1-8588-742-SMUD (7683)

In alignment with regional efforts in sustainability, including the Mayor’s Greenwise
initiative, Savings by Design offers enhancements to the Developer for LEED
registration. SMUD’s Greenergy program, providing power generated from offsite
renewable resources, can further assist this project in satisfying detailed and specific
requirements associated with achieving LEED Certification. SMUD also recommends
that the development team explore the use of onsite renewable energy through Solar
Hot Water and Solar PV technologies. SMUD’s SB1 program provides a financial
incentive structure for Solar PV.

2. Energy Delivery (Capacity): Please continue to coordinate with SMUD staff
regarding the proposed energy delivery assumptions associated with the proposed B-5
project site.

3. Energy Delivery (Infrastructure): The Initial Study provides an analysis of the
proposed on-site and off-site energy infrastructure improvements needed to construct
and operate the proposed project (page 7-38). Should the City’s infrastructure B-6
improvement approach change significantly, the City should adjust the EIR analysis
accordingly to address new direct or indirect impacts associated with the proposed
change.
In addition, the EIR should clearly delineate the responsibilities of SMUD and the Lead
Agency, as it pertains to infrastructure improvements.

SMUD would like to be kept apprised of the planning, development, and completion of

this project. Environmental leadership is a core value of SMUD and we look forward to B-7
collaborating with you on this project. Again, we appreciate the opportunity to

comment on the Draft EIR. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel

free to contact me at (916) 732-6676.

Sincerely,

Rob Ferrera

Environmental Specialist
Environmental Management
Legislative & Regulatory Affairs
Sacramento Municipal Utility District

Cc: Pat Durham
Jose Bodipo-Memba
Greg Hribar
Steve Johns
Jack Graham
Gary Verbecke

DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS © 6201 S Street, Sacramenio CA 95817-1899



Letter B
Rob Ferrera, Environmental Specialist
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD)
April 6, 2011

Response to Comment B-1

The comment is an introductory paragraph. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the Draft EIR and no response is necessaty.

Response to Comment B-2

The comment discusses the involvement of SMUD in the environmental analyses of projects in accordance
with CEQA. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no
respc)nb"e iS necessﬂfy.

Response to Comment B-3

SMUD requests that project impacts related to energy transmission, energy supply, and energy infrastructure
be addressed in the EIR for the proposed project. See Responses to Comments B-4 through B-6 for specific
comments and the responses.

Response to Comment B-4

Because the proposed project (1) was determined to be consistent with the City’s General Plan, (2) tiered the
analyses from the Master EIR for the General Plan, (3) does not propose land uses that would result in a
greater level of GHG emissions than previously assumed for the project site in the General Plan, and (4)
would comply with the General Plan policies and mitigation monitoring plan for climate change, there is not
a City policy to require the projects to exceed the current requirements. The suggestions made by SMUD to
require a greater energy performance goal will be passed on to the decision makers and applicant for the
project,

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no response is
ﬂﬂCCSSﬂl’y.

Response to Comment B-5

SMUD requests continued coordination with their staff regarding the energy delivery assumptions associated
with the proposed project. This information will be passed on to the project applicant and City staff.

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no response is
necessary.

Response to Comment B-6
SMUD requests a revised analysis if the on- and/or off-site energy infrastructure improvements change from
that assumed for the project in the Draft EIR analysis. This information will be passed on to the project

applicant and City staff.

In response to the request by SMUD, the text on Page 7-38, fifth paragraph is revised to delineate the
responsibilities of the SMUD as it pertains to infrastructure improvements and to reflect new information
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that the existing vault would not serve the proposed project. Please also see the fourth paragraph, second
sentence on the same page for another delineation of the responsibilities of SMUD and the Lead Agency.

- t & al eIy et -

in—the—propesed—new—building; and therefore, the installation would not result in any

significant impacts not addressed by the other issue areas in this environmental review.

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no response is
necessary.
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Letter C

CENTER for BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

February 28, 2011

Via Electronic Mail and Certified Mail with CD of Attached Exhibits

Jennifer Hageman, Senior Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd.

Sacramento, CA 95811

jhageman(@cityofsacramento.org

Via Electronic Mail

Shelly Amrhein

Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency
801 12th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

ramrhein@shra.org

Re: Comments on the 700 Block of K Street Draft Environmental Impact Report
Ms. Hageman and Ms. Amrhein:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity
(the “Center™) on the 700 Block of K Street (the “Project”) Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“DEIR”). The Center is a non-profit, public interest environmental organization
dedicated to the protection of native species and their habitats through science, policy,
and environmental law. The Center’s Climate Law Institute works to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions to protect biological diversity, our environment, and public health. The
Center has 44,000 members, throughout California and the United States, including in the
City of Sacramento. Center members will be directly impacted by the Project.

The Project contemplates a mixed-use development consisting of 153 residential
units, 63,780 square feet of commercial space, and a parking structure. While the Center
appreciates that mixed use redevelopment projects are considerably more greenhouse gas
efficient that typical suburban sprawl, the seriousness of the climate crisis demands that
all feasible action be taken to reduce greenhouse gas impacts from all project types and
that a greenhouse gas analysis be legally sufficient, regardless of project location and
design. Here, the DEIR improperly cuts off an analysis of the Project’s greenhouse gas
impacts by claiming the Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan. Because the
General Plan concluded that greenhouse gas impacts were significant and unavoidable
and, in any event, the General Plan does not contain sufficient analysis to merit tiering
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C-2 cont,
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under Guideline §§ 15064(h)(3) and 15183.5, the DEIR’s truncated greenhouse gas
analysis fails to comply with CEQA. By simply pointing to a Master EIR that admitted
impacts were significant, the DEIR skirted its project-level obligation to acknowledge the
significance of its greenhouse gas impacts and adopt feasible mitigation measures that
would reduce Project emissions,

To remedy this defect, the Center urges the City to re-evaluate the significance of
the Project’s greenhouse gas impacts. One possibility is to apply thresholds adopted by
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Once significance is determined, the
Project can incorporate mitigation measures, such as those proposed by CAPCOA in
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, to reduce Project emissions to a less-
than-significant level.

L The DEIR’s Analysis of Impacts from the Project’s Greenhouse Gas
Emissions is Inadequate

A. The DEIR Appears to Understate Project Emissions

CEQA requires a “good faith effort at full disclosure.” Guideline § 15151. The
DEIR claims that Project emissions are 2,165 metric tons. However, the brevity of the
discussion makes it unclear if this is attributable only to mobile source emissions or the
entirety of the Project’s carbon footprint, including emissions from electricity and natural
gas, water consumption, solid waste, and refrigerants. ‘Modeling is readily available to
provide data on emissions from these sources. (See, e.g., BAAQMD, Greenhouse Gas
Model User’s Manual (April 2010); CAPCOA, CEQA & Climate Change (2008).) To
comply with CEQA’s informational requirements, please provide additional analysis on
the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project.

B. The DEIR’s Significance Threshold Is Fatally Flawed

The DEIR appears to conclude that, because the Master EIR for the City General
Plan “adequately addresses” greenhouse gas issues, the Project need take no further
action to reduce its emissions. This reasoning is in direct contravention of CEQA’s
tiering provisions. The Master EIR for the City General Plan concluded that “greenhouse
gas emissions that could be generated by development consistent with the 2030 General
Plan would be a cumulatively considerable contribution to climate change, and the
impact is, therefore, a significant cumulative impact.” (Sacramento 2020 General Plan,
MEIR at 8-60 (emphasis in original)). Accordingly, consistency with the General Plan
does not render the Project’s impacts less than significant. Simply stating, as the DEIR
does, that the Project would not have any additional environmental effects relating to
climate change beyond those identified in the MEIR does not exculpate the Project from
recognizing the significance of Project impacts and then adopting all feasible mitigation
measures and alternatives to reduce Project emissions.

While the Center supports the use of programmatic documents to streamline the
greenhouse gas analysis at the project-level, no such programmatic document is available
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C-5 cont.

here. The Center encourages the City to prepare a Climate Action Plan consistent with
the requirements of Guideline § 15183.5. Until such time as this plan is adopted however,
the City cannot legitimately avoid its obligation to analyze and mitigate greenhouse gas
emissions at the project-level simply by claiming that the 2030 General Plan already
concluded that greenhouse gas impacts of development consistent with the General Plan
are significant. To do so makes a mockery of CEQA’s substantive mitigation
requirements.

To analyze the Project’s greenhouse gas impacts, the DEIR can use thresholds
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). After
considerable analysis, BAAQMD developed a threshold of 1,100 tons or an alternative
4.6 metric ton per service population (population + employment). (BAAQMD, CEQA C-6
Guidelines Updates, Proposed Thresholds of Significance (May 2010). Notably, the 4.6
per capita number is based on statewide data and is applicable to this Project. The 1,110
ton threshold, while based on Bay Area specific data, is roughly analogous to that of
Sacramento and is currently being used by other jurisdictions, like Santa Barbara County.
(Santa Barbara County Interim Procedures for Evaluating GHGs under CEQA (2010);
Santa Barbara County, Support for use of BAAQMD Thresholds (2010).)

2 The DEIR Should Adopt Additional Mitigation to Reduce Project
Emissions

Once the Project’s greenhouse gas impacts are properly quantified and analyzed,
the DEIR should consider adoption of specific measures to reduce emissions.
CAPCOA’s  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures provides helpful
information on specific project design features that reduce emissions and methods to ~ C-7
quantify reductions from adopted mitigation. Measures the Project should consider
include, but are not limited to, improvements from Title 24 requirements applicable at the
time building permits are issued, on-site renewable energy, use of “cool” roofs, energy
efficient boilers, increased density, low-flow water fixtures, limited parking supply and
off-site mitigation.

II. The DEIR Must Be Recirculated

CEQA requires recirculation of a revised draft EIR “[w]hen significant new
information is added to the environmental impact report” after public review and
comment on the earlier draft DEIR. Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1. This includes the
situation where, as here, “[t]he draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate
and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.” C-8
Guidelines § 15088.5(b)(4). The opportunity for meaningful public review of significant
new information is essential “to test, assess, and evaluate the data and make an informed
judgment as to the validity of the conclusions to be drawn there from.” Sutter Sensible
Planning, Inc. v. Sutter County Board of Supervisors, 122 Cal.App.3d 813, 822 (1981);
City of San Jose v. Great Oaks Water Co., 192 Cal.App.3d 1005, 1017 (1987). An
agency cannot simply release a draft report “that hedges on important environmental
issues while deferring a more detailed analysis to the final [EIR] that is insulated from
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