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1.0 INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

This document includes all agency and public comments received on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed Railyards Specific Plan (proposed project). Written
comments were received by the City of Sacramento during the public comment period held from
August 20, 2007 to October 4, 2007. Oral comments were received at a public meeting on
September 13, 2007. This document includes written responses to substantive comments
received on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The responses correct, clarify, and amplify text in
the Draft EIR, as appropriate. These changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.

This document also provides revisions to the Draft EIR made in response to comments, staff
review, and/or changes to the proposed project.

This Final EIR document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA) and together with the Draft EIR (and Appendices) constitutes the EIR for the
proposed project.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT

The project proposes adoption and implementation of the proposed Railyards Specific Plan and
approval of related entitlements. The proposed Railyards Specific Plan (Specific Plan) is a
regulatory document defining clear parameters for development and redevelopment in the
Railyards Specific Plan Area (Specific Plan Area). It establishes a comprehensive framework of
development policies to create unique mixed-use neighborhoods consisting of high-density
housing complemented by cultural opportunities, office development, hotels, entertainment and
commercial uses, and parks and urban plazas. The proposed project includes the proposed
Specific Plan and related approvals (e.g., Design Guidelines), related General Plan and Central
City Community Plan amendments, revisions to the Railyards Specific Plan/Richards Boulevard
Area Plan Facility Element, and relocation of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks. A more
complete list of anticipated approvals is provided at the end of this chapter.

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to assess the potential
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project in accordance
with the principles, goals, and policies set forth in the Specific Plan. As required under the
CEQA, the Draft EIR evaluates and describes potentially significant environmental impacts,
identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the significance of potential impacts, and
evaluates the comparative effects of potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed Specific
Plan.

Project approval requires the City of Sacramento to approve the proposed project and to issue
required City permits or affirm compliance with other agency requirements. Below are
summarized the discretionary actions sought by the project applicant for the Railyards project
that the City of Sacramento will consider during its review. A detailed description of required
permits and approvals is included in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. The City
actions that may be considered include, but are not limited to:

e Certification of this EIR;

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
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1.0 Introduction

Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP);
Rescission of the existing onsite entitiements and adoption of the Specific Plan;
Approval of the Special Planning District, including development standards;
Approval of Design Guidelines;

Approval of a Development Agreement;

Master Tentative Map;

Approval of a General Plan amendment;

Approval of a Zoning Code amendment;

Community Plan amendment;

Financing Plan;

Approval of a Redevelopment Plan;

Owner Participation Agreement;

Approval of amendments to sections 18.36 et seq. and 18.48 et seq. of the City Code;
and

Adoption of Historic District Ordinance, per Chapter 17.134 of the Sacramento Municipal
Code.

In addition to the approvals required from the City of Sacramento, development of the proposed
project would require entitlements, approvals, and permits from other local, state, and federal
agencies. Such other project approvals may include, but are not limited to the following:

Redevelopment Agency of Sacramento;

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the RWQCB;
General Construction Permit from RWQCB,;

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) clearances;

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) permit to operate
required for any commercial and office uses;

Federal Transit Administration for relocation of the tracks;
California Public Utilities Commission for relocation of the tracks;
Potential actions by the State Lands Commission;
Encroachment permit from the State Reclamation Board;

Authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for construction of the
Sacramento River outfall;

Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game for
construction of the Sacramento River outfall; and

Encroachment permits from Caltrans for construction and connection of roads to
adjacent state and federal highways.

Final Environmental Impact Report Railyards Specific Plan
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1.0 Introduction

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

The Final EIR is organized as follows:

Chapter 1 — Introduction: This chapter summarizes the project under consideration and
describes the contents of the Final EIR.

Chapter 2 — Index to Comments and Responses: This chapter provides an index of all of
the comments received on the Draft EIR and where responses to each of the comments can
be found within the Final EIR. This chapter also contains a list of all of the agencies or
persons who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period, ordered
by agency, organization, individual and date.

Chapter 3 — Changes to the Draft EIR Text and Figures: This chapter summarizes the
text changes to the Draft EIR. These revisions are in response to comments made on the
Draft EIR and/or staff-initiated text changes. Changes to the text of the Draft EIR are shown
by either a line through the text that has been deleted or underlining where new text has
been inserted. The revisions contain clarification, amplification, and corrections that have
been identified since publication of the Draft EIR. The text revisions do not result in
substantive changes in the analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

Chapter 4 — Responses to Comments: This chapter contains the responses to comments
submitted during the public review period. All comment responses are group by chapter and
by issue topic. In situations where the project issue(s) was identified in multiple letters, a
“Master Response” was prepared to address the general concern. In such cases, each of
the appropriate comment letter binomials were referenced in the response. If a subject
matter of one letter overlaps that of another letter, the reader may be referred to more than
one group of comments and responses to review all information on a given subject. Where
this occurs, cross-references are provided.

Chapter 5 — Comment Letters: This chapter contains the comment letters received on the
Draft EIR. Each comment letter is presented with brackets indicating how the letter has
been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a binomial with the letter
number appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, comments in Letter
1 are numbered 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, and so on.

Chapter 6 — Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan: This chapter contains the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) to aid the City in its implementation and
monitoring of measures adopted in the EIR.

Appendices — This section includes documentation and technical information referenced in
the Final EIR.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND REVIEW

The City of Sacramento notified all responsible and trustee agencies and interested groups,
organizations, and individuals that the Draft EIR on the proposed project was available for
review. The following list of actions took place during the preparation, distribution, and review of
the Draft EIR:

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
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e A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse on March
10, 2006. The 30-day public review comment period for the NOP ended on April 10, 2006.

¢ A public scoping meeting for the EIR was held on March 29, 2006.

¢ A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were filed with the State
Clearinghouse on August 20, 2007. An official 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR
was established by the State Clearinghouse, ending on October 4, 2007 and a Notice of
Availability (NOA) was distributed to interested groups, organizations, and individuals.

¢ A public meeting to receive comments on the Draft EIR was held on September 13, 2007.
o Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the following locations:

City of Sacramento Development Services Department

North Permit Center

2101 Arena Boulevard, Suite 200

Sacramento, CA 95834

(Open to the public from 7:30 am to 3:30 pm and until 5:00 pm with prior arrangement)

City Hall

915 | Street

Development Services Department, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Sacramento Public Library
828 | Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Final Environmental Impact Report Railyards Specific Plan
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2.0 INDEX TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

At the end of the circulation period, a total of 39 written comment letters and e-mails addressing
the Draft EIR were received. In addition, verbal comments were made at the September 13,
2007, hearing on the Draft EIR. All of the written comments have been assigned a letter
number and a comment number which corresponds with the specific issue identified in the
letters (Comment 2-3 refers to the third comment identified in letter two as identified in the list of
commenters).

Multiple comments were received with respect to most key issues. To provide comprehensive
responses regarding the issues raised, the City prepared responses addressing all comments
relating to each substantive issue within each resource area. Each of these responses provides
some background regarding the specific issue, how the issue was addressed in the Draft EIR,
and additional clarification and explanation as appropriate in response to the concerns raised in
the comments. At the beginning of each response section, the comments the response
addresses are identified. An index is also included in this chapter to assist the commenter in
determining where the response to his or her specific comment is located in Chapter 4.

LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS COMMENTING
CLEARINGHOUSE

1. State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse
and Planning Unit, Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, October 5, 2007.
FEDERAL AGENCIES

2. United States District Court, Eastern District of California, Office of the Clerk, Lance
Olson, Esq., Member, Federal Bar Association, Victoria Minor, Clerk of Court, October 3,
2007.

3. United States Department of Justice, Eastern District of California, U.S. Marshals
Service, Antonio Amador, United States Marshal, October 2, 2007.

STATE AGENCIES

4. Department of Toxic Substances Control, Fernando Amador, P.E., October 3, 2007.

5. Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation, Milford Wayne
Donaldson, FAIA, State Historic Preservation Officer, October 3, 2007.

6. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, Steven W.
Meeks, P.E., Water Resource Control Engineer, October 3, 2007.

7. California State Lands Commission, Grace Kato, Public Land Management Specialist,
October 3, 2007.

8. California Department of Transportation, District 3 — Sacramento Area Office, Bruce De
Terra, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning - South, October 3, 2007.

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 Index to Comments and Responses

9.

10.

11.

California Department of Water Resources, Christopher Huitt, Staff Environmental
Scientist, Floodway Protection Section, August 27, 2007.

California Public Utilities Commission, Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist, Rail
Crossings Engineering Section, Consumer Protection and Safety Division, October 2,
2007.

California State Railroad Museum, Paul Hammond, Museum Director, October 3, 2007.

LOCAL AGENCIES

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Taylor & Wiley, Attorneys, James B. Wiley, October 3, 2007.

County of Sacramento, Department of Transportation, Jaskamal Singh, Associate
Transportation Engineer, August 31, 2007.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Jeane Borkenhagen,
Associate Air Quality Planner Analyst, October 3, 2007.

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District, Carmen K. Lee, Associate Civil
Engineer, October 1, 2007.

Sacramento Regional Transit District, Don Smith, Senior Planner, September 10, 2007.

County Sanitation District 1, Salam A. Khan, P.E., Department of Water Quality,
Development Services, September 10, 2007.

Sacramento City Unified School District, William T. West, Assistant Superintendent,
October 3, 2007.

INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Land Services Office, Donald Kennedy, Land Agent,
August 24, 2007.

Sacramento Audubon Society, Keith G. Wagner, President, September 28, 2007.
Sacramento County Historical Society, Susan Ballew, President, October 3, 2007.
Sacramento Old City Association, Linda K. Whitney, President, October 2, 2007.
Friends of the Yee Fow Museum, Steve Yee, Chair, October 2, 2007.

Remy, Thomas, Moose, and Manley, LLP, Attorneys at Law, Katy C. Cotter, October 3,
2007.

William D. Kopper, Attorney at Law, on behalf of Robert Castro, Jr., Linda Powers, and
Chris Rich, October 3, 2007.

Soluri & Emrick, A Law Corporation, Patrick M. Soluri, October 3, 2007.

Franchise of Americans Needing Sports, Michael C. Ross, J.D., October 2, 2007.

Final Environmental Impact Report Railyards Specific Plan
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

MCR Public Affairs and Advocacy, on behalf of Moller International, Michael C. Ross,
J.D., October 2, 2007.

Friends of the Earth, Fred Millar, Ph. D., August 29, 2007.

Laura Lough and Dan Frankfield, September 21, 2007.

Daniel A. Airola, September 19, 2007.

Charlotte Delgado, October 3, 2007.

Roxanne Fuentez, October 3, 2007.

Mark C. Huck, October 2, 2007.

Steve Nagrabski, August 25, 2007.

Jack Sales, October 3, 2007.

James Young, September 27, 2007.

Steve Yee, October 2, 2007.

Michael Lee, Andrea Lee, Barbara Hailer, Robert Lee, Brianna Littlejohn, Phylis L.
McGarvey, Niefu and Lindsey Zupansic, Nicole Wasson, Andrew Reeves, April

Farnham, September 27, 2007.

City Planning Commission Public Hearing, Transcript of Proceedings, September 13,
2007.
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2.0 Index to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2-1
INDEX TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Letter Commenter
Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
1 Roberts, Terry Director, State Clearinghouse 1-01 Project Desription 4.1.2
Minor, Victoria & Olson, US District Court, Eastern
2 Lance District of CA 2-01 Project Description 4.1.8
Transportation and
2-02 Circulation 4.15.7/4.15.8
Transportation and
2-03 Circulation 4.15.7/4.15.9
2-04 Project Description 4.1.2
2-05 Project Description 4.1.6
United States Marshall, US
Department of Justice, Eastern Transportation and
3 Amador, Antonio C. District of California 3-01 Circulation 4.15.7/4.15.10
Department of Toxic Substances Hazards and Hazardous
4 Amador, Fernando Control 4-01 Substances 4.8.1
Hazards and Hazardous
4-02 Substances 4.8.1/4.8.2/4.8.5
Hazards and Hazardous
4-03 Substances 4.8.4/4.8.5
Hazards and Hazardous
4-04 Substances 4.8.5/4.8.16
Hazards and Hazardous
4-05 Substances 4.8.5/4.8.14
Hazards and Hazardous
4-06 Substances 4.8.5/4.8.15
Officer, Office of Historic
Preservation, Department of
5 Donaldson, Milford Wayne Parks & Recreation 5-01 Cultural Resources 4.6.1/4.6.17
Project Description/Cultural
5-02 Resources 4.1.3/4.6.1
5-03 Cultural Resources 4.6.17
5-04 Cultural Resources 4.6.17
5-05 Cultural Resources 4.6.8/4.6.17
5-06 Cultural Resources 4.6.17
5-07 Cultural Resources 4.6.22
5-08 Cultural Resources 4.6.16
5-09 Cultural Resources 4.6.17
5-10 Cultural Resources 4.6.17
5-11 Cultural Resources 4.6.19
5-12 Cultural Resources 4.6.10
Final Environmental Impact Report Railyards Specific Plan
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TABLE 2-1
INDEX TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Letter Commenter
Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
5-13 Cultural Resources 4.6.18/4.6.21
5-14 Cultural Resources 4.6.11
5-15 Cultural Resources 4.6.4/4.6.5/4.6.7
Project Description/Cultural
5-16 Resources 4.1.12/4.6.1
5-17 Cultural Resources 4.6.31
5-18 Cultural Resources 4.6.24
Engineer, CA Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Central Hazards and Hazardous
6 Meeks, Steven W. Valley Region 6-01 Substances 4.8.1/4.8.2/4.8.5/4.8.15
Hazards and Hazardous
6-02 Substances 4.8.5
Hazards and Hazardous
6-03 Substances 4.8.5
Hazards and Hazardous
6-04 Substances 4.8.5/4.8.14
Hazards and Hazardous
6-05 Substances 4.8.14/4.8.15
Hazards and Hazardous
6-06 Substances 4.8.2
Hydrology and Water
6-07 Quality 4.9.1/4.9.11
Hazards and Hazardous
6-08 Substances 4.8.12/4.8.13
Hazards and Hazardous
6-09 Substances 4.8.14
Hazards and Hazardous
6-10 Substances 4.8.2
Hazards and Hazardous
6-11 Substances 4.8.4/4.8.14
Hazards and Hazardous
6-12 Substances 4.8.4/4.8.14
Hazards and Hazardous
6-13 Substances 4.8.3
Hazards and Hazardous
6-14 Substances 4.8.1
Hazards and Hazardous
6-15 Substances 4.8.2
6-16 Hazards and Hazardous 4.8.5
Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
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TABLE 2-1
INDEX TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Letter Commenter
Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
Substances
Hazards and Hazardous
6-17 Substances 4.8.3
Hazards and Hazardous
6-18 Substances 4.8.5
Hazards and Hazardous
6-19 Substances 4.8.3/4.8.14
Hazards and Hazardous
6-20 Substances 4.8.19
Hazards and Hazardous
6-21 Substances 4.8.4
Hazards and Hazardous
6-22 Substances 4.8.13
Hazards and Hazardous
6-23 Substances 4.8.4
Hazards and Hazardous
6-24 Substances 4.8.3/4.8.4/4.8.12
Hazards and Hazardous
6-25 Substances 4.8.14/4.8.16
Hazards and Hazardous
6-26 Substances 4.8.4
Hazards and Hazardous
6-27 Substances 4.8.19
Hazards and Hazardous
Substances/Hydrology and
6-28 Water Quality 4.8.13/4.9.3
Hydrology and Water
6-29 Quality 4.9.1
Hydrology and Water
6-30 Quality 4.9.1
Hydrology and Water
6-31 Quality 4.9.3
Hydrology and Water
6-32 Quality 4.9.3
Hydrology and Water
6-33 Quality 4.9.1
Public Land Management
Specialist, CA State Lands
7 Kato, Grace Commission 7-01 Project Description 4.1.11
Final Environmental Impact Report Railyards Specific Plan
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2.0 Index to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2-1
INDEX TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Letter Commenter
Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
CA Department of Transportation and
8 De Terra, Bruce Transportation (Caltrans) 8-01 Circulation 4.15.1
Transportation and
8-02 Circulation 4.15.6
Transportation and
8-03 Circulation 4.15.6
Transportation and
8-04 Circulation 4.15.6
Transportation and
8-05 Circulation 4.15.6
Transportation and
8-06 Circulation 4.15.6
Transportation and
8-07 Circulation 4.15.6
Staff Environmental Scientist,
CA Department of Water Hydrology and Water
9 Huitt, Christopher Resources 9-01 Quality 4.9.14
Environmental Specialist, CA
10 Boles, Kevin Public Utilities Commission 10-01 Project Description 4.1.2
Director, CA State Railroad
11 Hammond, Paul Museum 11-01 Project Description 4.1.5
11-02 Project Description 4.1.3/4.1.5
11-03 Project Description 4.1.12
11-04 Cultural Resources 4.6.19
11-05 Cultural Resources 4.6.8
11-06 Cultural Resources 4.6.11
Project Description/Cultural
11-07 Resources 4.1.3/4.6.1
11-08 Cultural Resources 4.6.2
11-09 Cultural Resources 4.6.11
11-10 Cultural Resources 4.6.20
11-11 Cultural Resources 4.6.2
11-12 Cultural Resources 4.6.9/4.6.10
11-13 Cultural Resources 4.6.21
11-14 Cultural Resources 4.6.16
11-15 Cultural Resources 4.6.16
11-16 Cultural Resources 4.6.29
Other CEQA Required
11-17 Considerations 4.18.1
Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
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TABLE 2-1
INDEX TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Letter Commenter
Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
11-18 Biological Resources 4.5.4
11-19 Cultural Resources 4.6.27
11-20 Cultural Resources 4.6.28
11-21 Cultural Resources 4.6.29
11-22 Cultural Resources 4.6.27
11-23 Cultural Resources 4.6.29
11-24 Cultural Resources 4.6.20
11-25 Cultural Resources 4.6.27
11-26 Cultural Resources 4.6.8
11-27 Cultural Resources 4.6.30
11-28 Cultural Resources 4.6.30
12 Wiley, James B. Taylor & Wiley Attorneys 12-01 Project Description 4.1.5
12-02 Project Description 4.1.2
12-03 Project Description 4.1.12
12-04 Cultural Resources 4.6.19
12-05 Cultural Resources 4.6.8
12-06 Cultural Resources 4.6.11
Project Description/Cultural
12-07 Resources 4.1.3/4.6.1
12-08 Cultural Resources 4.6.2
12-09 Cultural Resources 4.6.11
12-10 Cultural Resources 4.6.20
12-11 Cultural Resources 4.6.2/4.6.17
12-12 Cultural Resources 4.6.9/4.6.10
12-13 Cultural Resources 4.6.21
12-14 Cultural Resources 4.6.8
12-15 Cultural Resources 4.6.16
12-16 Cultural Resources 4.6.9
12-17 CEQA Consideration 4.18.1
12-18 Project Description 4.1.2
Associate Transportaion
Engineer, County Department of
13 Singh, Jaskamal Transportation 13-01 Project Description 4.1.2
Associate Analyst, Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality
14 Borkenhagen Management District 14-01 Air Quality 4.4.7
14-02 Air Quality 4.4.14
14-03 Air Quality 4.4.15
Final Environmental Impact Report Railyards Specific Plan
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2.0 Index to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2-1
INDEX TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Letter Commenter
Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
14-04 Air Quality 4.4.4
14-05 Air Quality 4.4.1
14-06 Air Quality 4.4.2
Associate Civil Engineer,
Sacramento Regional County Hydrology and Water
15 Lee, Carmen K. Sanitation District 15-01 Quality 4.9.6
Hydrology and Water
15-02 Quality 4.9.6
Senior Planner, Sacramento Transportation and
16 Smith, Don Regional Transit District 16-01 Circulation 4.15.11
Transportation and
16-02 Circulation 4.15.12
Transportation and
16-03 Circulation 4.15.12
16-04 Air Quality 4.4.19
16-05 Air Quality 4.4.20
16-06 Air Quality 4.4.20
16-07 Air Quality 4.4.21
16-08 Air Quality 4.4.21
16-09 Air Quality 4.4.21
16-10 Air Quality 4.4.21
Department of Water Quality
Development Services, County
17 Khan, Salam A. Sanitation District 17-01 Project Description 4.1.2
Assistant Superintendent,
Sacramento City Unified School
18 West, William T. District 18-01 Public Services 4.13.1
Hazards and Hazardous
18-02 Substances 4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
18-03 Substances 4.8.4/4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
18-04 Substances 4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
18-05 Substances 4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
18-06 Substances 4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
18-07 Substances 4.8.17
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Letter Commenter
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Hazards and Hazardous
18-08 Substances 4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
18-09 Substances 4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
18-10 Substances 4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
18-11 Substances 4.8.17
Project Description/Hazards
and Hazardous
18-12 Substances/Public Services | 4.1.5/4.8.17/4.13.1
18-13 Plans and Policies 4.2.1
18-14 Energy/Global Warming 4.4.1/4.4.6
18-15 Biological Resources 45.1
18-16 Biological Resources 4.5.2
18-17 Biological Resources 4.5.3
18-18 Biological Resources 4.5.3
Seismicity Soils and
18-19 Geology 4.7.1/4.7.2
Seismicity Soils and
18-20 Geology 4.7.1/4.7.2
Hazards and Hazardous
18-21 Substances 4.8.17
Hazards and Hazardous
Substances/Hydrology and | 4.8.1/4.9.1/4.9.2/4.9.3/4.9.4/4.9.5/4.9.9/
18-22 Water Quality 4.9.10/4.9.11/4.9.12/4.9.13
18-23 Land Use 4.10.2
18-24 Noise and Vibration 4.11.6
18-25 Public Services 4.13.1
Transportation and
18-26 Circulation 4.15.1
Transportation and
18-27 Circulation 4.15.1
Transportation and
18-28 Circulation 4.15.2
Transportation and
18-29 Circulation 4.15.9
Transportation and
18-30 Circulation 4.15.13
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Transportation and
18-31 Circulation 4.15.26
Transportation and
18-32 Circulation 4.15.17
Urban Design and Visual
18-33 Resources 4.16.6
18-34 Alternatives 4.19.1
Land Agent, Pacific Gas and
19 Kennedy, Donald Electric Company 19-01 Energy 4.17.2
19-02 Energy 4.17.3
President, Sacramento Audubon
20 Wagner, Kieth G. Society 20-01 Biological Resources 4.5.4
President, Sacramento County
21 Ballew, Susan Historical Society 21-01 Project Description 4.1.3
21-02 Cultural Resources 4.6.8
21-03 Cultural Resources 4.1.3
President, Sacramento Old City
22 Whitney, Linda K. Association 22-01 Cultural Resources 4.6.8
22-02 Cultural Resources 4.6.11
22-03 Cultural Resources 4.6.26
22-04 Cultural Resources 4.6.13
22-05 Cultural Resources 4.6.9
22-06 Cultural Resources 4.6.12/4.6.19
22-07 Cultural Resources 4.6.14
22-08 Cultural Resources 4.6.2
22-09 Cultural Resources 4.6.22
22-10 Cultural Resources 4.6.9
Chair, Friends of the Yee Fow
23 Yee, Steve Museum 23-01 Cultural Resources 4.6.13
Remy, Thomas, Moose & Transportation and
24 Cotter, Katy C. Manley, LLP 24-01 Circulation 4.15.1
24-02 Land Use 4.10.1
24-03 Noise and Vibration 4115
24-04 Noise and Vibration 4.11.5
Project Description/Noise
24-05 and Vibration 4.1.2/4.11.5
Urban Design and Visual
24-06 Resources 4.16.8
Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter Commenter
Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
24-07 Noise and Vibration 4115
25 Castro, Robert Jr.; William D. Kopper, Attorney at 25-01 Project Description 4.1.5
Greenburg, Alvin J.; Grismer, | Law 25-02 Project Description 4.1.3
Mark; Kopper, William; Pless, 25-03 Project Description 4.1.9
Petra; Rich, Chris; Smith,
Daniel 25-04 Project Description 4.1.1/4.1.4
25-05 Project Description 4.1.12
25-06 Project Description 4.1.3
Plans and
Policies/Transportation and
25-07 Circulation 4.2.2/4.15.14/4.15.15/4.15.16/4.15.17
25-08 Population and Housing 4.3.1
25-09 Population and Housing 4.3.1
25-10 Population and Housing 4.3.1
25-11 Population and Housing 4.3.2
25-12 Population and Housing 4.3.3
25-13 Population and Housing 4.3.2
25-14 Air Quality 4.4.17
25-15 Air Quality 4.4.2/14.4.4
25-16 Air Quality 4.4.5
25-17 Air Quality 4.4.4
25-18 Air Quality 4.4.2
25-19 Air Quality 4.4.1
25-20 Air Quality 4.4.8
Hazards and Hazardous
25-21 Substances 4.4.18
25-22 Air Quality 4.4.9
Hazards and Hazardous
25-23 Substances 4.8.1/4.8.10
Hazards and Hazardous
25-24 Substances 4.8.2
Hazards and Hazardous
25-25 Substances 4.8.1
Hazards and Hazardous
25-26 Substances 4.8.1/4.8.10
Hazards and Hazardous
25-27 Substances 4.8.5/4.8.10
Hazards and Hazardous
25-28 Substances 4.8.1
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Hazards and Hazardous

25-29 Substances 4.8.19
Hazards and Hazardous

25-30 Substances 4.8.6/4.8.7/4.8.10/4.8.18
Hazards and Hazardous

25-31 Substances 4.8.4
Hazards and Hazardous

25-32 Substances 4.8.4
Hazards and Hazardous

25-33 Substances 4.8.4
Hazards and Hazardous

25-34 Substances 4.8.12
Hazards and Hazardous

25-35 Substances 4.8.4
Hazards and Hazardous

25-36 Substances 4.8.12
Hazards and Hazardous

25-37 Substances 4.8.12
Hazards and Hazardous

25-38 Substances 4.8.12
Hazards and Hazardous

25-39 Substances 4.8.16
Hazards and Hazardous

25-40 Substances 4.8.7/4.8.18
Hydrology and Water

25-41 Quality 4.9.3
Hydrology and Water

25-42 Quality 4,9.1/4.9.3

25-43 Land Use 4.10.3

25-44 Noise and Vibration 4.11.1

25-45 Noise and Vibration 4.11.1/4.11.2

25-46 Noise and Vibration 4.11.2/4.11.7

25-47 Noise and Vibration 4.11.1

25-48 Noise and Vibration 4.11.2/4.11.3

25-49 Noise and Vibration 4.11.2

25-50 Noise and Vibration 4.11.2

25-51 Noise and Vibration 4.11.4
Hydrology and Water

25-52 Quality 4.9.1/4.9.7

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
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Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
25-53 Public Utilities 4.14.1/4.14.5
Transportation and
25-54 Circulation 4.15.20
Urban Design and Visual
25-55 Quality 4.16.4/4.16.7
25-56 Energy 4.17.1
Transportation and
25-57 Circulation 4.15.6/4.15.18
Transportation and
25-58 Circulation 4.15.19
Transportation and
25-59 Circulation 4.15.1/4.15.20
Transportation and
25-60 Circulation 4.15.5
Transportation and
25-61 Circulation 4.15.1/4.15.21
Transportation and
25-62 Circulation 4.15.2
Transportation and
25-63 Circulation 4.15.5
Transportation and
25-64 Circulation 4.15.22
Transportation and
25-65 Circulation 4.15.1/4.15.23
Transportation and
25-66 Circulation 4.15.24
Transportation and
25-67 Circulation 4.15.25
Transportation and
25-68 Circulation 4.15.26
25-69 Project Description 4.1.5
25-70 Project Description 4.1.12
25-71 Project Description 4.1.3
25-72 Air Quality 4.4.10
25-73 Air Quality 4.4.4/4.4.11
25-74 Air Quality 4.4.2/4.4.3
25-75 Air Quality 4.4.16
25-76 Air Quality 4.4.214.4.4/14.4.11
25-77 Air Quality 4.4.12
Final Environmental Impact Report Railyards Specific Plan
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Letter Commenter
Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
25-78 Air Quality 4.4.13
25-79 Air Quality 4.4.13
Hydrology and Water
25-80 Quality 4.9.1/4.9.8
Hydrology and Water
25-81 Quality 4.8.1
Hydrology and Water
25-82 Quality 4.9.1/4.9.2
Hydrology and Water
25-83 Quality 4.9.1
Hydrology and Water
25-84 Quality 4.9.3
Hydrology and Water
25-85 Quality 4.9.3
Hazards and Hazardous
25-86 Substances 4.8.1/4.8.13
Hydrology and Water
25-87 Quality 4.9.9
Hazards and Hazardous
25-88 Substances 4.8.1/5.8.14
Project Description/Hazards
25-89 and Hazardous Substnaces |4.1.2/4.8.12
Hazards and Hazardous
25-90 Substances 4.8.12
Broughton, Gregory; Hilliard, | Soluri & Emrick, a Law Project
Jon R.; Silvern, Paul J.; Corporation Description/Transportation
26 Soluri, Patrick M.; Vivian, 26-01 and Circulation 4.1.2/4.15.1
Georgiena M.; Whitney, 26-02 Project Description 4.1.5
William H. Hazards and Hazards
26-03 Substances 4.8.1/4.8.10
26-04 Project Description 4.1.10
26-05 Project Description 4.1.5/4.1.6
26-06 Project Description 4.1.3
26-07 Air Quality 4.4.2/4.4.4/4.4.5/4.4.6
26-08 Air Quality 4.4.1
26-09 Cultural Resources 4.6.3/4.6.4/4.6.7/4.6.23
Transportation and
26-10 Circulation 4.15.1
26-11 Transportation and 4.15.3
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Circulation
Transportation and
26-12 Circulation 4.15.27
26-13 Parks and Open Space 4.12.1
26-14 Public Services 4.13.2
26-15 CEQA Consideration 4.18.1
26-16 CEQA Consideration 4.18.1
26-17 CEQA Consideration 4.18.1
26-18 CEQA Consideration 4.18.1
Urban Design and Visual
26-19 Resources 4.16.1/4.16.2
Hazards and Hazardous
26-20 Substances 4.8.19
Hydrology and Water
26-21 Quality 4.9.1
Hydrology and Water
26-22 Quality 4.9.1
26-23 Public Utilities 4.14.1/4.14.2/4.14.5/4.14.6/4.14.8
26-24 Public Utilities 4.14.2/4.14.3/4.14.4/4.14.5
26-25 Public Utilities 4.14.6/4.14.7
26-26 Public Utilities 4.14.2/4.14.8
26-27 Alternatives 4.19.2
26-28 Project Description 4.1.5
26-29 Parks and Open Space 4.12.1
26-30 Parks and Open Space 4.12.1
26-31 Public Services 4.13.2
26-32 CEQA Consideration 4.18.1
26-33 CEQA Considerations 4.18.1
26-34 CEQA Consideration 4.18.1
26-35 Alternatives 4.19.3
26-36 Alternatives 4.19.3
26-37 Alternatives 4.19.2
Hydrology and Water
26-38 Quality 4.9.1
26-39 Air Quality 4.4.2
26-40 Air Quality 4.4.2
26-41 Air Quality 4.4.4
26-42 Air Quality 4.4.3/4.4.5/4.4.6
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Letter Commenter
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26-43 Air Quality 4.4.2
26-44 Air Quality 4.4.1
26-45 Cultural Resources 4.6.23
26-46 Cultural Resources 4.6.6
26-47 Cultural Resources 4.6.3
Urban Design and Visual
26-48 Resources 4.16.3/4.16.4
26-49 Project Description 4.1.2
Transportation and
26-50 Circulation 4.15.1
Transportation and
26-51 Circulation 4.15.1
Transportation and
26-52 Circulation 4.15.2
Transportation and
26-53 Circulation 4.15.3
Transportation and
26-54 Circulation 4.15.4/4.15.28
Transportation and
26-55 Circulation 4.15.29
Transportation and
26-56 Circulation 4.15.6/4.15.30
Franchise of Americans Needing
27 Ross, Michael C. Sports 27-01 Project Description 4.1.7
MCR Public Affairs and
Advocacy (on behalf of Moller
28 Ross, Michael C. International) 28-01 Project Description 4.1.2
28-02 Project Description 4.1.2
Hazards and Hazardous
29 Millar, Fred Friends of the Earth 29-01 Substances 4.8.9/4.8.11
Hazards and Hazardous
29-02 Substances 4.8.6/4.8.8
Hazards and Hazardous
29-03 Substances 4.8.8/4.8.11
Hazards and Hazardous
29-04 Substances 4.8.6/4.8.7/4.8.9/4.8.11/4.8.18
Hazards and Hazardous
29-05 Substances 4.8.11/4.8.17
29-06 Hazards and Hazardous 4.8.6/4.8.8
Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
P:\Projects - WP Only\51234.00 Railyards\!FEIR\2.0 matrix updated-11-02-07.doc 2' 17




2.0 Index to Comments and Responses

TABLE 2-1
INDEX TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
Substances
Hazards and Hazardous
29-07 Substances 4.8.6/4.8.8/4.8.11
Hazards and Hazardous
29-08 Substances 4.8.6/4.8.8/4.8.9/4.8.11
30 Frankfield, Dan & Lough, Alkali Flat Redevelopment 30-01 Project Description 4.1.2
Laura Advisory Committee 30-02 Project Description 4.1.2
30-03 Project Description 4.1.2
Project Description/
Transportation and
30-04 Circulation 4.1.2/4.15.31
31 Airola, Daniel A. 31-01 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-02 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-03 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-04 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-05 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-06 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-07 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-08 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-09 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-10 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-11 Biological Resources 4.5.4
31-12 Biological Resources 4.5.4
Hazards and Hazardous
32 Delgado, Charlotte 32-01 Substances 4.8.1
Urban Design and Visual
33 Fuentez, Roxanne 33-01 Resources 4.16.3
Biological Resources/
Urban Design and Visual
33-02 Resources 4.5.1/4.16.5
Urban Design and Visual
33-03 Resources/Energy 4.16.5/4.17.4
33-04 Cultural Resources 4.6.8/4.6.9/4.6.12/4.6.13
33-05 Cultural Resources 4.6.10
33-06 Project Description 4.1.2
33-07 Cultural Resources 4.6.25
34 Huck, Mark 34-01 Cultural Resources 4.6.16
35 Nagrabski, Steve 35-01 Project Description 4.1.5
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Number Name Agency / Affiliation Code Section Subsection
Biological Resources/
Urban Design and Visual
36 Sales, Jack 36-01 Resources 4.5.1/4.16.5
Hazards and Hazardous
37 Young, James 37-01 Substances 4.8.6/4.8.7/4.8.18
38 Yee, Steve 38-01 Cultural Resources 4.6.13
39 Farnham, April; Hailer, 39-01 Project Description 4.1.2

Barbara; Lee, Andrea; Lee,
Michael; Lee, Robert;
Littlejohn, Brianna;
McGarvey, Phylis; Reeves,
Andrew; Wasson, Nicole;
Zupancic, Liefu; and
Zupancic, Niefu

Urban Design and Visual

40 Planning Commission 40-01 Resources 4.16.5
40-02 Biological Resources 45.1
40-03 Cultural Resources 4.6.13
40-04 Project Description 4.1.2
40-05 Cultural Resources 4.6.13
Cultural Resources/Hazards
40-06 and Hazardous Substances |4.6.4/4.8.1
40-07 Project Description 4.1.2
Hazards and Hazardous
40-08 Substances 4.8.2
40-09 Cultural Resources 4.6.13
40-10 Cultural Resources 4.6.4
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3.0 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT AND FIGURES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents minor corrections and revisions made to the Draft EIR initiated by the public,
staff, and/or consultants based on their on-going review. New text is indicated in underline and text
to be deleted is reflected by a strike-through. Text changes are presented in the page order in which
they appear in the Draft EIR.

The changes identified below are clarifications or amplification of the information and analysis
contained in the Draft EIR. None of the changes identified below results in a significant impact that
was not already identified in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, none of the impacts identified in the Draft
EIR were found to be substantially more severe as the result of the following changes. For these
reasons, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted.

The proposed Specific Plan and Design Guidelines have changed since the Draft EIR was prepared.
None of the changes alter the type, location, or amount of development analyzed in the Draft EIR
Analysis Scenarios. Most of the changes are minor, and do not address impacts evaluated in the
EIR. In some cases, policies and guidelines are made more forceful by replacing “should” with
“shall.” Because none of the changes to the Specific Plan or Design Guidelines would alter the
analysis of impacts, findings of significance or mitigation measures, they are not identified in this
chapter.

Chapter 2, Summary of Environmental Effect

Mitigation Measure 6.2-7 on pages 2-20 and 2-21 is changed as follows:

6.2-7 Construction near I-5 S 6.2-7 LS
and the | Street Bridge a) Prior to the realignment of the Union
could resultin Pacific Railroad tracks and/or removal
increased mortality and of the existing overhead utility lines,
reproductive success the following measures shall be
of purple martins if implemented to reduce impacts to the
construction would purple martins.
result in the loss of a 1. To offset the loss of nesting
breeding colony. material gathering site sand and

reduce potential predation from
feral cats using tall vegetation as
ambush points, during railroad
track realignment the project
applicant shall conduct weed
abatement measures (e.q., weed
whacking) bi weekly from March
15" to May 15™. The area to be
maintained is the area that
extends out 600 feet north of the
existing railroad, as detailed on
Figure 5.5-1. The plant waste
shall be left in place from March
15" to May 15" to allow the
purple martins to use the “waste”
for nest building material. This
measure is temporary and shall
only occur while the existing
railroad tracks are being
realigned.
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2. To offset the potential impacts
from loss of perching wires the
project applicant shall erect
permanent perching structures,
in close proximity to the colony
but within the footprint of the
project, before the removal of the
existing utility lines and poles
(wires for perching should be
3/8-3/4 inch in diameter and
shall be at least 19.5 feet off the
ground. Pole mounted structures
could be mounted on light poles
or fencing for stability). In the
event that the perching
structures are not a feasible
alternative within the project
footprint, the project applicant
shall consult with the California
State Railroad Museum as to the
possibility of the perches being
erected within state lands.

3. As identified in Figure 5.5-1,
landscaping within 120 feet of
the colony shall be planned as to
not disrupt the flight access to
the colony, small and medium
size non fruit-bearing trees shall
be incorporated to the
landscaping plans. Landscaping
plans shall also consider the
option of prohibiting fruit-bearing
trees within 500 feet of the site
and not removing all the
clippings from the area during
maintenance specifically at the
beginning of the nesting season
(March 15" to May 15" as to
allow the purple martins to use
the clippings as nesting
materials.

i) Until the proposed open
space that is adjacent to the
| Street Colony is
landscaped as detailed in
6.2-7 (a3), the project
applicant shall, from March
15" to May 15", supply
nesting material (straw, pine
needles, etc.) in designated
areas close to the colony for
use by the purple martins
while the planted trees and
shrubs develop. The areas
should be no further than
200 feet from perching
wires.

4. Solong as the | Street Colony is
active, landscaping trees
adjacent to the purple martin
colony shall include pine species
(Pinus spp.) to provide a
permanent source of nesting
material. The pine needles shall
not be removed during
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landscape maintenance from
January 1% to May 15™.
. beainn -

b) Although purple martins are tolerant]
of human activities, if active nests
are present no construction shall be|
conducted within 100 feet of the
edge of the purple martin colony
(as demarcated by the active nest
hole closest to the construction
activity) during the beginning of the
purple martin breedin% season from
March 15" to May 15" Aprit-15-to
August-L. The buffer area shall be
avoided to prevent destruction or
disturbance to the nest(s) until it is
no longer active. The size of the
buffer area may be adjusted if a
qualified biologist and CDFG
determine it would not be likely to
have adverse effects on the
martins. The site characteristics
used to determine the size of the
modified buffer should include; a)
topographic screening; b) distance
from disturbance to nest; c) the size
and quality of foraging habitat
surrounding the nest; and d)
sensitivity of the species to nest
disturbances. No project activity
shall commence within the buffer
area until a qualified biologist
confirms that any nests are no
longer active. In addition, no
equipment shall be parked or
stored beneath the | Street on-ramp
or the I-5 overpass at the | Street
on-ramp during the breeding
season (April 15™ to August 1%).
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Mitigation Measure 6.3-1 on pages 2-26 and 2-27 is changed as follows:

e) All Eearth-moving activities within
the Specific Plan Area areas
identified-inthe-ATP shall be
monitored by an archaeologist
approved by the City of
Sacramento Preservation Director.
Prior to any earth-moving activities,
for each phase of the project a
focused Monitoring and
Unanticipated Discovery Plan shall
be written by a gualified
archaeologist and submitted to the
City of Sacramento Preservation
Director for approval. In the event
that unanticipated archaeological
resources or human remains are
encountered, compliance with
federal and state regulations and
guidelines regarding the treatment
of cultural resources and human
remains shall be required. The
following details the procedures to
be followed in the event that new
cultural resource sites or human
remains are discovered.

i.  If the monitoring
archaeologist believes that an
archaeological resource has
inadvertently been
uncovered, all work adjacent
to the discovery shall cease,
and the appropriate steps
shall be taken, as directed by
the Preservation Director in
consultation with the
archaeologist, to protect the
discovery site. The area of
work stoppage will be
adequate to provide for the
security, protection, and
integrity of the archaeological
resources in accordance with
Federal and State Law. Ata
minimum the area will be
secured to a distance of
50 feet from the discovery.
Vehicles, equipment, and
unauthorized personnel will
not be permitted to traverse
the discovery site. The
archaeologist will conduct a
field investigation and assess
the significance of the find.
Impacts to cultural resources
shall be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level through
data recovery or other
methods determined
adequate by the
archaeologist and that are
consistent with the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards for
Archaeological
Documentation. All identified
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cultural resources shall be
recorded on the appropriate
DPR 523 (A-L) form and filed
with the North Central
Information Center.

Mitigation Measure 6.3-2 on page 2-29 is changed as follows:

6.3-2  The proposed project PS 6.3-2 LS
could cause a a) An Architectural Historian
substantial adverse qualified under the Secretary of
change in to the the Interior's Standards shall be
Southern Pacific retained to prepare the necessary
Railroad Shops, a documentation to formally list the
historical resource as Central Shops Historic District as
defined in Section a locally Adopted Historic District.
15064.5 of the State The Central Shops Historic
CEQA Guidelines, District shall be adopted by the
through the potential City prior to alteration of any of
alteration and the buildings on site beyond
demolition of character- stabilization recommendations
defining features of included in the ARG report.
contributing elements
of the Historic District.

Mitigation Measure 6.5-2 on page 2-34 is changed as follows:
6.5-2 Development of the S 6.5-2 In areas where the groundwater LS

proposed Specific Plan
would occur on
property that is known
to contain
contaminated soil and
groundwater, which
could present a hazard
to people during
occupancy of the
proposed project if not
properly managed.

contamination has the potential to
reach water, sewer or storm
drainage pipelines due to
fluctuations in the elevation of the
groundwater table, or where
volatile contaminants in soil vapor
could enter porous utility lines,
measures such as concrete
trenches, membrane barriers and
venting will be used to prevent
infiltration in accordance with
DTSC requirements. Routine
monitoring shall be performed by
the landowners, reported to
DTSC and CVRWOQCB, and
corrective actions implemented if
the results indicate adverse
changes in water guality.

Mitigation Measure 6.5-3(e) on page 2-35 is changed as follows:

e)

Compliance with building design
requirements, to be included in
the building code ordinance, for
preventing the intrusion of
subsurface vapors into buildings
and enclosed spaces and the
buildup of soil vapors in enclosed
spaces where applicable, shall be
required if determined by DTSC
to be necessary.
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Impact 6.5-4 and Mitigation Measure 6.5-4 on page 2-36 is changed as follows:

6.5-4 Construction of site PS 6.5-4 LS
features such as a) Project developers and their
infrastructure and contractors shall coordinate with
buildings could the City of Sacramento, DTSC,
interfere with existing and other involved agencies, as
and/or planned appropriate, to assure that
remediation efforts. project construction shall not

interfere with any adjacent
and/or on-site existing and/or
planned remediation activities or
unduly delay any er existing
and/or planned site remediation
activities.

Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 on page 2-38 is changed as follows:

6.6-2 Operation of the S 6.6-2  The proposed Specific Plan shall LS
proposed project would limit prohibit discharges to the
generate new sources Sacramento River from the
of polluted runoff that cistern that do not meet the
could violate water water quality requirements
quality standards or standards set by the City and the
waste discharge CVRWQCB. If the cistern
requirements for cannot meet the required water
receiving waters. quality requirements standards,

then the proposed Specific Plan
shall incorporate BMPs using-the
as
provided in the Stormwater
Quality Design Manual for the
Sacramento and South Placer
Regions (Manual) (May 2007) to
reduce urban pollutant
discharges to the Sacramento
River to the maximum extent

practicable.
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Mitigation Measure 6.8-4 on page 2-41 is changed as follows:

6.8-4  Construction of the
Specific Plan could
temporarily increase
levels of groundborne
vibration.

S

6.8-4

Implement Mitigation Measure
6.8-1 and the following measure
during all phases of project
construction:

a) During construction, should
damage occur despite the
above mitigation measures,
construction operations shall
be halted and the problem
activity shall be identified. A
qualified engineer shall
establish vibration limits
based on soil conditions and
the types of buildings in the
immediate area. The
contractor shall monitor the
buildings throughout the
remaining construction
period and follow all
recommendations of the
qualified engineer to repair
any damage that has
occurred to the pre-existing
state, and to avoid further

structural damage.

SuU

Mitigation Measure 6.11-8 (d) on page 2-53 has been changed as follows:

TFhe If selected as appropriate
mitigation, implementation of this
mitigation measure wcould
require environmental analysis to
assess if the construction or
operation of new wells wcould
have any adverse environmental
consequences and-would-require
environmental-evaluation. The
new wells, appurtenances and
infrastructure could result in the
following potentially significant
environmental impacts:
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Mitigation Measure 6.12-3 on page 2-67 is changed as follows.

6.12-3 The Initial Phase would S 6.12-3  The Fraffic Study-found-that the SuU
add traffic to the study impacted-freeway-mainline
freeway mainline segments-currently operate-at
segments and cause LOS"F"in-the Baseline-Conditien
the level of service to during-the PM-Peak-Heur without
degrade below LOS E. the Project-and-would-continue to

Section15091.None available.

Mitigation Measure 6.12-22 on page 2-108 is changed as follows:

m) At the Bercut Drive / South Park
Street intersection, the applicant
shall install an additional
northbound lane to provide one
through lane and one right turn
lane_or as an alternative to this
mitigation measure the applicant
shall install a signal. With
implementation of this mitigation
measure, the level of service
would be improved to LOS B
(10.3 seconds delay) in the a.m.
peak hour and to LOS C (20.2
seconds delay) in the p.m. peak
hour. These results are shown in
Table 6.12-31. With the
implementation of the alternate
signal mitigation, the intersection
would improve to LOS A (9.1

seconds delay).

Mitigation Measure 6.12-27 on page 2-118 is changed as follows:

6.12-27 The Full Project would PS 6.12-27 Implement of Mitigation Measure LS
increase demand on 6.12-6. Additionally, the project
the public transit applicant shall coordinate with RT
system. to provide modifications to both

bus and light rail services and to
help fund necessary
improvements in order to serve
the transit demand generated by

the Full Project.
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Chapter 5, Population and Housing
The fifth paragraph on page 5-4 and continued on page 5-5 is changed as follows:

In 2005, the City of Sacramento had an employment base of 214,267, which is defined by
the number of residents aged 16 years and older. This is not necessarily reflective of the
number of jobs available in the City. For example, SACOG estimates that there were
309,210 jobs in the City in 2005, indicating that people who do not reside in the City
commute from other areas to work in Sacramento. As stated above, there were 168,782
occupied housing units within the City. Based on the number of jobs in the City and the
number of occupied housing units, this would indicate that the City has an employee per

housmq un|t ratio of approxmatelv 1. 83w+&h—a—tetal—ef—}82—945—heesmg—umfes—9f—these

: i 2 Anathor oetmats by Another estimate by
SACOG |nd|cates an employee per housmg unlt ratlo of 1 78 in 2005 22

Chapter 6, Environmental Analysis
Section 6.2, Biological Resources

Table 6.2-2 on page 6.2-6 of the Draft EIR is changed as follows:

TABLE 6.2-2
PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED WITHIN THE SPECIFIC PLAN AREA
Scientific Name Common Name
Ailanthus altissima Tree-of-heaven
Avena fatwa-fatua Wild oats
Brassica rapa Birdsrape mustard
Bremes Bromus dianthus Rip gut brome
Gentadries Centaurea solstitialis Yellow start thistle
Cephalanthus occidentalis Buttonbush
Convolvulus arvensis Field bindweed
Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass
Epilobium brachycarpum Annual fireweed
Eriodictyon californicum Yerba santa
Erodium botrys Filaree, storkshill
Erodium cicutarium Red-stemmed filaree
Eucalyptus sp. Eucalyptus
Ficus carica Common fig
Juglans californica California black walnut
Lactuca serriola Prickly lettuce
Liguidambar styraciflua Sweet gum tree
Lolium perenne Perennial ryegrass
Lotus purshianus var. purshianus Spanish clover
Lotus wrightii Deer vetch
Melilotus alba White sweet clover
Nerium oleander Oleander
Nicotiana glauca Tree tobacco
Plantago major Broadleaf plantain
Polypogon monspeliensis Rabbitfoot
Populus fremontii Fremont cottonwood
Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report
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TABLE 6.2-2

PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED WITHIN THE SPECIFIC PLAN AREA

Scientific Name

Common Name

Prunus glandulosa

Flowering almond

Prunus spp. Almond tree
Quercus agrifolia Live oak

Quercus lobata Valley oak
Raphanus sativus Wild radish

Rubus discolor

Himalayan blackberry

Salix exigua

Narrow leaf willow

Salix gooddingii

Goddings willow

Salix lasiolepis Arroyo willow
Senecio vulgaris Common groundsel
Silibum marianum Milkthistle
Sorghum halapense-halepense Johnsongrass
Tamarix ramosissima Salt cedar
Trifolium spp. Clover
Ulmus Pparvifolia Chinese elm
Ulmus spp. Elm tree
Verbascum thapsus Common mullein
Vicia villosa Hairy vetch

Vitis californica

California wild grape

Washingtonia filifera

California fan palm

Source: PBS&J, 2006.

The following sentence in the third paragraph on page 6.2-37 of the Draft EIR is changed to read:

Under these conditions, low quality nutrient rich water with low dissolved oxygen levels that

had-been-in-thecisternthroughoutthe-dry-seasen could be discharged into the river.

Mitigation Measure 6.2-7 on page 6.2-42 is changed to read:

6.2-7 _a) Prior to the realignment of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and/or removal

of the

existing overhead utility lines, the following measures shall be

implemented to reduce impacts to the purple martins.

1.

To offset loss the loss of nesting material gathering site sand and

reduce potential predation from feral cats using tall vegetation as
ambush points, during railroad track realignment the project applicant
shall conduct weed abatement measures (e.q., weed whacking) bi
weekly from March 15" to May 15™. The area to be maintained is the

Final Environmental Impact Report
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b)

area that extends out 600 feet north of the existing railroad, as
detailed on Figure 5.5-1. The plant waste shall be left in place from
March 15" to May 15™ to allow the purple martins to use the “waste”
for nest building material. This measure is temporary and shall only
occur while the existing railroad tracks are being realigned.

2. To offset the potential impacts from loss of perching wires the project
applicant _shall erect permanent perching structures, in close
proximity to the colony but within the footprint of the project, before
the removal of the existing utility lines and poles (wires for perching
should be 3/8-3/4 inch in diameter and shall be at least 19.5 feet off
the ground. Pole mounted structures could be mounted on light poles
or fencing for stability). In the event that the perching structures are
not a feasible alternative within the project footprint, the project
applicant shall consult with the California State Railroad Museum as
to the possibility of the perches being erected within state lands.

3. As identified in Figure 5.5-1, landscaping within 120 feet of the colony
shall be planned as to not disrupt the flight access to the colony,
small and medium size non fruit-bearing trees shall be incorporated
to the landscaping plans. Landscaping plans shall also consider the
option of prohibiting fruit-bearing trees within 500 feet of the site and
not removing all the clippings from the area during maintenance
specifically at the beginning of the nesting season (March 15" to May
15M) as to allow the purple martins to use the clippings as nesting
materials.

i) Until the proposed open space that is adjacent to the | Street
Colony is landscaped as detailed in above in 6.2-7 (a3), the
project applicant shall, from March 15" to May 15", supply
nesting material (straw, pine needles, etc) in designated
areas close to the colony for use by the purple martins while
the planted trees and shrubs develop. The areas should be
no further than 200 feet from perching wires.

4. So long as the | Street Colony is active landscaping trees adjacent to
the purple martin colony shall include pine species (Pinus spp.) to
provide a permanent source of nesting material. The pine needles
shall not be removed during landscape maintenance from January 1%

to May 15™.

Although purple martins are tolerant of human activities, if active nests are

present no construction shall be conducted within 100 feet of the edge of the
purple martin colony (as demarcated by the active nest hole closest to the
construction activity) during the beginning of the purple martin breeding
season from Aprit-15-to-August-+-March 15" to May 15". The buffer area
shall be avoided to prevent destruction or disturbance to the nest(s) until it is
no longer active. The size of the buffer area may be adjusted if a qualified
biologist and CDFG determine it would not be likely to have adverse effects
on the martins. The site characteristics used to determine the size of the
modified buffer should include; a) topographic screening; b) distance from
disturbance to nest; ¢) the size and quality of foraging habitat surrounding the
nest; and d) sensitivity of the species to nest disturbances. No project activity

Railyards Specific Plan
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shall commence within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that
any nests are no longer active. In addition, no equipment shall be parked or
stored beneath the | Street on-ramp or the |-5 overpass at the | Street on-
ramp during the breeding season (April 15" to August 1%).

Section 6.3, Cultural Resources

The first sentence of the second paragraph on page 6.3-48 is changed as follows:

All Eearth-moving activities within the Specific Plan Area areas-identified-inthe-ATP shall be
monitored by an archaeologist approved by the City of Sacramento Preservation Director.

Mitigation Measure 6.3-1 (e) on page 6.3-48 is changed as follows:

e)

All Eearth-moving activities within the Specific Plan Area areas-identified-in-the-ATP
shall be monitored by an archaeologist approved by the City of Sacramento
Preservation Director. Prior to any earth-moving activities, for each phase of the
project a focused Monitoring and Unanticipated Discovery Plan shall be written by a
gualified archaeologist and submitted to the City of Sacramento Preservation
Director for approval. In the event that unanticipated archaeological resources or
human remains are encountered, compliance with federal and state regulations and
guidelines regarding the treatment of cultural resources and human remains shall be
required. The following details the procedures to be followed in the event that new
cultural resource sites or human remains are discovered.

i. If the monitoring archaeologist believes that an archaeological resource has
inadvertently been uncovered, all work adjacent to the discovery shall cease, and
the appropriate steps shall be taken, as directed by the Preservation Director in
consultation with the archaeologist, to protect the discovery site. The area of
work stoppage will be adequate to provide for the security, protection, and
integrity of the archaeological resources in accordance with Federal and State
Law. At a minimum the area will be secured to a distance of 50 feet from the
discovery. Vehicles, equipment, and unauthorized personnel will not be
permitted to traverse the discovery site. The archaeologist will conduct a field
investigation and assess the significance of the find. Impacts to cultural
resources shall be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through data recovery
or other methods determined adequate by the archaeologist and that are
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Archaeological
Documentation.  All identified cultural resources shall be recorded on the
appropriate DPR 523 (A-L) form and filed with the North Central Information
Center.

Mitigation Measure 6.3-2 on page 6.3-51 is changed as follows:

6.3-2 a) An Architectural Historian qualified under the Secretary of the Interior's

Standards shall be retained to prepare the necessary documentation to
formally list the Central Shops Historic District as a locally Adopted Historic
District. The Central Shops Historic District shall be adopted by the City prior
to alteration of any of the buildings on site beyond stabilization
recommendations approved in the ARG report.
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Section 6.5, Hazards and Hazardous Substances

The third sentence of the first paragraph on page 6.5-8 under the subheading “Volatile Organic
Compounds” is changed as follows:

...They are found in surface soils at significantly lower concentrations because they velatize
volatilize into the atmosphere.

The following subsection is added to the bottom on page 6.5-9 and before the subheading
“Remediation Project Status” on page 6.5-10:

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater quality at the Railyards cleanup site, and areas outside the site where
contaminant plumes have been detected, is routinely monitored for contaminants of concern.
The results are reported to DTSC and the RWQCB in accordance with a RWQCB-adopted
“Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) Order No. R5-2005-0835.” Figure 6.6-2 in
Section 6.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, shows the locations of groundwater monitoring
wells at the Railyards cleanup site. Monitoring wells are also located in downtown
Sacramento and north of the site. Groundwater samples are collected from four water-
bearing zones beneath the site and in the downtown area: sand zone (upper and lower),
gravel zone, the interbedded B zone, and interbedded D zone. VOCs, SVOCs, TPH, and
metals have all been detected in groundwater. Results of the latest round of sampling are as
summarized below.

Wells in the Central Shops area (upper and lower sand zone) are showing an overall
decrease in VOC contaminant levels, indicating the plume is not expanding. VOCs in the
gravel zone extend south from the Railyards site into downtown near P Street and northwest
toward the California State Printing Plant. There have been both increases and decreases in
VOC levels, but overall the levels have remained essentially static and the plume has not
shown evidence of expanding. Similarly, VOCs in the interbedded B and D zones are
consistent with historical data. Plume dimensions have remain unchanged. Several VOCs
detected in the lower sand and gravel zones along the plume margins are not associated
with Railyards sources. SVOC levels are consistent with previous data. TPH (gasoline and
diesel hydrocarbons) data show only minor fluctuations over time. Two wells with increased
concentrations at the downgradient edge of the South Plume will be further investigated as
part of the RAP process for the South Plume.

Groundwater is extracted at several locations as part of the DTSC-approved cleanup at the
Railyards. The extraction has influenced the distribution and extent of chemicals in
groundwater. The effectiveness of the extraction systems and the effects on groundwater
characteristics is also monitored and reported to the RWQCB in “Remediation Systems and
Operation and Maintenance Reports.”

The last sentence of the paragraph beginning “Remediation of site soils in the Central Corridor/Car
Shop Nine...” on page 6.5-11 is changed as follows:

Stockpiles-Tested and classified ef-Railyards soils have been placed benreath-the planned
seileap in the northwest corner of the LSA (i.e., the “Vista”) where the-a-planned soil cap

woud will be constructed (see “Northwest Corner (Lagoon Study Area) Soil Cap (Proposed
Vista Park)” subheading). These soils meet approved placement criteria.
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The last full paragraph on page 6.5-11 is changed as follows:

... These interim removal actions included the removal of contaminated soils and the
installation of groundwater treatment systems, which are still in operation and will remain in
operation and monitored for many years. In addition, a RemedialRemoval Action Workplan
(RAW) has been prepared for the northern part of the Intermodal Facility portion of the
Specific Plan. This portion of the planning area is within the Central Shops study area
directly south of the existing buildings. Only foundations from former buildings and some
asphalt remain. The RAW is a separate action within the Central Shops study area designed
to facilitate relocation of the freight tracks by removing contaminated soil that would present
a health risk in that area. It is anticipated that the remainder of soil remediation for the
Central Shops will be completed in 2009.

The third paragraph on page 6.5-21 is changed as follows:

The SFD provides fire suppression, emergency medical services, fire prevention, and special
operations services within the City of Sacramento. The SFD has a Hazardous Materials
Program (HazMat), which provides a daily capability for emergency hazardous materials
response. Currently, this program includes a minimum of 108 firefighters trained to the
Hazardous Materials Specialist level. Four fire companies serveServing in dual roles as a
first responding fire companiesy and as part of two, there—are-threeHazardous Materials
Response Teams (HMRTS) including a ard-en Decontamination unitfeam (Decon). Each
team is staffed with a minimum of seven feur Hazmat specialists.

In its comment letter on the Draft EIR, DTSC staff requested the addition of a fifth item to the deed
restrictions listed on page 6.5-29 (text change):

5. Residential uses are permitted with additional measures that mitigate the risks of
exposure to residual contaminants.

The text on page 6.5-30 and Mitigation Measure 6.5-2 is changed as follows:

Because the development of the proposed Specific Plan would be consistent with the
remediation action plans and deed restrictions, the proposed project would not substantially
increase the risk of exposure of construction workers or future occupants to hazardous
substances contamination in soil or groundwater at the project site;. However, development
of the proposed project would include the installation of underground utility lines. pPorous
utility lines could be infiltrated by contaminated groundwater or volatile contaminants in soil
vapor that could contaminate water flowing through the pipes. This is considered a
significant impact.

Mitigation Measure

6.5-2 In areas where the groundwater contamination has the potential to reach water,
sewer or storm drainage pipelines due to fluctuations in the elevation of the
groundwater table, or where volatile contaminants in soil vapor could enter
porous utility lines, measures such as concrete trenches, membrane barriers and
venting will be used to prevent infiltration in accordance with DTSC requirements.
Routine monitoring shall be performed by the landowners, reported to DTSC and
CVRWOQCB, and corrective actions implemented if the results indicate adverse
changes in water quality.
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Mitigation Measure 6.5-3(e) on page 6.5-31 has been revised as follows:

Mitigation Measures

6.5-3 €) Compliance with building design requirements, to be included in the building
code ordinance, for preventing the intrusion of subsurface vapors into
buildings and enclosed spaces and the buildup of soil vapors in enclosed
spaces where applicable, shall be required if determined by DTSC to be
necessary.

Impact statement 6.5-4 and Mitigation Measure 6.5-4 on page 6.5-31 are changed as follows:

6.5-4 Construction of site features such as infrastructure and buildings could
interfere with existing and/or planned remediation efforts.

Mitigation Measures

6.5-4 a) Project developers and their contractors shall coordinate with the City of
Sacramento, DTSC, and other involved agencies, as appropriate, to
assure that project construction shall not interfere with any adjacent
and/or on-site existing and/or planned remediation activities or unduly
delay any er existing and/or planned site remediation activities.

Section 6.6, Hydrology and Water Quality
Figure 6.6-1 on page 6.6-5 has been revised and is included at the end of this chapter.
Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 on page 6.6-22 is changed as follows:

“The proposed Specific Plan shall fimit prohibit discharges to the Sacramento River from the
cistern that do not meet the water quality standards set by the City and the CVRWQCB. If
the cistern cannot meet the required water quality standards, then the proposed Specific
Plan shall incorporate BMPs using the best available technology as provided in the
Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions (Manual)
(May 2007) to reduce urban pollutant discharges to the Sacramento River to the maximum
extent practicable.”

Section 6.8, Noise
The following text has been added to page 6.8-15 under Standards of Significance.

Thresholds of significance are established by the Title 24 standards and by the City's
General Plan Noise Element and the City Noise Ordinance. For the purposes of this EIR,
noise impacts are considered significant if the proposed project would result in:

e Exterior noise levels at the proposed project that are above the upper value of the
normally acceptable category for various land uses, according to the City General Plan,
caused by noise level increases due to the project;

o Residential interior noise levels of 45 Lg, or greater;

¢ Noise level increase at a sensitive receptor of 3 dB (Leq OF Lgn); OF
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e Construction noise levels not in compliance with the City of Sacramento Noise
Ordinance.

The third paragraph on page 6.8-20 is changed as follows:

The East End District includes residential land use designations on parcels near the UPRR
alignment and 7™ Street near the proposed light rail alignment. Parcels adjacent to or near
the UPRR alignment include parcels 49a, 49b, 49c, 51, and 52S. These parcels are
designated RCMU, ORMU, and RMU, which all allow residential uses. The EIR Analysis
Scenario assumes residential units would be built on parcels 49a, 51, and 52S. Parcel 49a
is also identified as a potential location for a new school proposed for the project site (see

Figure 3-17).
The following text has been added after fifth paragraph page 6.8-20:

In_addition to traffic and rail noise within the East End district, the residential uses in this
district would also be subject to noise from the existing industrial sources to the north and
east of the project site. Noise from off-site sources would be required to comply with the
City’s Noise Ordinance, which does not allow noises that disturb neighborhoods. Further,
future development adjacent to these industrial uses would also be required to meet all
applicable noise standards for residential uses, including Title 24, so noise levels near
industrial uses would also be acceptable.

Mitigation Measure 6.8-4 on page 6.8-23 has been changed as follows:

6.8-4 Implement Mitigation Measure 6.8-1_and the following measure during all phases of
project construction:

a) During construction, should damage occur despite the above mitigation
measures, construction operations shall be halted and the problem activity
shall be identified. A qualified engineer shall establish vibration limits based
on _soil conditions and the types of buildings in the immediate area. The
contractor shall monitor the buildings throughout the remaining construction
period and follow all recommendations of the qualified engineer to repair any
damage that has occurred to the pre-existing state, and to avoid further
structural damage.

The second paragraph on page 6.8-28 has been changed as follows:

The East End District has the potential for vibration impacts due to the freight/commuter
track relocation and the DNA light rail extension. Five parcels (parcels 49a, 51, 52N, 52S,
and 53S) were found to be within the critical distance for potential vibration impact due to
freight and commuter train operations. Future residential-buildings sensitive receptors within
these parcels could have the potential for impacts and warrant additional vibration analysis.
For receptors along 7" Street, screening distances suggested that buildings on both sides of
the light rail alignment (assumed to run down the middle of 7" Street) could be impacted.
Based on the Screening Analysis, eight parcels (parcels 54S, 54a, 68S, 68N, 57S, 57N, 69S,
and 69N) could be adversely affected by light rail (LRT) vibration in the East End District.
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Section 6.9, Parks and Open Space
The fourth paragraph on page 6.9-1 is changed as follows:

The City of Sacramento Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks Department) maintains
more than 2,000 acres of developed parkland, and manages more than 210 parks, 81-iles
of-on-—and—off-road-bikeways—and-trails; 17 lakes, ponds, or beaches, over 20 aquatic
facilities, and 18 community or neighborhood centers, and provides park and recreation
services at city-owned facilities within the City of Sacramento.” The Parks Department and
the City of Sacramento Department of Transportation maintain 81 miles of on- and off-road
bikeways and trails. Several facilities within the City of Sacramento are owned or operated
by other jurisdictions, such as the County of Sacramento and the State of California. The
City of Sacramento Parks and Recreation Master Plan (PRMP) guides park development in
the city.

The sixth sentence in the last paragraph beginning on page 6.9-1 is changed as follows:

Additional recreational facilities include community or neighborhood centers; bocce ball
courts; and equestrian trails.

Table 6.9-1 on page 6.9-3 is changed as follows:
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TABLE 6.9-1
EXISTING PARKS IN THE CENTRAL CITY PLANNING AREA
Full Size Advntr. | Swmng.
Class | | Class Il |Class IlI and Vollybl. | Tennis and and Indoor
Park Name Total | Dvlpd. | Picnic | Picnic | Picnic | Ball- Bntm. and Court | Tot Play | Wading | Comm. | Rest Other
and Address Acres | Acres Area Area Area field Soccer | Basktbl. | *lights Areas Pools Facility | room Amenities
Chavez Plaza 3.05 3.05 2 3 1 Fountain; Café;
(Cesar E.); Farmer's Market May-
910 | Street November
Crocker Park; 6.10 6.10 4 Crocker Art Museum
211 O Street
Fremont Park; 3.05 3.05 2 2 AP 1 | Seating Plaza; Farmer's
1515 Q Street Market May-November
Grant Park; 2.61 2.61 1 2 1 1 Full 1 Overlay Soccer Field
205 21 Street Lighted
Jibboom Street 6.0 2.0 Water Spray Area; Bike
Park Site - Jibboom Trail; First phase done;
Street at Sac. River see master plan for
information
Johnson Park 1.17 1.17 1 community garden
(J. Neely);
516 11" Street
Marshall Park 3.05 3.05 2 1 Hart Sr.-Citizen's
(John); Center; Horseshoe Pit
915 27" Street
Muir Park (John); 2.69 2.69 1 2 1 1Bantam| 1V; 1B AP Water Play Misters;
1515 C Street Small Softball
Backstop; Perimeter
Security Fence
O'Neil Park; 6.45 6.45 2 1 Full 1
715 Broadway Lighted
Roosevelt Park 3.05 3.05 1 2 1 1 Full 2B 1 Overlay Soccer;
(Theodore); Lighted Farmer's Market May-
1615 9" Street November
Sacramento River 25.73 Old Sacramento State
Pkwy; Park; Bicycle Trail
100 J Street
Saint Rose of Lima 0.51 0.51 Stage, Seasonal Ice
Park; Rink
705 K Street
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3.0 Changes to the Draft EIR Text and Figures

BALLFIELD
Skinned: Skinned Infield

Lgtd: Ballfield is lighted.
SOCCER

Bantam Soccer: Approximately 120" X 180'
Full Size Soccer: Approximately 170" X 300’ (or larger) (Intermediate & Regulation fields)
Source: City of Sacramento, Department of Parks and Recreation website, Parks in Central Area, http://www.cityofsacramento.org/parksandrecreation/parks/central.htm, accessed August 9, 2007.

Class | Picnic Areas - 1.0-2.0 acres, Group area with 10 or more tables, food preparation area and barbecue.
Class Il Picnic Areas - Tables only, for group or individuals, with or without barbecue.
Class lll Picnic Areas - Shaded grass area

Grass: Grass Infield (Skinned Baselines) Call (916) 808-6060 to identify which infields are Skinned or Grass

TABLE 6.9-1
EXISTING PARKS IN THE CENTRAL CITY PLANNING AREA
Full Size Advntr. | Swmng.
Class | | Class Il |Class IlI and Vollybl. | Tennis and and Indoor
Park Name Total | Dvlpd. | Picnic | Picnic | Picnic | Ball- Bntm. and Court | Tot Play | Wading | Comm. | Rest Other
and Address Acres | Acres Area Area Area field Soccer | Basktbl. | *lights Areas Pools Facility | room Amenities
Southside Park; 19.99 19.99 4 3 1B 2% AP; TP | SP; WP 1 3 Clubhouse; Lake;
2115 6" Street Jogging Trail 3/4 mile;
Community Garden;
Handicap Accessible
Playground/Fishing
Stanford Park 3.05 3.05 1 2 1 1 John Sutter's Landing
(Leland); Memorial
205 27" Street
Sutter's Landing 172.60 8.0 1 Bicycle Trail, Access to
Park; (John) American River, 28" &
20 28" Street B Skate Park
Tiscornia Park; 9.83 5.00 1 American River Access;
195 Jibboom Street Beach; Bicycle Trail
Washington Park; 1.56 1.56 2 AP Adjacent to Washington
1631 F Street School; Shade
Structure
Winn Park (Albert); 3.05 3.05 4
2715 P Street
Zapata Park 1.37 1.37 1 2 1B AP Shade Structure
(Emiliano);
905 E Street
TOTAL 27491 | 75.75
Notes:
PICNIC AREAS
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3.0 Changes to the Draft EIR Text and Figures

The second paragraph on page 6.9-7 is changed as follows:

Additional recreational resources in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area, but outside of the
Central City area, include public parks, marinas, boat launches, and golf courses. Other
nearby City-owned recreational resources include FiscorniaPark(6-acres),Jibboom-Street
Park—{(9—aeres); McKinley Park (4 acres), Wiliam Land Park (167 acres), Miller Park
(57 acres), and Garcia Bend Park (24 acres). Sacramento County operates Discovery Park
(275 acres) and the City of West Sacramento operates Yolo County Park (4 acres).
Although not all of these areas are not located within the Central City, they are included in
the discussion because they are within usable distance of the Specific Plan Area.

The first paragraph on page 6.9-11 is changed as follows:

The City of Sacramento Parks and Recreation Department prepared the 2005-2010 Parks
and Recreation Master Plan, which was adopted by the City Council on December 7, 2004.
The Master Plan is considered part of the City’s General Plan (minor amendments approved
on April 19, 2005);-Censervation-and-Open-Space Element. The Master Plan calls for a ratio
of approximately 13ter park acres per thousand population, including all categories of parks.
This Service Level Goal is intended to be implemented city-wide, and is not intended to be
applicable or enforceable for every project proposed within the city. The categories of City
Parks and Service Level Goals are as follows:”

The last sentence in the last paragraph on page 6.9-13 is changed as follows:

Other recreational amenities provided in the Specific Plan Area include epen-spacepublic
plazas, a-greenbeltBox Car parks, and small parks near residential areas.

The fourth paragraph on page 6.9-14 is changed as follows:

It should be noted that the City’s Service Level Goals for neighborhood and community parks
can be met bv a comblnatlon of dlfferent S|zes of parks and open spacedees—net

the Iack of avallable undeveloped area in the downtown urban area, it would be |nfea5|ble to
require each proposed project in an urban area to provide large amounts of active and/or
passive parkland. Further,However, the Specific Plan proposes dedication of more parkland
than any other previously approved urban project in Sacramento.

Mitigation Measure 6.9-1 on page 6.9-14 is changed as follows:

6.9-1 Prior to the recordation of the tentative map, the project applicant shall reach
agreement with the City on an appropriate urban park service levelstandard and on
which of the proposed project elements and acreage meet these parkland dedication
requirements. The project applicant shall pay in-lieu fees (Quimby-and/erPHF) on the
difference in acreage between the City parkland requirement and the amount of
parkland the proposed project would supply, or provide “turnkey” improvements
equal to the value of in-lieu fees owed, if any.
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Section 6.10, Public Services
The third sentence of the third paragraph on page 6.10-11 is changed as follows:

In 2007, the SFD employed approximately 570535 fire suppression personnel and 50100 fire
prevention personnel and support staff.*

Figure 6.10-3 Sacramento Fire Department Station Locations has been amended to include Station
#14 and is included at the end of this chapter.

The fourth sentence of the second paragraph on page 6.10-19 is changed as follows:

The Specific Plan identifies two potential sites for a new fire station, although the Specific
Plan does not indicate how the station would be acquired and/or how the station would be
funded. If one of these locations is selected to be developed with a fire station, it would likely
be co-located with a police sub-station in a multi-story mixed-use building with other uses.
The building that would house these facilities would be developed whether or not the police
and/or fire station are developed. The new fire station would be funded through the City’s
General Fund and other sources.

The sixth paragraph on page 6.10-11 is changed as follows:

The Specific Plan Area is currently served by multiple stations. The northern portion of the
Specific Plan Area, nearest to Richards Boulevard, is served by Station 14, located at 1341
North C Street.'® Station 14 houses one an engine company and—hese—tender.® The
southern portion of the site, adjacent to downtown, is served by either Station 1, located at
624 Q Street, or Station 2, located at 1229 | Street."® Station 1 houses an engine and a
medic unit. Station 2 islocated-en-thefirst floor-of-the-Fire Headguarters—and houses an
engine, a truck, and a medic unit. The station is also equipped with swift water rescue cache,
and a CO, trailer.1°

The second sentence of the seventh paragraph on page 6.10-11 is changed as follows:

At a full station, which would include an engine, a truck, and a medic unit, there would be 10
suppressmn personnel staff per shift, for twenty-four hours a day coverage. three-shifts-per

The second sentence of the first paragraph on page 6.10-15 is changed as follows:

The SRFECC is a Joint Powers Authority comprised of the SFD, Sacramento Metropolitan
Fire District, Cosumnes River Fire Protection District Etk-Grove Fire-Department, Folsom Fire
Department, and Galt Fire Protection District.

The first sentence of the second paragraph on page 6.10-15 is changed as follows:

The SRFECC also provides dispatch services for the Courtland Fire Protection District,

Herald Fire Protection District, MeGJeH&n—Aw—Fe#ee—Base—Hre—Depaﬁmem Walnut Grove Fire

Protection District, and Wilton Fire Protection District.
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The third paragraph on page 6.10-15 is changed as follows:

In 2006, SFD responded to more than 69,000 calls for service.?* The average response time
for all SFD engine companies in 2006 was 4.5 minutes. A first-arriving emergency unit
arrives on scene in less than four minutes for over 90% of all emergency incidents..-exeept In
in cases where additional resources are dispatched needed on the initial response, it-which
currently takes an average ofmere-than 9 minutes for all units to arrive on scene.* In recent

years, response times have increased in some areas due to increasing population. Other
areas have experienced improved response times due to increased coverage, most notably
the North Natomas area due to the opening of Station.*

Section 6.11, Public Utilities
The last paragraph of Mitigation Measure 6.11-8 (d) on page 6.11-36 has been changed as follows:

(d) Fhe If selected as appropriate mitigation, implementation of this mitigation measure
wcould require environmental analysis to assess if the construction or operation of
new wells wcould have any adverse environmental consequences and-would-reguire
environmental-evaluation. The new wells, appurtenances and infrastructure could
result in the following potentially significant environmental impacts:

Section 6.12, Transportation
Mitigation Measure 6.12-22(m) on page 6.12-122 is changed as follows:

6-12-22(m) At the Bercut Drive / South Park Street intersection, the applicant shall install
an additional northbound lane to provide one through lane and one right turn
lane or as an alternative to this mitigation measure the applicant shall install
a signal. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the level of service
would be improved to LOS B (10.3 seconds delay) in the a.m. peak hour and
to LOS C (20.2 seconds delay) in the p.m. peak hour. These results are
shown in Table 6.12-31.

Mitigation Measure 6.12-27 on page 6.12-133 is changed as follows:

6.12-27 Implement Mitigation Measure 6.12-6. Additionally, the project applicant shall
coordinate with RT to provide modifications to both bus and light rail services
and to help fund necessary improvements in order to serve the transit
demand generated by the Full Project.

Section 6.13, Urban Design and Visual Resources
The following text is added to the end of page 6.13-37.

Sports and Entertainment Facility Overlay

In the event that the Sports and Entertainment Facility Overlay is implemented, portions of
the Specific Plan Area (Parcels 48, 47a, and a portion of 49a) would be developed as an
event/sports arena, rather than the mixed-use buildings called for in the underlying zoning.
The building has not been designed, and could take many different forms. Considering that
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height and sighage is not considered a significant issue in the heart of the Railyards, it is
anticipated that there would be no significant effects as a result of the future design of such a
facility. It is not anticipated that the analysis of visual effects would be materially different
than that presented for the proposed project because the building profile in the Sports and
Entertainment Overlay area would not be materially different in height and bulk than those
anticipated under the base plan. Each of the concerns associated with development of the
plan area analyzed above would be addressed by the same urban design guidelines and
mitigation measures as would otherwise apply to development in the plan area. No
mitigation measures would be required in addition to those included for the plan area as
described above.

Section 6.14, Energy

The following text is added after the second sentence of the second paragraph under Impact 6.14-2
on page 6.14-14.

Although there is an adequate supply of natural gas, the proposed Specific Plan would
require a space with a minimum width of 20 feet and length of 40 feet for a future easement
to be granted to PG&E. This space would contain a gas requlator station to supply the
project site with natural gas. The planning of this infrastructure would be coordinated by the
developer with PG&E to determine the best location for the regulator.

Appendix O — Health Risk Assessment
The cover of the appendix has been changed as follows:

August November 2007

The following text on page 2-1 has been changed as follows:
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o—AsphaltOn-Reoad Diesel

o—Asphalt WerkerTrips
This HHRA focused on the emissions of chemicals that will occur at the project site. This
would include the fugitive PM,q dust emissions during the-demselition-and-site grading, and

the PMyo exhaust emissions (i.e. DPM from off-road diesel equipment during demelition-site
grading and building construction):

bt o
o—Fugitive Dust-{dust-PMyg-only)
6—Off-Road Diesel{exhaust PM,g-onhy)
e Site Grading Emissions
0 Fugitive Dust (dust PMyq only)
o0 Off-Road Diesel (exhaust PMyg only)
e Building Construction
0 Building Construction Off-Road Diesel (exhaust PMyg only)
EIP/PBS&J used URBEMIS 2002 to estimate emissions—foer-the daily and monthly fugitive
dust emissions and the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD) emission factors to estimate the daily equipment exhaust emissions for each

month during the five planning phases from 2011 to 2030. The monthly exhaust DPM
emissions were calculated from the hourly emissions using the monthly operating days that

EIP/PBS&J presented |n the fuqmve emlssmn calculaﬂonsannual—ave#agmg—peneds—

elayL The maximum hourIy emissions were estlmated by d|V|d|ng #em—the maximum dally
emissions with eight hours per day, as assumed in the SMAQMD daily emission factors;-by

This HHRA was performed for the unmitigated-emissions—although-the URBEMIS-2002 runs
also-estimated-mitigated fugitive dust emissions, estimated in URBEMIS 2002 withemissions

of-fugitive-dust—assuming a 50% control efficiency of PMy, from watering exposed surfaces
three times per day. It is also noted that fugitive dust emissions from off-road diesel
equipment are not accounted for in URBEMIS 2002, even though soil could be disturbed and
released into the air by the operation of the equipment on dirt roads at the site.
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The first paragraph on page 2-3 has been changed as follows:

Only one phase of construction activity will take place in any one year during the 20-year
construction program. It is assumed that demselition,—site grading and building construction
activities could occur anywhere within the lands developed for that phase. Thus, the total
annual emissions were proportionally divided, based on the sizes of the areas (see Table 1),
to estimate the annual emissions for each area of that phase. For the short term averaging
periods, it is assumed that the emission could occur in any area developed for that phase.
Annual and hourly emissions of DPM and soil fugitive PM;o from each of the construction
areas are summarized in Table 1.

The second paragraph on page 2-3 has been changed as follows:

Concentrations of chemicals in the soil at the Railyards site have been investigated for the
groundwater and soil remediation purposes. Soil samples from the remedial investigation
were analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCSs), semi-volatile organic compounds
(SVOCs), total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), total and soluble metals, and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs). The statistics of compounds detected in the samples were summarized
for each study area in Table D-1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the 7™ Street
Extension project. EIP/PBS&J has stated that these concentration values are appropriate for
the speciation of fugitive soil dust emissions. For the purposes of this HHRA, it is assumed
that the average soil concentrations listed for each chemical in each of the five soil study
areas (Northern Shops Study Area, Central Shops Study Area, Central Corridor, Car Shop
Nine, and Lagoon Soil Area) are representative of the chemical composition of dust
emissions that would be present in those areas during demselitien,—grading and building
construction. All detected SVOCs, TPH, metals and PCBs were included for evaluation in
the HHRA. VOCs were not included, as it was assumed that the differences in VOC
emissions during construction activities and for the ‘no project alternative’ would be minimal.

The second bullet on page 3-5 has been changed as follows:
¢ Only the inhalation pathway was assessed. Therefore, risk risks-from other pathways
that may exist as a result of particulate deposition was not considered. As a result, risks
may be higher than estimated here.
The last sentence of the second paragraph on page 4-7 has been changed as follows:
This threshold is the same threshold used for most air quality permitting evaluations for

stationary sources and is the threshold for statiorary-seuree—warnings under California’s
Proposition 65.

The following text has been added after the second paragraph on page 4-7:

There is currently very little guidance in the state about what risks are considered to be
significant from mobile sources. Many air agencies set risk thresholds for the permitting of
stationary sources. However, the setting of risk thresholds from mobile sources is much
more difficult.

Reasons why the setting of risks for mobile sources is more difficult include:

1. The background risk for diesel particulate matter (DPM) statewide is greater than 500
in a million
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2. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is actively working to reduce diesel risk
on a statewide level by imposing strict new requirements on new and existing diesel

equipment.

Because the background risks from diesel exhaust is so high, using a threshold of 10 in a
million would be setting a significant impact threshold at approximately 2% of background.
Importantly, the risk from DPM statewide is being addressed through CARB’s diesel risk
reduction program. Therefore for the purpose of this evaluation, the NCP target risk range
of one in a million (1 x 10°) to one hundred in a million (1 x 10™) has been used.

The first sentence of the second full paragraph on page 4-8 has been deleted:

The last paragraph on page 4-8 has been changed as follows:

The estimated cancer risks and noncancer hazard indices for the maximum boundary
receptors are shown in Table 4. For dust emissions, the maximum estimated cancer risk at
a boundary receptor, assuming residential land use is 1.74 x 10® and the maximum chronic
Hl is 0.02.6% These levels are weII beIow agency target rlsk levels. The maX|mum acute HI
is estimated to be 1.0.2—W A
targetlevel-of-L. For DPM, the estlmated cancer rlsk at the maximum boundary receptor
assuming residential land use is 1.2.2 x 10%; with an HI of 0.8116.

The text under heading 5.0 conclusions on page 5-10 has been changed as follows:

In this HHRA, potential health risks to surrounding businesses were assessed for both soil
and DPM fugitive emissions from construction activities. Chemicals present in site soils may
be released into air during demelition—and-site grading of the redevelopment project. For
dust emissions, the maximum estimated cancer risk at a boundary receptor, assuming
residential land use is 1.74 x 10® and the maximum chronic Hl is 0.02.67- These levels are
WeII below agency target rlsk Ievels The maximum acute Hl is estlmated to be 1.0.2—When

Diesel construction equipment exhaust contains DPM. DPM emissions from mobile sources
were evaluated during demelitien;-grading and construction. For DPM, the estimated cancer
risk at the maximum boundary receptor, assuming residential land use is 1.2.2 x 10%°; with
an HI of 0.81.16- As presented, the risks from DPM are slightly higher than 100 in a million.
It is our understandinglikely that the project will be required to reduce DPM from construction
equipment by 45 percent through implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan.

Implementatlon of thls plan would result |n nsks Mlﬂgaﬂemqmgaﬂen—ef—eens#uenen

and—ﬂwuse—e#newe#eensﬁueﬂen—equmen%eheu@w%m&%s—m—nsks Iower than 100 ina

million bringing the total risks within the NCP target risk range of 1 x 10 to 1 x 10° " na
millien-

Appendix Q — Traffic

The follow pages replace pages 2,204 and 2,236.
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

22: South Park St & Bercut Dr 10/31/2007
v St o2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations % ul Ts % 4
Volume (vph) 74 64 267 47 129 315
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 100 085 098 100 1.00
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095  1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1825 1770 1863
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00 056  1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 1825 1052 1863
Peak-hour factor, PHF 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 74 64 267 47 129 315
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 49 10 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 74 15 304 0 129 315
Turn Type Perm Perm
Protected Phases 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 121 121 299 299 299
Effective Green, g (s) 121 121 299 29.9 299
Actuated g/C Ratio 024 024 060 0.60 0.60
Clearance Time () 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 428 383 1091 629 1114
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.17 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.12
vic Ratio 017 0.04 028 021 0.28
Uniform Delay, d1 150 145 4.8 4.6 4.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.17 1.17
Incremental Delay, d2 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.4
Delay (s) 152 145 5.5 5.9 6.1
Level of Service B B A A A
Approach Delay (s) 14.9 55 6.0
Approach LOS B A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 7.2 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.25
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Railyards Study
2030 Plus Full Project - Mitigated AM PEAK

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

22: South Park St & Bercut Dr 10/31/2007
v St o2
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations % ul Ts % 4
Volume (vph) 191 146 437 107 149 390
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (S) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Frt 100 085 0.97 100 1.00
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095  1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 1813 1770 1863
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 1.00 038  1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 1813 715 1863
Peak-hour factor, PHF 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Adj. Flow (vph) 191 146 437 107 149 390
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 109 14 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 191 37 530 0 149 390
Turn Type Perm Perm
Protected Phases 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 8 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 126 126 294 294 294
Effective Green, g (s) 126 126 294 294 294
Actuated g/C Ratio 025 025 059 059 0.59
Clearance Time () 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 446 399 1066 420 1095
v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 c0.29 0.21
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.21
vic Ratio 043 0.09 050 035 0.36
Uniform Delay, d1 157 143 6.0 5.4 5.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.1 1.7 2.3 0.9
Delay (s) 16.3 144 7.7 7.7 6.3
Level of Service B B A A A
Approach Delay (s) 15.5 7.7 6.7
Approach LOS B A A
Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 9.1 HCM Level of Service A
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.48
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 50.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Railyards Study
2030 Plus Full Project - Mitigated PM PEAK

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1
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4.1 PROCESS, SUMMARY, AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

4.1.1 DRAFT EIR EXCEEDS150/300 PAGES

Response to Comment 25-4

Section 15141 of the CEQA Guidelines is included under Article 10. “Considerations in Preparing
EIRs and Negative Declarations.” Since this section of the Guidelines was written the environmental
analysis conducted for projects has become more sophisticated. Also, due to the evolution of
CEQA's legal requirements as set forth in applicable case law, a considerable amount of additional
information, analysis, and evaluation is included in an EIR as required by the courts.

In accordance with Section 15121 of the Guidelines, “[Aln EIR is an informational document which
will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental
effects of a project”. It is important that an EIR be thorough and disclose all aspects of construction
and future operation of a project and identify all potential impacts associated with project
implementation. The Draft EIR prepared for the Railyards Specific Plan analyzes impacts in 14
technical issue areas, and discusses the project with respect to two non-technical issue areas (Land
Use and Population and Housing). Due to the unique location of the project site and the unique
issues associated with developing the site, the Draft EIR provides a thorough evaluation of all the
potential project impacts.

An effort was made to limit discussion of impacts that would not result from the Specific Plan. Issues
that were considered but not further evaluated are identified on page 6-4 of the Draft EIR, and
include conflicts with a recognized Habitat Conservation Plan, soils capability of supporting septic
tanks, impacts resulting from seiche, tsunami or mudflow, and loss of important mineral resources.
The City concluded that these potential impacts were not potentially significant and thus did not
require detailed evaluation. The City concluded that other impacts were potentially significant and/or
required additional analysis in order to fully disclose the environmental effects of the proposed
Specific Plan. This contributed to making the document longer than the preferred 150 to 300 page
limit established in the CEQA Guidelines.

4.1.2 PLAN ELEMENTS

Response to Comments 1-1, 2-4, 10-1, 12-2, 12-18, 13-1, 17-1, 21-3, 24-1, 24-5, 25-32,
25-81, 26-1, 26-49, 28-1, 28-2, 30-1, 30-2, 30-3, 30-4, 33-6, 35-1, 39-1, 40-4, and 40-7

There were several comments received during the public comment period that do not directly
address specific issues in the Draft EIR or physical impacts generated by the proposed project.
These comments range in subject matter from an acknowledgement of receipt of the Draft EIR to
comments from agencies stating that they have no comment. Additional comments addressed the
commenter’s opinion about the project and recommended components, while others stated that the
analysis found in the Draft EIR is deficient but did not provide specific information about the
particular issue deemed to be inadequate in the Draft EIR. Some commenters requested more time
to review the EIR. Similar comments call for recirculation of the Draft EIR or non-approval of the
project without providing specific reasoning or justification for recirculation or commenting on the
actual content of the Draft EIR. Some comments addressed issues outside of or unrelated to the
Specific Plan. The Final EIR responds to substantive comments related to the technical analysis
found in the Draft EIR, particularly those that address concerns about the impacts analysis.
Comments received in response to the Draft EIR that did not include a specific comment or concern
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on the content the Draft EIR will be included in the administrative record for the project, and will be
part of the record upon which the City will consider the project.

It should be noted that the EIR in isolation does not determine whether or not a project is to be
approved, but rather provides the public and the decision makers with objective information
regarding impacts on the physical environment. This is part of the overall information on the project
that will be considered during the decision making process.

As discussed on page 3-1, there have been some changes to the Specific Plan and Design
Guidelines since the Draft EIR was prepared. However, none of the changes altered the
conclusions of significance or required mitigation.

4.1.3 TyPE OF EIR/SUBSEQUENT CEQA REVIEW/APPROVALS
Response to Comments 5-2, 11-7, 12-2, 12-7, 21-1, 25-2, 25-3, 25-31, 25-71, and 26-6

The Railyards Specific Plan EIR evaluates the proposed project at a level of detaill commensurate
with the amount of information currently available. As with any project, the specifics could change
over time. Any differences between the future project approvals and the Specific Plan would be
reviewed and, if the changes could result in a new or substantially more severe significant impact,
additional CEQA review would be undertaken pursuant to CEQA guidelines Section 15162(a)(1).
Subsequent activities, such as specific retail or office developments, will be considered in light of the
EIR to determine whether additional CEQA analysis is required [CEQA Guidelines Sections
15168(c) and 15162]. As stated on page 1-3 of the Draft EIR, projects that raise environmental
issues that could not have been anticipated by this EIR due to the specific characteristics of the
project design or other factors may be subject of further CEQA documentation as deemed
appropriate by the City as lead agency. Projects that are consistent with the Specific Plan and the
EIR assumptions (as described in Appendix C of the Draft EIR), and that would not result in new or
more severe significant impacts or require new mitigation measures due to project-specific
components would not require a further CEQA document, pursuant to Section 15168(c). This
approach is consistent with Section 15162, which addresses subsequent EIRs, and Section 15182,
which addresses the exemption of residential projects undertaken pursuant to and in conformity with
an adopted specific plan.

The City as lead agency will determine the appropriate level of CEQA review for each project at the
time that an application is received. As discussed above, projects that are consistent with the
Specific Plan and within the scope of this EIR pursuant to Section 15168(c) may not require
additional CEQA review. In particular, CEQA exempts residential projects that are part of a Specific
Plan and would not result in any significant impacts that were not evaluated in the Specific Plan EIR
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15182). For retail, infrastructure, office and other non-residential
projects, the City will determine whether each project is consistent with the Specific Plan and
Specific Plan EIR and whether the project would raise new environmental issues due to the specific
characteristics of the project design or other factors. If a project is not consistent or would raise new
environmental issues, then, pursuant to Section 15168(a), the City will prepare an initial study and
determine the appropriate level of CEQA review (e.g., Negative Declaration, Supplemental EIR,
Focused EIR). Two exceptions are a Sports and Entertainment Facility, which, as stated on page
3-25 of the Draft EIR, would require additional CEQA review and compliance, and the Sacramento
Intermodal Transportation Facility (SITF), which is addressed programmatically in the Draft EIR but
is likely to be subject to additional CEQA and NEPA review.

There are a number of entitlements and related actions that will be approved with or after the
Specific Plan is approved. These approvals include the Special Planning Ordinance, Tentative
maps, Development Agreement, Design Guidelines, General Plan Amendments, Community Plan
Amendments, Tri Party Memorandum of Understanding, and Historic District Ordinance (see page
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3-61, as revised, for a more complete list). All of these approvals are contemplated in this EIR.
Some of these items were available at the time that the Draft EIR was prepared (e.g., Design
Guidelines). Others have since been prepared or will be prepared in the future, after the Specific
Plan is approved. The EIR covers all of these entitlements and the potential impacts of these
approvals, which are essentially implementing instruments for the Specific Plan, as long as they are
consistent with the Specific Plan and EIR assumptions. It is common practice for such entitlements
to be considered subsequent to a plan approval. For example, tentative maps may be prepared
years after a specific plan is adopted, so long as they are consistent with the plan and associated
CEQA document. Some comments asserted that all of these proposed entitlement documents must
be available during the Draft EIR review. These documents all implement the Railyards Specific
Plan, however, and that Plan was available for review during the comment period. The Specific Plan
and the subsequent entitlements were also described in the EIR in compliance with CEQA. As
stated in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, an EIR’s project description includes a “list of permits
and other approvals required to implement the project.”

Regardless of timing, all of the approvals discussed herein will be (or already are) available for
public review and input as specified in the Special Planning District (SPD) Ordinance, which is
currently available for review.

4.1.4 SUMMARY LENGTH

Response to Comment 25-4

As required by the CEQA Guidelines (see Section 15123) an EIR must include a Summary that
contains a review of the proposed actions and consequences of the proposed Specific Plan along
with an overview of the project’s significant effects and proposed mitigation measures. Chapter 2,
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, includes a brief description of the project; a summary
of effects determined to be less than significant; a summary of both project-specific and cumulative
impacts of the project determined to be significant and unavoidable; a list of project alternatives; and,
a brief summary of environmental effects found not to be significant and therefore not evaluated
further in the EIR (specifically, Agricultural Resources and Mineral Resources). This brief overview
of the project is provided in a total of five pages. Pages 2-6 through 2-121 include a comprehensive
table listing all of the project impacts and identifying the significance of the impact both prior to and
post mitigation. This table is designed to assist the reader to quickly and easily identify project
impacts. It is not designed to intentionally confuse the reader or to discourage public participation in
the EIR review process. Many lead agencies prefer to have a table up front that lists all the project
impacts and the level of significance both before and after mitigation.

The provision of a table that summarizes all the project and cumulative impacts and indicates the
level of significance both before and after mitigation does not preclude the public from being able to
comment on the adequacy of the EIR. No other comment letters received indicate that the summary
table was confusing or hindered the public’s ability to review or comment on the Draft EIR.

4.1.5 DRAFT EIR PROJECT DESCRIPTION: SPECIFIC PLAN LAND USES OR THE EIR ANALYSIS
SCENARIO LAND USES

Response to Comments 11-1, 11-2, 12-1, 25-1, 25-69, 26-2, 26-5, and 26-28

The proposed project is the Railyards Specific Plan, which allows for a wide range of land uses and
densities throughout the Specific Plan Area. The proposed Specific Plan is intended to be
responsive to future market conditions by maximizing flexibility with respect to designated land uses.
Any project that is consistent with the Specific Plan could be approved by the City Council as a
subsequent project.
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As discussed on page 3-19 of the Draft EIR, the EIR cannot analyze every possible combination of
land uses allowed by the Specific Plan. Therefore, an EIR Analysis Scenario was prepared to guide
the analysis of traffic, air quality, public services and other impacts that are based on the number of
residential units and/or amount of square footage that would be developed. A clear breakdown of
the EIR Analysis Scenario components, including the commercial and retail designations, is provided
in Figures 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4 of the Draft EIR. Table 3-5 provides a description of the assumptions
made as a part of the quantitative analysis of the potential impacts to or from historic/cultural uses
planned for the site. The proposed specific plan does not have a specific retail or historic/cultural
land use designation; therefore, the analysis scenario provides a tool for the EIR to evaluate the
anticipated impacts associated with the development and operation of the proposed project with
those uses.

For the most part, the EIR Analysis Scenario is similar to the maximum development levels identified
in the proposed Specific Plan, including the maximum number of residential units. The Specific Plan
allows for slightly more office space (2.4 msf versus 2.37 msf) and retail space (1.4 msf compared to
1.384 msf). For the flexible mixed use category, each impact analysis assumed that the land use
with the greatest impacts would be maximized. For example, traffic assumed the maximum amount
of office space would be developed because office development generates more trips than
residential development, while the public services analysis assumed the maximum number of
residential units, because residential demand is the basis of impacts on services. As individual
development projects are proposed in the Specific Plan Area, the City will determine whether the
proposal is consistent with both the Specific Plan and the EIR Analysis Scenario. If a proposal is
inconsistent with the Specific Plan, a Specific Plan amendment would be required in order to
approve the proposal. If a proposal is inconsistent with the EIR analysis, the City will determine the
appropriate level of subsequent CEQA review needed to address the proposal.

While specific projects associated with the Railyards Development are currently unknown, the
Railyards Development Agreement sets forth the property owner's proposed schedule for
development of the proposed Specific Plan which depicts the location of the public facilities,
including roadways, bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities and park and open spaces, for each phase
of the development Plan. The Phasing Plan includes the Initial Phase Development Plan, which is
shown in Figure 3-6 of the Draft EIR, and the Roadway and Parking Phasing Plan, which is more
particularly described in Exhibit B to the Development Agreement. The Phasing Plan is a conceptual
plan for development of the Plan Area based on current market conditions and, accordingly, is
subject to change as provided in the Development Agreement.

For purposes of environmental impact analysis, the Draft EIR evaluates the whole of the action
based on the assumptions provided in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. In those cases where interim
development could have impacts that differ from full buildout impacts, such as traffic, an Initial Phase
is evaluated as well. The Initial Phase is described on pages 3-19 and 3-22 and more specifically on
pages 4.12-51 and 4.12-52 of the Draft EIR.

No analysis of a supposed “worst-case” scenario is provided, as such a scenario is unlikely to occur.
CEQA requires an EIR to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project which are reasonably
foreseeable. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6
Cal.4™ 1112, 1123.) However, CEQA requires neither “prophecy” nor the consideration of impacts
which are unreasonable. (Id. at 1360.) In other words, CEQA does not require an EIR to evaluate of
the impacts of an unforeseeable “worst-case” scenario. (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible
Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4™ 412, 453; Napa Citizens for Honest Gouvt.
v. Napa County Bd. Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342, 373; Towards Responsibility in Planning
v. City Council of the City of San Jose (1988) 200 Cal.App.3d 671, 681). Although the EIR does not
evaluate a “worst-case” scenario, it does include a conservative analysis that probably overstates

Final Environmental Impact Report Railyards Specific Plan

4 . 1'4 P:\Projects - WP Only\51234.00 Railyards\!FEIR\4.01 Process, Summ & PD.doc



4.1 Process, Summary, and Project Description

project impact to some extent, by assuming that the land use with the greatest impacts in any
particular impact category would be maximized.

The CEQA Guidelines set forth the extent to which an EIR must evaluate potential impacts of the
project:

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.

(CEQA Guidelines § 15151.) Similarly, Berkeley Keep Jets over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port
Commissioners of the City of Oakland (2001) 91 CaI.App.4th 1344, 1356, enunciates the standard for
adequate review by stating:

The determination of EIR adequacy is essentially pragmatic. Whether an EIR will be found in compliance
with CEQA involves an evaluation of whether the discussion of environmental impacts reasonably sets
forth sufficient information to foster informed public participation and to enable the decision makers to
consider the environmental factors necessary to make a reasoned decision.

As a result this EIR is not required to evaluate every potential scenario imaginable for risk of
speculation. Similarly, in both Napa Citizens for Honest Govt. v. Napa County Bd. Supervisors,
supra, 91 CaI.App.4th at 373 and Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of
Rancho Cordova, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 453, the courts held the identification of long-term water
sources for phased projects must, to the extent possible, identify impacts of providing water to the
entire proposed project. However, the project need not analyze all possible resources that might
serve the project and need not analyze a worst-case scenario. (Napa Citizens for Honest Govt. v.
Napa County Bd. Supervisors, supra, 91 CaI.App.4th at 373 ["An EIR is not required to engage in
speculation in order to analyze a “worst case scenario”]; Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible
Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 453 [“An EIR, in particular, need not
analyze a worst case scenario”].).

4.1.6 EXPLANATION OF WHAT LAND USES WILL OCCUR AND IN WHAT LOCATIONS, AMOUNTS
AND DENSITIES

Response to Comments 2-5, 25-69 and 26-5

Significant future investment, both public and private, will be needed to support the City’s vision for
reuse of the Railyards site. In light of the challenges of redeveloping an infill brownfields site
(defined by the U.S. EPA as “...real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may
be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or
contaminant”)* and the long-term nature of the Railyards Specific Plan, the City has formulated a
comprehensive but flexible framework of land use regulations, development standards, and design
guidelines for the Plan Area.

1 The planning and land-use literature has begun to acknowledge the hurdles to infill development. Building
Livable Communities: A Policymakers Guide to Infill Development (Bragado, Perrlee, and Zykofsky 2001)
identified the following six obstacles: (1) infill and redevelopment projects often cost more to build than raw-
land projects; (2) policymakers tend to overlook the public cost savings of the strategy; (3) many community
members actively oppose infill and mixed-use development, in part due to past experience with poor-quality
examples; (4) developers often avoid infill or redevelopment projects in the inner city due to the fear of
reduced marketability; (5) finance and capital markets can be a barrier; and (6) the prevailing Euclidian
model of segregating uses is not conducive to infill. Similar observations were noted in a San Francisco
study: “Impediments [to infill] involve land availability, fiscal disincentives to local government . . . outdated
zoning requirements, excessive parking standards, financing difficulties, neighborhood opposition, lengthy
permitting processes, toxic contamination of sites, and poor schools and a lack of amenities in older
communities.” (Wheeler, Stephen, “Smart infill: Creating more livable communities in the Bay Area: A guide
for Bay Area leaders,” San Francisco, CA: Greenbelt AllianceWheeler, 2002, page 3.)
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In particular, as explained on page 3-12 of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan designates land uses
within the boundaries of the Plan Area and establishes the type, location, and intensity of future
development. As such, the Specific Plan is the primary policy and regulatory document that will
guide redevelopment of the Railyards site. The Railyards SPD, as set out in Chapter 17.124 of the
City’s Zoning Code, establishes procedures to implement the policies, development standards, and
design guidelines of the Specific Plan. For each of the land use designations in the Railyards
Specific Plan, the City’'s SPD ordinance identifies allowed uses, uses requiring a Special Permit, and
prohibited uses. The SPD ordinance also identifies applicable development standards for each land
use designation, including floor area ratio (FAR) and density, build-to lines and street wall heights,
building heights, lot coverage, open space and parking requirements.

The project Design Guidelines will provide additional guidance related to the design, height, and
scale of proposed buildings. Additional review of design modifications shall take place with the
appropriate Federal, State, and Local agencies to ensure that adequate measures are incorporated
into the site design. Due to the project’s proximity to major institutional site’s such as the Federal
Court House, the RT and Amtrak Rail lines, and the State Railroad Museum, coordination with
varying public agencies would be required.

This land use regulatory framework promotes the City’s vision for high quality redevelopment of the
Railyards as an integral part of the Central City/Downtown area while also promoting plan flexibility
to attract private investment and enable public-private partnerships or other entities to capitalize on
unique opportunities to provide creative designs and innovative commercial and residential
developments, civic-oriented facilities and community amenities within the Specific Plan Area.

4.1.7 ARENA DISCUSSION

Response to Comment 27-1

This comment addresses comment letter 27-1, which states that an analysis of the Arena and its
impacts on transportation, pollution, and economics was not included in the Draft EIR. The Draft
EIR evaluated the impacts associated with the development pursuant to the Specific Plan. A range
of land uses were provided in the Specific Plan and the anticipated project land uses subsequently
evaluated in the EIR as the “EIR Analysis Scenario” land uses. The proposed Sports and
Entertainment facility was not included as a specific land use within the Draft Specific Plan and was
therefore not quantitatively evaluated in the Draft EIR. However, in an effort to evaluate the effects
of a Sports and Entertainment venue within the proposed area, the Specific Plan included a Sports
and Entertainment Facility Overlay and the Draft EIR and provided a description and analysis of the
Sports and Entertainment Facility Overlay. A comparative qualitative analysis of the change in
impacts associated with the Sports and Entertainment Facility in relation to the proposed project was
provided in each technical chapter of the Draft EIR. As stated on page 3-25 of the Draft EIR, when
an arena is proposed, it will be subject to CEQA review before consideration by the City Council.
Please see Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis for additional
discussion.

4.1.8 TRACK RELOCATION

Response to Comment 2-1

This responds to comment 2-1 which expresses the desire to maintain a minimum distance of
680 feet between the Federal Courthouse and the relocated railroad tracks. The commenter's
assumption is correct and is appropriately noted in the Draft EIR.
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4.1.9 OUTSIDE JURISDICTION REVIEW

Response to Comment 25-3

This comment responds to comment 25-3 which notes that some elements of the project could
impact West Sacramento and Yolo County and therefore suggests that surrounding jurisdictions
should be identified in the Draft EIR as a responsible agencies under CEQA and appropriately
contacted. The complete distribution list for the Railyards Specific Plan NOP and Draft EIR are
included as Appendix B of this Final EIR. Copies of the NOP and Draft EIR were sent to adjacent
local jurisdictions, including the City of West Sacramento and Yolo County. No comments were
received from any adjacent local jurisdictions with the exception of Sacramento County. Responses
to Sacramento County’s comments are included in this Final EIR. While the proposed project is
located adjacent to I-5 and provides connections to West Sacramento via the | Street Bridge, no
portions of the proposed project extend into West Sacramento or Yolo County. Therefore, neither
jurisdiction is not a responsible agency (Public Resources Code, §21069 (responsible agency
means a public agency, other than the lead agency, which has responsibility for carrying out or
approving a project).

4.1.10 SITF ANALYSIS

Response to Comment 26-4

This comment claims the EIR impermissibly segments the City’s acquisition of the SITF site. The
comment is incorrect.

The EIR states that the Specific Plan is intended to coordinate with the City’s plan to expand the
SITF. The Draft EIR describes the SITF site, the conceptual plans that have been discussed as part
of the City’s outreach, and the fact that no proposed project or design has been developed (see
Draft EIR pp. 3-33 to 3-36).

The acquisition of the SITF site effected only a change in ownership and did not approve any
development on the site, and the contract specifically requires CEQA review prior to acquisition of
Parcel B and prior to any approval of development plans for the site, in compliance with CEQA.

Acquisition and development of the SITF are not a part of the Specific Plan, but instead are
independent actions. The SITF site and conceptual proposals are described in the EIR and reflected
in the cumulative analysis, in compliance with CEQA.

The statement in the City staff report about the public-private partnership does not make the SITF
acquisition part of the Railyards Specific Plan. As stated in that staff report, Thomas Enterprises
requested this action prior to closing escrow. The creation of this public-private partnership? was
one of several preliminary steps towards the City’s consideration of whether to approve the Specific
Plan. There were many other preliminary steps, including contracting for preparation of the EIR and
arranging for payment of the EIR costs. These types of preliminary arrangements and agreements
do not commit the City to approve a project and do not trigger CEQA review, under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4) and interpretive case law.

2 No formal entity or partnership was created. The term “public-private partnership” indicates a commitment
to work together in considering a proposal, and does not constitute a commitment to approve a particular
project.
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4.1.11 CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION

Response to Comment 7-1

The comment relates to the timing of the City’s consideration of the plan and related entitlements
and does not comment on the Draft EIR. As such it will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration. It is also noted that the property interest claimed by commenter is disputed and
may require resolution by agreement or litigation. The timing of resolution of these title issues does
not affect the City’s consideration of the physical environmental effects of the proposed development
program.

4.1.12 REFERENCES AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Response to Comments 5-16, 11-3, 12-2, 21-3, 25-5, and 25-70

A wide range of documents were used to prepare the Draft EIR analysis. Many of the calculations
and studies prepared by the EIR preparers are appended to the Draft EIR. In some cases,
information used to form assumptions for the EIR analysis were provided by the applicant and/or
City through memos and/or personal communication. For example, the construction air emissions
analysis is broken into phases. There is no phasing plan for the proposed project, but preliminary
phasing assumptions were prepared by the applicant and used in the emissions calculations. The
phasing assumptions were for analytical purposes only. Actual emissions will depend on the specific
projects that are ultimately developed under the proposed project. Similarly, assumptions for an
Initial Phase, described on page 3-19 of the Draft EIR, was prepared to enable the traffic analysis to
consider interim conditions.

Documents and formal communications used in the Draft EIR preparation are identified in Chapter
10, References, of the Draft EIR. Most references are not appended to the Draft EIR, because to do
so would require many volumes, often for a relatively small piece of information. Instead, documents
and other references that are cited in the Draft EIR but not included in the appendix are available for
review by appointment at the City of Sacramento North Permit Center, 2101 Arena Boulevard, Suite
200 in Sacramento.
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4.2 PLANS AND POLICES CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

4.2.1 ScHooL LAND USe COMPATIBILITY

Response to Comment 18-13

The comment states that the proposed school location identified in the project description lacks the
suitable “land area” needed for siting of a school facility. The California Department of Education
(CDE) of has established regulations regarding school size, shape, and compatibility attributes for all
California Schools. The CDE’s siting standards related to size and shape are intended for new
schools within a suburban context. According to the CDE regulations [Cal. Code Regs., Title 5
Section 14010, subd. (a)] schools within an urban infill context where land is scarce, are not subject
to the same siting criteria as suburban schools and can often be developed on smaller parcels.
While the proposed project’s urban setting would eliminate established requirements for minimum
school sizing, the project would still be required to maintain required setbacks from rail lines,
identified high pressure gas and water pipelines, and specific facilities emitting hazardous materials.
The proposed school location was evaluated programmatically in the Railyards Specific Plan Draft
EIR and was determined to be in compliance with CDE standards based on the information
available. As more site specific information becomes available regarding the proposed school site, a
subsequent CEQA document shall be prepared to address any potentially significant siting impacts
or issues.

4.2.2 PoLicYy CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

Response to Comment 25-7

The comment states that the policy consistency analysis presented in Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR
draws inaccurate conclusions related to issues addressed in the EIR. The comment does not
specify why an alternate conclusion should be found. Instead the comment requests additional
clarification of issues that are specifically addressed in the technical analysis of the EIR. The
commenter should refer to the technical analysis found in Chapters 5.0, 6.0, and 7.0 of the Draft EIR
for further clarification. A detailed analysis of the project’s contribution to Population and Housing,
Land Use, Urban Decay, Transportation and Circulation, Urban Design and Visual Quality, and
Energy can be found in the aforementioned chapters. The information in these chapters are stated
in the policy consistency table’s determination.
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4.3.1 SPECIFIC PLAN HOUSING DEMAND

Response to Comments 25-8, 25-9, and 25-10

As stated in Comment 25-8, the Draft EIR analysis uses Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG) projections for population to determine the proposed project’'s impact on anticipated
regional population growth. According to SACOG's projection methodology, Projection of
Employment, Population, Households, and Household Income in the SACOG Region for 2000-2050
(prepared by the Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy and DB Consulting, 2005),
projections are based on current population, including data from the U.S. Census Bureau and
California Department of Finance, and take into account historic growth rates; natural growth
(number of births minus number of deaths); economic growth, including job growth, household
income, and housing trends; net migration; and demographic characteristics such as age and
different fertility and survival rates among different races and ethnicities.

The Draft EIR methodology specifically reflects that decreasing affordability rates of housing in the
region may translate to reduced job growth, which could in turn, affect population growth. In
addition, the methodology also considers a state-wide reduction in fertility rates and lower survival
rates among older populations, showing natural growth rates beginning to decrease after 2010-2015.
Similarly, the methodology reflects substantial reductions in net migration beginning in the 2005-
2010 period, which may reflect changes in immigration policies during that time. Although limitations
on immigration from Mexico may be implemented, immigration into the region is expected to
continue; however, when combined with falling birthrates, the net migration is anticipated to decline.

In any case, SACOG projection data is not expected to provide exact numbers of future population,
jobs, and housing, but rather are long-term estimates and are based on known trends and historical
data. Short-term fluctuations in growth caused by factors such as policy changes or economic
downturns are generally subsumed by long-term projections. SACOG projections are accepted and
used by jurisdictions throughout the region in long-term and cumulative analyses for many projects.
Based on this information, the use of SACOG projection data is appropriate for this EIR.

The statement on page 5-3 of the Draft EIR stating that the housing market in the region has slowed
is reflective of the recent slowing trend in home sales throughout the region. The California Policy
Review Regional Economic Outlook for the Sacramento Region (prepared by the Sphere Institute,
2005) indicates that increases in short-term interest rates, on which many adjustable rate mortgages
are based, compared to historically low interest rates experienced during the regional housing boom
between 2002 and 2004, along with decreasing housing affordability, and decreases in regional job
growth compared to the job boom of the 1990s have contributed to the downturn in the regional
housing market. The analysis is based on these assumptions.

Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR is intended to provide basic background information on regional
population and housing conditions in order to establish a baseline for determining the physical
environmental impacts that would occur as a result of increased population under the proposed
project, as explained on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR. The information in the Draft EIR is sufficient to
conduct this analysis.
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Comment 25-9 suggests that the number of vacant housing units in the City could reduce the need
for additional projects to be constructed, including the proposed project. Page 5-3 of the Draft EIR
says that approximately 13,263 housing units out of a total of 182,045 were vacant in 2005, which
would constitute a vacancy rate of nearly 7.3 percent. It is normal to have vacant housing units
within a city. A five percent vacancy rate within a jurisdiction is considered to be normal. Rates
below that cause increases in housing pressures. It should also be noted that vacant housing units
are not necessarily available to accommodate growth, since they may include second homes,
normal rental vacancies, unoccupied homes for sale, and homes that are considered unfit for
occupancy.

The City is expected to continue to experience high levels of population growth. Page 5-2 of the
Draft EIR states that the U.S. Census estimated that the City’s 2004 population was 458,342. The
Draft EIR also stated that population projections for the City estimate that the population will
increase to 517,035 by 2020. SACOG projection data for 2025 shows that the City’s population is
projected to increase to 538,303." This would result in the addition of approximately 80,000 new
residents to the City by 2025, which would clearly result in the need for additional housing units
beyond the vacant housing units currently within the City. The Draft Regional Housing Needs
Allocation released in July 2007 estimates that a total of 26,435 new housing units will need to be
constructed within the City and annexation areas between 2006 and 2013 to accommodate
anticipated population growth.? Beyond 2013, even more homes would be required to accommodate
projected growth. SACOG projections are approved for use by jurisdictions within the six-county
SACOG area, including the City of Sacramento. The need for the proposed project and any other
future projects within the City will be determined by the City Planning Commission based on these
factors.

The employee per housing unit ratio of 1.3 was inadvertently calculated using the number of City
residents in the workforce (people aged 16 and older) rather than the number of jobs available in the
City. The number of jobs in the City is higher than the number of City residents in the workforce
since residents of other areas commute into the City for work. The SACOG ratio is based on the
number of jobs in the City, regardless of the place of employee residence; therefore, the 1.78 ratio
reflects an accurate estimate of the City’s employee to housing unit ratio in 2005. Page 5-4 of the
Draft EIR has been modified as follows to reflect this change.

In 2005, the City of Sacramento had an employment base of 214,267, which is defined by
the number of residents aged 16 years and older. This is nhot necessarily reflective of the
number of jobs available in the City. For example, SACOG estimates that there were
309,210 jobs in the City in 2005, indicating that people who do not reside in the City
commute from other areas to work in Sacramento. As stated above, there were 168,782
occupied housing units within the City. Based on the number of jobs in the City and the
number_of occupied housing units, this would indicate that the City has an employee per

housmq un|t ratlo of approxmatelv 1. 83w+th—a—tetal—ef—]:82—,945—heus+ng—um¥s—@f—these

1 SACOG Projections, Projection Data, 12-16-04, http://www.sacog.org, accessed June 26, 2006.
2 SACOG, Regional Housing Needs Allocation, adopted July 19, 2007, Table 2 — Draft Income Category
Distribution from Adopted Methodology.
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The employee per housing unit ratio of 1.83 is based on the number of housing units rather than the
number of residents in the workforce. SACOG estimates an employee per housing unit ratio of 1.78°
which is comparable to the City’s estimate of 1.83. For purposes of this analysis, an employee per
housing unit ratio of 1.83 is used.

Variations in the housing market, vacancy rates, job market, and changes in population all affect the
demand for housing, and would affect the need for the proposed project. Factors such as these
could determine the rate at which the project is built out, if approved. This EIR can only estimate
future demand, as situations may always rise which could change the need for housing in the area.
It is not the responsibility of the EIR to determine the need for a project, but rather to provide
information that may aid the decision-making authorities in reaching that determination. Ultimately, it
is the responsibility of the City Council not the EIR to determine the need for this and any other
project, based on known facts regarding existing housing supply, projects currently approved or
under construction, current and projected needs, and economic trends.

4.3.2 AFFORDABLE HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

Response to Comments 25-11 and 25-13

Comment 25-11 requests that the EIR provide the number of very-low income households that exist
within the City of Sacramento. According to the City’'s 2002 Housing Element, there were 44,209
very low income households, 28,132 low income households, 31,248 moderate income households,
and 56,306 above moderate income households in the City in 2000.*

As stated on page 5-8 of the Draft EIR, the precise details regarding the number of affordable
housing units within the proposed project have not yet been developed, but the proposed project will
be subject to the requirements of state and local affordable housing law, including the City’'s Mixed
Income Housing Ordinance. The proposed project will comply with this requirement. All individual
projects within the Specific Plan Area will be subject to all applicable laws and regulations pertaining
to the provision of affordable housing. As required by Chapter 17.190 (Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance) of the City of Sacramento Municipal Code, projects that are not exempt from the
ordinance are to ensure a minimum of 15 percent of all residential units are affordable. For rental
units, 10 percent of the units must be affordable to very low-income households and five percent
must be affordable to low-income households. For ownership units, 5 percent of the units may be
affordable to very-low income households and 10 percent may be affordable to low-income
households. Page 5-6 of the Draft EIR states that in addition to compliance with the Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance, the Specific Plan Area is also subject to state redevelopment laws since it is
within a redevelopment area, as well as the affordable housing goals of the voluntary SACOG
Compact, since the City is a participating jurisdiction. However, the requirements of the Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance are more stringent than those of the Affordable Housing Compact, so the
proposed project would provide more affordable housing than required by the Compact, as required
by the City Code. Although the exact number of affordable housing units to be developed within the
Specific Plan Area has not yet been determined, assuming that the proposed project's maximum
buildout scenario of 12,100 dwelling units, there would be a minimum of 1,815 affordable housing
units developed within the Specific Plan Area, in compliance with the Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance. Assuming all rental units, affordable housing would include 1,210 units (10 percent)
affordable to very low-income households, and 605 units (5 percent) affordable to low-income
households. Those percentages could be reversed for ownership units. Furthermore, although the
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance requires affordability covenants of 30 years for both rental and

3 Sacramento Area Council of Governments, SACOG Projections, City of Sacramento, March 15, 2001,
http://www.sacog.org, accessed May 30, 2007.
4 City of Sacramento, City of Sacramento General Plan Housing Element, 2002, page 3.3-7.
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ownership units, redevelopment law, with which the proposed project will comply, requires
affordability covenants of 55 years for rental units and 45 years for ownership units. These numbers
may vary from the final count of affordable housing units developed by the proposed project, as the
exact dwelling unit count of the proposed project has not yet been finalized. Comment 25-13 states
that the City has fallen short of meeting its share of regional housing needs for very-low and low-
income housing units by citing the City’s Housing Element, approved in 2003, using information from
2002. According to a staff report to the City Planning Commission dated September 20, 2007, by
the end of 2006, the City had met 99 percent of its total goal for affordable housing units under the
current Housing Element for 2002-2007. The need for very-low, moderate, and above moderate
housing had already been met. At the time of this report, the City had met 92 percent of its goal for
low income housing units. Note that these numbers do not include the number of housing units that
have been rehabilitated to meet affordable housing needs.

Comment 25-13 also states that the Draft EIR does not state the proposed project’s consistency with
the General Plan requirement for housing projects in the downtown area to include housing
affordable to a range of incomes, including low income people. One of the proposed project’s
objectives is to create a mixed-use community with a mixture of housing products, including
affordable housing. This objective is clearly consistent with this General Plan requirement.

Summary Paragraph

The proposed project would comply with affordable housing requirements and would in fact, provide
enough affordable housing to meet the strictest of affordable housing requirements, the City's
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, since the SACOG Affordable Housing Compact requires fewer

affordable housing units. The project aims to provide a mix of housing options, affordable to a range
of housing types, consistent with the General Plan.

4.3.3 REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA REQUIREMENTS

Response to Comment 25-12

The entire Railyards Specific Plan Area is located within the Richards Boulevard Redevelopment
Area. The Railyards Specific Plan and Richards Boulevard Area Plan (adopted in 1994) call for the
transition of the area from a primarily industrial district into an urban, mixed-use district, consistent
with the objectives of the proposed project.”

5 City of Sacramento, Downtown Development, Richards Boulevard Redevelopment Project Area,
http://www.cityofsacramento.org, accessed October 25, 2007.
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4.4 AIR QUALITY

4.4.1 GLOBAL WARMING/GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Response to Comments 14-5, 18-14, 25-19, 26-8, and 26-44

As explained on pages 6.1-16 through 6.1-19 of the Draft EIR, the City of Sacramento acknowledges
and recognizes the current debate about global warming, and the increasing recognition of the role
of greenhouse gas emissions in contributing to potential climatological changes around the globe.
As explained in the Draft EIR, the City has acknowledged and acted upon these concerns in a
variety of ways, including the 2001 adoption of Smart Growth Principles which seeks to change
urban development patterns by supporting projects that through the density and mix of land uses,
transportation management, and infrastructure design and construction discourage urban sprawl,
promote infill development, reduce vehicle emissions and minimize air pollutant emissions: the City
believes that the present project is an example of such “smart growth” which minimizes the
contribution of new growth to regional greenhouse gas emissions. The City has also initiated the
preparation of a Sustainability Master Plan as well as an ordinance to require LEED certification for
new buildings in the City. In all of these ways, the City of Sacramento is taking leadership in the
region in addressing the emission of greenhouse gases and the related global warming effects.

Nonetheless, the City also recognizes the limitations of the current state of the art to effectively
create a nexus between the calculated greenhouse gas emissions of individual projects, even a
project of the size and scale of the proposed Railyards Specific Plan, and the predicted
environmental changes that could be caused by global temperature increases. Further, the City
believes that to engage in such speculative analysis falls outside of the limitations established under
CEQA which pertain to speculation (see CEQA Guidelines section 15145) and the geographic
limitation of impact analysis (see CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(3)). The scientific literature
indicates that it is not possible to determine the significance of any particular project or plan’s
contribution to global temperature increases. For example, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change has stated that “difficulties remain in attributing temperature on smaller than continental
scales and over time scales of less than 50 years. Attribution at these scales, with limited
exceptions, has not yet been established.” As such, as explained in the Draft EIR, the City does not
believe that it is appropriate to undertake an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions that cannot be
conclusively tied to a physical change on the environment.

Nonetheless, the City has recently engaged in discussions with the SMAQMD and representatives of
the State Attorney General’s office, and recognizes that there is a difference of opinion about the
appropriate and necessary method of addressing this growing environmental concern in CEQA
documents. In recognition of this difference of opinion, and in respect to the valued opinion of the
professionals at these other agencies, the City has undertaken a quantitative analysis of greenhouse
gas emissions as well as a comparison of recommended measures appropriate to minimize the
greenhouse gas emissions of future projects. That analysis and comparison is presented below.

1 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007. G.C. Hegerl, “Understanding and Attributing Climate
hange” Chapter 9, Contribution of Working Group | to the Fourth Assessment Report of the
ntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Similarly, the 2005 report of the National Research Council
entitled Radiative Forcing of Climate Change: Expanding the Concept and Addressing Uncertainties states
that the mechanisms involved in land-atmosphere interactions “are not well understood, let alone
represented in climate models.”
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Introduction

This section addresses impacts of construction and operation of the proposed Specific Plan on
global greenhouse gas emissions and the potential for emissions to cumulatively contribute to global
climate change. The issue of global climate change is inherently a cumulative issue as the
greenhouse gas emissions of projects cannot be shown to have any material effect on global
climate. This section is intended to amplify and expand upon the discussion of greenhouse gas
emissions contained in section 6.1, Air Quality of the Draft EIR.

Generally, this analysis focuses on the major sources of greenhouse gases including Carbon
Dioxide (CO,), Nitrous Oxide (N,O), and methane (CH,). Transportation related emissions, energy
consumption emissions, and solid waste emissions are quantified and other potential sources of
greenhouse gases are discussed qualitatively in this section.

Sources provided for this section include quantitative data from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District (SMAQMD), the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), and the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG); the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
website, Alternative Approaches to Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate
Change in CEQA Documents by the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP), the Office of
the California Attorney General Global Warming Mitigation Measures, and More Than an
Inconvenient Truth: Making Sense of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 by
Morrison & Foerester LLP. Qualitative information was also included from the Global Climate
Change Analysis for the Rich Haven Specific Plan for the City of Ontario, the 2007 Draft
Environmental Impact Report for Regional Transportation Plan for San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG), and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Climate
Change 2007: Fourth Assessment Report.

Environmental Setting

Global climate change refers to the change in the average weather of the earth that may be
measured by changes in wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. Projected climate
changes could impact California's public health through changes in air quality, weather related
disasters, and a possible increase in infectious disease. If extreme precipitation and severe weather
events become more frequent, and if sanitation and water-treatment facilities have inadequate
capacity or are not maintained, increases in infectious diseases may result.> The baseline by which
these changes are measured originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that
have occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages. Many of the recent concerns over
global climate change use this data to extrapolate a level of statistical significance specifically
focusing on temperature records from the last 150 years (the Industrial Age) that differ from previous
climate changes in rate and magnitude.

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several
emission trajectories of greenhouse gas emissions needed to stabilize global temperatures and
climate change impacts. The IPCC predicted that the range of global mean temperature change
from 1990 to 2100, given six scenarios, could range from 1.1°C to 6.4°C. Regardless of analytical
methodology, global average temperature and sea level are expected to rise under all scenarios.®

This Assessment makes it clear that the impacts of future climate change will be mixed across
regions. For example, according to the IPCC Fourth Assessment report, there may be large

2 California EPA, AB 1493 (Pavley) Briefing Package Global Warming and Greenhouse Gas Emissions from
Motor Vehicles.
3 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007. R.B. Alley et al. Contribution of Working Group | to the

Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Summary for Policymakers.
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differences in regional population, income and technological development under alternative
scenarios, which are often a strong determinant of the level of vulnerability to climate change. To
illustrate, in a number of recent studies of global impacts of climate change on food supply, risk of
coastal flooding and water scarcity, the projected number of people potentially affected is
considerably greater in areas characterized by relatively low per capita income and large population
growth. This difference is largely explained, not by differences in changes of climate, but by
differences in vulnerability.*

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases (GHG), analogous to the way a
greenhouse retains heat. Common GHG include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous
oxides, chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, sulfur hexafluoride, ozone, and
aerosols. Global atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide have
increased markedly as a result of human activities since 1750 and now far exceed pre-industrial
values determined from ice cores spanning many thousands of years. The accumulation of GHG in
the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without the natural heat trapping effect of GHG,
the earth’s surface would be about 34 degrees °C cooler (CAT 2006). However, it is believed that
emissions from human activities, such as electricity production and vehicle use, have elevated the
concentration of these gases in the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring
concentrations.

Climate change is driven by forcings and feedbacks. A feedback is “an internal climate process that
amplifies or dampens the climate response to a specific forcing” (NRC 2005). Radiative forcing is
the difference between the incoming energy and outgoing energy in the climate system. The global
warming potential (GWP) is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere; it is the
“cumulative radiative forcing effects of a gas over a specified time horizon resulting from the
emission of a unit mass of gas relative to a reference gas.™

Individual GHGs have varying GWP and atmospheric lifetimes (see Table 1, below). The carbon
dioxide equivalent is a consistent methodology for comparing GHG emissions since it normalizes
various GHG emissions to a consistent metric. The reference gas for GWP is carbon dioxide;
carbon dioxide has a GWP of one. By comparison, methane’s GWP is 21, methane has a greater
global warming effect than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis.® One teragram (Tg)
(equal to one million metric tons) of carbon dioxide equivalent (Tg CO, Eq.) is the mass emissions of
an individual GHG multiplied by its GWP.

Of all greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, water vapor is the most abundant, important, and
variable. It is not considered a pollutant; in the atmosphere, it maintains a climate necessary for life.
The main source of water vapor is evaporation from the oceans (approximately 85 percent). Other
sources include evaporation from other water bodies, sublimation (change from solid to gas) from ice
and snow, and transpiration from plant leaves.

4 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007. R.B. Alley et al. Contribution of Working Group | to the
Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Summary for Policymakers.

5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Atmospheric Programs. April 2006. The U.S. Greenhouse
Gas Emissions and Sinks: Fast Facts.

6 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2006. Non CO, Gases Economic Analysis and Inventory. Global

Warming Potentials and Atmospheric Lifetimes.
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TABLE 1

GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIALS AND ATMOSPHERIC LIFETIMES OF SELECT
GREENHOUSE GASES

Global Warming Potential
Gas Atmospheric Lifetime (years) (100 year time horizon)
Carbon Dioxide 50-200 1
Methane 12+3 21
Nitrous Oxide 120 310
HFC-23 264 11,700
HFC-134a 14.6 1,300
HFC-152a 15 140
PFC: Tetraflouromethane (CF,) 50,000 6,500
PFC: Hexaflouroethane (C;Fs) 10,000 9,200
Sulfur Hexaflouride (SFe) 3,200 23,900

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2006. Non CO, Gases Economic Analysis and Inventory. Global Warming Potentials and
Atmospheric Lifetimes. Website http://www.epa.gov/nonco2/econ-inv/table.html. Accessed December 20, 2006.

Carbon dioxide (CO,) is an odorless, colorless gas, which has both natural and anthropogenic
sources. Natural sources include the following: decomposition of dead organic matter; respiration of
bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and volcanic outgassing.
Anthropogenic sources of carbon dioxide are from burning coal, oil, natural gas, and wood.
Concentrations of carbon dioxide were 379 parts per million (ppm) in 2005, which is an increase of
1.4 ppm per year since 1960.”

Methane (CHy,) is a flammable gas and is the main component of natural gas. When one molecule
of methane is burned in the presence of oxygen, one molecule of carbon dioxide and two molecules
of water are released. There are no ill health effects from methane. A natural source of methane is
from the anaerobic decay of organic matter. Geological deposits, known as natural gas fields, also
contain methane, which is extracted for fuel. Other sources are from landfills, fermentation of
manure, and cattle.

Nitrous oxide (N,O), also known as laughing gas, is a colorless greenhouse gas. Higher
concentrations can cause dizziness, euphoria, and sometimes slight hallucinations. Nitrous oxide is
produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions that occur in fertilizer
containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired
power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its
atmospheric load. It is used in rocket engines, racecars, and as an aerosol spray propellant.

Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are gases formed synthetically by replacing all hydrogen atoms in
methane or ethane with chlorine and/or fluorine atoms. CFCs are nontoxic, nonflammable,
insoluble, and chemically unreactive in the troposphere (the level of air at the earth’s surface). CFCs
were first synthesized in 1928 for use as refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents.
They destroy stratospheric ozone; therefore, their production was stopped as required by the
Montreal Protocol in 1987.

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are synthetic man-made chemicals that are used as a substitute for
CFCs for automobile air conditioners and refrigerants.

7 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2007. R.B. Alley, et al. Contribution of Working Group | to the
Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Summary for Policymakers.
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Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) have stable molecular structures and do not break down though the
chemical processes in the lower atmosphere. High-energy ultraviolet rays about 60 kilometers
above the earth’s surface are able to destroy the compounds. PFCs have very long lifetimes,
between 10,000 and 50,000 years. Two common PFCs are tetrafluoromethane and
hexafluoroethane. Concentrations of tetrafluoromethane in the atmosphere are over 70 parts per
trillion (ppt).2 The two main sources of PFCs are primary aluminum production and semiconductor
manufacture.

Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. It has
the highest GWP of any gas evaluated, 23,900. Concentrations in the 1990s were about 4 ppt (EPA
2006d). Sulfur hexafluoride is used for insulation in electric power transmission and distribution
equipment, in the magnesium industry, in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak
detection.

Ozone is a greenhouse gas; however, unlike other GHG, ozone in the troposphere is relatively short-
lived and, therefore, its effects are not globally important. It is difficult to make an accurate
determination of the contribution of ozone precursors (nitrogen oxides and volatile organic
compounds) to global climate change.®

Aerosols are suspensions of particulate matter in a gas emitted into the air through burning biomass
(plant material) and fossil fuels. Aerosols can warm the atmosphere by absorbing and emitting heat
and can cool the atmosphere by reflecting light. Aerosols can also affect cloud formation. Sulfate
aerosols are emitted when fuel-containing sulfur is burned. Black carbon (or soot) is emitted during
bio mass burning or incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. Particulate matter regulation has been
lowering aerosol concentrations in the United States; however, global concentrations are likely
increasing.

Federal and State Inventory

In 2004, total worldwide GHG emissions was estimated to be 20,135 Tg CO, Egq., excluding
emissions/removals from land use, land use change, and forestry. (Note that sinks, or GHG removal
processes, play an important role in the GHG inventory as forest and other land uses absorb
carbon.) In 2004, GHG emissions in the U.S. were 7074.4 Tg CO, Eqg. In 2005, total U.S. GHG
emissions were 7,260.4 Tg CO, Eq., a 16.3 increase from 1990 emissions, while U.S. gross
domestic product has increased by 55 percent over the same period. Emissions rose from 2004 to
2005, increasing by 0.8 percent. The main causes of the increase: (1) strong economic growth in
2005, leading to increased demand for electricity and (2) an increase in the demand for electricity
due to warmer summer conditions. However, a decrease in demand for fuels due to warmer winter
conditions and higher fuel prices moderated the increase in emissions. California is a substantial
contributor of GHG as it is the second largest contributor in the U.S. and the sixteenth largest in the
world. In 2004, California produced 492 Tg CO, Eq., which is approximately seven percent of U.S.
emissions and 2.44% of global emissions. The major source of GHG in California is transportation,
contributing 41 percent of the State’s total GHG emissions. Electricity generation is the second
largest source, contributing 22 percent of the State’'s GHG emissions.™

The CAT report (2006) contains baseline emissions as estimated by CARB and the California
Energy Commission, as shown in Figure 1 below. As shown in the exhibit, the emission reduction

8 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2006. High Global Warming Potential (GWP) Gases. Science.
http://www.epa.gov/highgwp/scientific.html, Accessed December 2006.
9 California Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board. July 21, 2004. Technical Support

Document for Staff Proposal Regarding Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Motor Vehicles
Climate Change Overview.
10 City of Ontario, Rich Haven Specific Plan EIR, Global Climate Change Analysis, June 28, 2007.
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Source: California Energy Commission, Greenhouse Gas Inventory, December 2006.

FIGURE 1
California’s Gross GHG Emissions Trends
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strategies would reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the targets contained in AB 32. The
emissions in 1990 were estimated to be 426 Tg. CO, Eq.; therefore, the 2020 target is to result in
emissions of the 1990 levels.

Reqgulatory Setting

International and Federal Climate Change Legislation

The Montreal Protocol was originally signed in 1987 and substantially amended in 1990 and 1992.
The Montreal Protocol governs compounds that deplete ozone in the stratosphere—
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), halons, carbon tetrachloride, and methyl chloroform. The Protocol
provided that these compounds were to be phased out by 2000 (2005 for methyl chloroform). In
1988, the United Nations and the World Meteorological Organization established the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to assess “the scientific, technical and
socioeconomic information relevant to understanding the scientific basis of risk of human-induced

climate change, its potential impacts, and options for adaptation and mitigation”.**

On March 21, 1994, the United States joined a number of countries around the world in signing the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). Under the Convention,
governments: “"gather and share information on greenhouse gas emissions, national policies, and
best practices; launch national strategies for addressing greenhouse gas emissions and adapting to
expected impacts, including the provision of financial and technological support to developing
countries; and cooperate in preparing for adaptation to the impacts of climate change."*?

A particularly notable result of UNFCC efforts was a treaty known as the Kyoto Protocol. Countries
sign the treaty to demonstrate their commitment to reducing GHG emissions or to engaging in
emissions trading. More than 160 countries representing 55 percent of global emissions (not
including the United States) are currently participating in the protocol. In 1998, U. S. Vice President,
Al Gore, symbolically signed the Protocol; however, in order for the Protocol to be formally ratified
the U.S. Congress must adopt it, which has not yet occurred.

In October 1993, President Clinton announced his "Climate Change Action Plan," with the goal of
returning greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000. This was to be accomplished
through 50 initiatives, relying on innovative voluntary partnerships between the private sector and
government aimed at producing cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. As of
September 2007, 20 states have completed comprehensive Climate Action Plans that detail the
steps that each state can take to reduce their contribution to climate change. However, without
specific targets for emissions reductions, incentives for cleaner technologies, or other clear policies,
climate action plans cannot achieve real reductions in GHG emissions.*®

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) currently does not regulate GHG
emissions from motor vehicles. Massachusetts v. EPA (Supreme Court Case 05-1120) was argued
before the U. S. Supreme Court on November 29, 2006, in which it was petitioned that EPA regulate
four GHG, including carbon dioxide, under 8202(a)(1) of the Clean Air Act. A decision was rendered
on April 2, 2007, in which the Court held that petitioners have standing to challenge the EPA and
that the EPA has statutory authority to regulate emission of GHG from motor vehicles.

11 City of Ontario, Rich Haven Specific Plan EIR, Global Climate Change Analysis, June 28, 2007.

12 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2004. 16 Years of Scientific Assessment in Support of the
Climate Convention. December 2004.

13 http://www.pewclimate.org/what_s_being_done/in_the_states/action_plan_map.cfm, accessed 10/ 12/07.
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California Legislation

California Code of Reqgulations Title 24

Although it was not originally intended to reduce greenhouse gases, California Code of Regulations
Title 24 Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings
were first established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California's energy
consumption. The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible
incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. The latest amendments, made in
October 2005, currently require new homes to use half the energy they used only a decade ago.
Energy efficient buildings require less electricity, and electricity production by fossil fuels results in
greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, increased energy efficiency results in decreased greenhouse
gas emissions.

California Assembly Bill 1493

California Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley) enacted on July 22, 2002, required CARB to develop and
adopt regulations that reduce GHG emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. Regulations
adopted by CARB will apply to 2009 and later model year vehicles. CARB estimates that the
regulation will reduce climate change emissions from the light duty passenger vehicle fleet by an
estimated 18 percent in 2020 and by 27 percent in 2030."

Executive Order S-3-05

California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced on June 1, 2005, through Executive Order
S-3-05, the following GHG emission reduction targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000
levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80
percent below 1990 levels. The California Climate Action Team’s (CAT) Report to the Governor in
2006, contains recommendations and strategies to help ensure the targets in Executive Order
S-3 05 are met.”®

California Assembly Bill 32

In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006. AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG in California. GHG as defined under AB 32 include
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur
hexafluoride. AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the State agency charged
with regulating statewide air quality, to adopt rules and regulations that would achieve greenhouse
gas emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990 by 2020. On or before June 30, 2007, CARB is
required to publish a list of discrete early action GHG emission reduction measures that can be
implemented by 2010. The law further requires that such measures achieve the maximum
technologically feasible and cost effective reductions in GHGs from sources or categories of sources
to achieve the statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit for 2020.

AB 32 also requires that by January 1, 2008, CARB shall determine what the statewide greenhouse
gas emissions level was in 1990, and approve a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit that is
equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020. While the level of 1990 GHG emissions has not yet

14 California Air Resources Board. December 10, 2004. Fact Sheet, Climate Change Emission Control
Regulations.
15 State of California, Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team. March 2006. Climate Action

Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the California Legislature.
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been approved, reported emissions vary from 425 to 468 Tg CO, Eg. In 2004, the emissions were
estimated at 492 Tg CO, Eq.*°

CARB published its final report for Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California,
which describes recommendations for discrete early action measures to reduce GHG emissions in
October 2007. The measures included are part of California’s strategy for achieving GHG
reductions under AB 32. One of the sources for the potential measures includes the CAT Report.
Three new regulations are proposed to meet the definition of “discrete early action greenhouse gas
reduction measures,” which include the following: a low carbon fuel standard; reduction of HFC-
134a emissions from non-professional servicing of motor vehicle air conditioning systems; and
improved landfill methane capture (CARB 2007). CARB estimates that by 2020, the reductions from
those three measures would be approximately 13-26 million metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent.

Under AB 32, CARB has the primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions. However, the CAT
Report contains strategies that can be undertaken by many other California agencies. In addition,
ARB staff are working on several non-regulatory measures including guidance documents and
protocols to encourage the public, local government and businesses to take positive steeps to
reduce GHG emissions.

Executive Order S-01-07

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger enacted Executive Order S-01-07 on January 18, 2007. The
order mandates that a statewide goal shall be established to reduce the carbon intensity of
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. The process for meeting the 2020
target includes coordination between the California Environmental Protection Agency, the University
of California, the California Energy Commission to develop and propose, a draft compliance
schedule to meet the 2020 Target by June 30, 2007. The order also requires that a Low Carbon Fuel
Standard for transportation be established for California.

Senate Bill 1368

Senate Bill (SB) 1368 is the companion bill of AB 32 and was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger
in September 2006. SB 1368 required the California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to establish
a GHG emission performance standard for baseload generation from investor-owned utilities by
February 1, 2007. Similarly, the CEC was tasked with establishing a similar standard for local
publicly-owned utilities by June 30, 2007. These standards cannot exceed the GHG emission rate
from a baseload combined-cycle natural gas fired plant. The legislation further requires that all
electricity provided to California, including imported electricity, must be generated from plants that
meet the standards set by the PUC and the CEC. In January 2007, the PUC adopted an interim
GHG Emissions Performance Standard, which requires that all new long-term commitments for
baseload generation entered into by investor-owned utilities have emissions no greater than a
combined cycle gas turbine plant (i.e., 1,100 pounds of CO, per megawatt-hour). A “new long-term
commitment” refers to new plant investments (new construction), new or renewal contracts with a
term of 5 years or more, or major investments by the utility in its existing baseload power plants. In
May 2007, the CEC approved regulations that prohibit the state’s publicly owned utilities from
entering into long-term financial commitments with plants that exceed the standard adopted by the
PUC of 1,100 pounds of CO per megawatt hour.

16 California Energy Commission. December 2006. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Sinks: 1990 to 2004. Staff Final Report.

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

P:\Projects - WP Only\51234.00 Railyards\!FEIR\4.04 Air Quality.doc 4 . 4' 1 1



4.4 Air Quality

Senate Bill 1078

SB 1078 establishes a renewable portfolio standard (RPS) for electricity supply. The RPS requires
that retail sellers of electricity, including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators,
provide 20 percent of their supply from renewable sources by 2017. This target date was moved
forward by SB 107 to require compliance by 2010. In addition, electricity providers subject to the
RPS must increase their renewable share by at least 1 percent each year. The outcomes of this
legislation will impact regional transportation powered by electricity.

Senate Bill 97

The provisions of Senate Bill 97, enacted in August 2007 as part of the State Budget negotiations,
direct the Office of Planning and Research to propose CEQA Guidelines advising lead agencies how
to mitigate the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. OPR has been directed to promulgate such
guidelines by July 2009, and the Resources Agency has been directed to adopt such guidelines by
January 2010. At this time, however, there are no CEQA Guidelines or other formal direction from
regulatory agencies regarding the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions.

Additional California Climate Change Initiatives

The Western Regional Climate Action Initiative was signed on February 26, 2007 by five states:
Washington, Oregon, Arizona, New Mexico, and California. British Columbia, Canada joined on
April 20, 2007. The Initiative calls for collaboration to identify, evaluate, and implement ways to
reduce GHG emissions in the states collectively and to achieve related co-benefits. The Initiative
calls for designing a regional market-based multi-sector mechanism, such as a load-based cap and
trade program by August 2008. In addition, a multi-state registry will track, manage, and credit
entities that reduce GHG emissions. California is also exploring the possibility of cap and trade
systems for greenhouse gases. The Market Advisory Committee to CARB published draft
recommendations for designing a greenhouse gas cap and trade system for California.*’

Thresholds of Significance

Currently no State or regional regulatory agency has formally adopted or widely agreed upon
thresholds of significance for greenhouse gas emissions, or issued guidance regarding the analysis
of greenhouse gas emissions in EIRs. CEQA Guidelines 815064.7 states that “each public agency is
encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the
determination of the significance of environmental effects.” This provides justification for lead
agencies to determine their own climate change thresholds. The Association of Environmental
Professionals (AEP) recommends that "If a Lead Agency chooses to address GCC [Global Climate
Change] in a [CEQA] document, it should be addressed in the context of a cumulative (versus
project-specific) impact.”

The following methods are used to assess the significance of the project’s cumulative contribution to
global climate change:

1. Inventory: An inventory of project greenhouse gases (i.e., CO,, CH,4, and N,0O), including
motor vehicles, energy use, and solid waste sources, is developed and compared with
emissions from City, County and State sources.

2. Compliance with AB 32: Project compliance with the emission reduction strategies of the
California Climate Action Team’s (CAT) Report to the Governor and the Attorney General's

17 City of Ontario, Rich Haven Specific Plan EIR, Global Climate Change Analysis, June 28, 2007.
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suggested Global Warming Mitigation Measures is assessed. The CAT report proposes a
path to achieve the Governor's greenhouse gas reduction targets contained in Executive
Order S-3-05. While the CAT report and Executive Order S-3-05 do not specifically mention
CEQA, they do include a list of various measures that can be employed to achieve the GHG
reduction targets. Project implementation of feasible and relevant actions listed in the
emissions reduction strategies could be the basis for finding a less-than-significant project
impact to global climate change in CEQA documents. Similar to Executive Order S-3-05, AB
32 also contains the same reduction target for the year 2020 (i.e., reduction of 2020
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels).

3. Incorporation of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures: All circumstances where the
project incorporates feasible greenhouse gas reduction features and mitigation are identified.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Method of Analysis

Even a very large development project cannot individually generate enough greenhouse gas
emissions to measurably influence global climate change. A project contributes to a potentially
significant impact by its incremental contribution to the cumulative increase in greenhouse gas
emissions from all sources, which together can produce measurable global climate changes. The
impact analysis for this project estimates and compares project greenhouse gas emissions with
available data on state, regional, and City of Sacramento greenhouse gas emissions. It also
compares the greenhouse gas reduction potentials of proposed project design features and of the
mitigation measures proposed in this EIR with statewide reduction strategies as identified in the CAT
Report and by the Attorney General's office. The analysis also discusses characteristics of the
project which help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve state goals for such reductions,
such as the location of the project near transit hubs.

Project Inventory of Greenhouse Gases

In California, the most common GHG is CO,, which constitutes approximately 84 percent of all GHG
emission.’®* CO, emissions in California are mainly associated with in-state fossil fuel combustion
and with fossil fuel combustion in out-of-state power plants supplying electricity to California. Other
activities that produce CO, emissions include mineral production, waste combustion, and land use
changes that reduce vegetation.

By percentage, the transportation sector is the largest contributor to greenhouse gas emissions in
California, followed by residential and commercial energy use. California’s transportation sector is
heavily dependent upon oil, with petroleum-based fuels currently providing nearly all (96 percent) of
California’s transportation energy needs (State of California 2007). Transportation-related activities
represent almost half (48 percent) of California’s petroleum-based fuel consumption. Within the
transportation sector, light vehicles (i.e., cars, light trucks, and motorcycles) account for about
60 percent of the petroleum-based energy consumption. Electricity generation is the second largest
category of GHG emissions in California, followed by natural gas combustion and solid waste
processing/disposal. Tables 4 and 5 below display City, County and State greenhouse gas
emissions data from electricity generation, natural gas combustion and solid waste
processing/disposal in comparison to similar project sources.

An inventory of the project’s three most important greenhouse gas emissions (i.e., CO,, CH,4, and
N,O) is presented below. The emissions of the individual gases were estimated and then converted

18 California Energy Commission. December 2006. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Sinks: 1990 to 2004. Staff Final Report.
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to their CO, equivalents (COye) using the individually determined global warming potential (GWP) of
each gas. Thus, total GHG emissions = total CO, emissions + total CO,e emissions form CH4 and
N,O.

Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would generate greenhouse gases through the
construction and operation of new residential, commercial, and recreational uses as stated in the Draft
EIR. Greenhouse gas emissions from the project would specifically arise from project construction and
from sources associated with project operation, including direct sources such as motor vehicles,
natural gas consumption, solid waste handling/treatment, and indirect sources such as electricity
generation. Emissions from these sources are estimated and presented below.

The project evaluation below calculates the projected emissions from the project as proposed. There
are many characteristics of this project that tend to reduce the total greenhouse gas emissions
compared to a comparable level of development that would occur elsewhere in the region. In
particular, as an infill project, located at the center of the region and in immediate proximity to transit (in
fact, every housing unit in the project would be located within easy walking distance to at least one
form of transit and most units would be within walking distance to multiple forms of transit), the project
would result in a relatively high use of non-polluting modes of transportation (such as walking, biking,
transit, etc.), and those single-occupant vehicle trips would tend to be shorter than those from
development built further from the center of the region. As an example, in the studies leading to the
approval of the Sacramento Blueprint, SACOG concluded that development consistent with the
Blueprint would generate approximately 74 percent of the VMT (on a per capita basis) as development
traditionally seen in the region.'® The proposed project is an example of the type of project
encouraged by the Blueprint and one that would have much lower VMT than a similar level of
development elsewhere in the region. These same characteristics would reduce the per capita
greenhouse gas emissions from this project.

Also, it is valuable to note one important qualification regarding the calculation and inventory of the
project greenhouse gas emissions. Models and methodologies used in this analysis evaluate and
model aggregate emissions. With respect to the global impact of climate change, however, these
models do not demonstrate how much these aggregate emissions relating to a particular project are
“new” emissions specifically attributable to development pursuant to the proposed plan. For
example, while motor vehicle greenhouse gas emissions are calculated below, many (and perhaps
the large majority) of drivers who will be going to and from to the proposed development are already
driving and generating greenhouse gas emissions in some other location, and they will effectively
relocate those emissions as the project is developed. Likewise, the residents who will generate solid
waste greenhouse gas emission, to some extent, are already generating such emissions elsewhere.
Thus, in evaluating the project's contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, these aggregate
emission figures are disclosed, but the determination of significance is based upon the consistency
of the project with AB 32 and mitigation measures such as those that have been recommended by
the California Climate Action team.

Construction Emissions

The project would emit greenhouse gases during construction of the project from the operation of
construction equipment and from worker and building supply vendor vehicles. Emissions during
construction were estimated using the URBEMIS2007 model. The project construction emissions of
CO, are shown in Table 2 below. Emissions of nitrous oxide and methane are negligible in
comparison and were not estimated. Emissions estimates for each phase were based on

19 Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Base Case and Preferred Blueprint Scenario, Key Statistics,
2005.
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TABLE 2

PROPOSED PROJECT CONSTRUCTION CO, EMISSIONS

Phase; Start/End (Duration) CO, Emissions (Tons)
Phase 1A; Begin 2010 to End 2011 (2 years) 3,460.3

Phase 1 B; Begin 2012 to End 2013 (2 years) 4,577.7

Phase 2; Begin 2014 to End 2018 (5 years) 5,368.7

Phase 3; Begin 2019 to End 2023 (5 years) 8373.9

Phase 4; Begin 2024 to End 2029 (6 years) 6562.6

Total CO, Project Construction Emissions (over 20 years) 124,164.6*

Notes:

* Average annual CO, emissions during each phase, as shown in the column entries above, are multiplied by the phase duration before being
summed to get the total project construction CO, emissions over the entire project construction period.

Source: URBEMIS 2007. Calculation sheets are provided in the Appendix c.

construction phasing and square footage data for each project land use category as provided by the
project applicant.

Operational Emissions

Motor Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The largest source of greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project would be on- and off-
site motor vehicle use. CO, emissions, the primary greenhouse gas from mobile sources, are
directly related to the quantity of fuel consumed. Two important determinants of transportation-related
greenhouse gas emissions are vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and vehicle fuel efficiency. VMT in the
California region has steadily increased over the last quarter-century. According to 2004 data for
Sacramento County, annual County VMT was 32,244,000.

CO; emissions during operation of the project at full buildout were estimated using URBEMIS2007.
as shown in Table 3 below. Total CO, emissions would be 216,101.5 tons per year, which is
0.05 percent of California’s 2004 emissions (i.e., 478.7 million tons). The project inventory is 0.003
percent of 2005 U.S. emissions (i.e., 8003.1 million tons) and 0.001 percent of reported 2004 global
emissions (i.e., 22,195 million tons).

TABLE 3

PROJECT OPERATIONAL CO, EMISSIONS FROM MOTOR VEHICLES AT FULL BUILDOUT

IN THE YEAR 2030
Project Land Use Type Annual CO; Emissions (Tons)
Residential 59,158.8
Office 35,977.7
Retail 116,179.2
Other 4,785.7
Total 216,101.5

Source: URBEMIS 2007. Calculation sheets are provided in the Appendix

Combustion of fossil fuels also generates CH, and N,O. Since URBEMIS 2007 does not currently
calculate CH4 and N,O emissions, emissions factors for each gas were obtained from the California
Climate Action Registry (CCAR 2007) and were used with data on the fleet mix, fuel type and VMT
for the proposed project to calculate their emissions, as shown in Table 4 below.
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TABLE 4

MOTOR VEHICLES IN THE YEAR 2030

PROJECT OPERATIONAL N,O AND CH4 EMISSIONS AND THEIR CO, EQUIVALENTS FROM

Total NoO Total CH4 Total
Annual N2O CHa Emissions Emissions Emissions
Source Type VMTt (Tons) (Tons) (Tons COye)' (Tons COe) ' (Tons CO-e)
Project Motor Vehicle Fleet 4.28x10° 31.1 26.4 9650.0 554.7 10,204.7

Notes:

¥ VMT information provided by the URBEMIS model.

i. NO emissions were converted to CO,e by total emissions x 310 (GWP factor for N,O)
ii. CH4 emissions were converted to COe by total emissions x 21 (GWP factor for CHy)
Source: PBS&J, 2007.

Although motor vehicle energy consumption would increase under the proposed project, the
transportation demand management plan and traffic improvements proposed for the project are
designed to the improve energy efficiency of the transportation system by increasing use of more
fuel-efficient public transit, carpools, and vanpools, and improving circulation system levels of
service. Any reductions in traffic congestion realized through implementation of enhanced transit
operations would also allow for more energy-efficient vehicular travel.

Electricity and Natural Gas Combustion Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The proposed project would use electricity for its commercial, residential, retail and other
components, which would contribute to greenhouse gas emissions. The generation of electricity
through the combustion of fossil fuels typically yields CO, and, to a much smaller extent, CH4 and
N,O. In order to determine emissions from electricity consumption, annual electricity use must be
established. The project related electricity emissions were estimated by using project electricity and
natural gas use estimates from Table 6.14-1 and Table 6.14-2 on page 6.14-9 of the Draft EIR,
Energy section The emissions factors for electricity use and natural gas combustion were obtained
from the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR 2007). Greenhouse gas emissions from these
two sources are as shown in Tables 4A and 4B below.

TABLE 4A

PROJECT OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS FROM ELECTRICITY USE

Geographic N2O CH,4 CH,

Region and Energy Use N>O COze CO; M CO.e Total CO.e
Emissions Source MWh/year (Tons)' (Tons) (Tons)" (Tons)" (Tons) (Tons)
State of California 272,464,000 504.1 156,258 109,604,093 912.8 19,167 109,779,519
Sacramento

County 10,574,000 19.6 6,064 4,253,603 35.4 743.9 4,260,411
City of Sacramento 3,363,000" 6.2 1,929 1,352,834 11.3 236.6 1,354,999
Project 587,000 1.1 336.6 236,132 2.0 41.3 236,510

Notes:

A Calculated based on percentage of statewide energy use according to ratio from U.S. Bureau of the Census, California Dept. of Finance,
Population Estimates.

N/A - data not available, or not available as a separate emissions item.

i Emissions Factor of .0037 was used for N,O.

ii Emissions Factor of 804.54 was used for CO.,.

iii Emissions Factor of .0067 was used for CH,.

iv Data from 2004 Statewide Inventory.

v Same source.

vi Calculated for each area by multiplying MWh per year of energy use x electricity use emissions factor.

Source: PBS&J, 2007.
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TABLE 4B

PROJECT OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS FROM NATURAL GAS

COMBUSTION
Geographic Region N2O CH,
and Emissions Energy Use N2O CO.e CO; CH, CO.e Total CO.e
Source Therms/year (tons)' (tons) (tons)" (tons)" (tons) (tons)
State of California
(2004)" 1,354,000
Project (2030) 24,532,000 0.27 83.8 142,780 15.05 335.0 143,199
Notes:

A Calculated based on percentage of statewide energy use according to ratio from U.S. Bureau of the Census, California Dept. of Finance,
Population Estimates

N/A - data not available, or not available as a separate emissions item.

i Data from 2004 Statewide Inventory.

ii  Same source.

ii Calculated for each area by multiplying annual kWh per year of energy use x natural gas emissions factor.

iv Natural Gas total plus indirect electricity emissions.

Source: PBS&J, 2007.

Solid Waste Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Since the project involves residential and commercial uses, solid waste generated by the project
would also contribute to greenhouse gas emissions. Treatment and disposal of municipal, industrial
and other solid waste produces significant amounts of CH,. In addition to CH,, solid waste disposal
sites also produce biogenic CO, and non-methane volatile organic compounds (NMVOCSs) as well as
smaller amounts of N,O, nitrogen oxides (NOy) and carbon monoxide (CO). CH,4 produced at solid
waste sites contributes approximately 3 to 4 percent to the annual global anthropogenic greenhouse
gas emissions (IPCC, 2001).%°

In many industrialized countries, waste management has changed much over the last decade.
Waste minimization and recycling/reuse policies have been introduced to reduce the amount of
waste generated, and increasingly, alternative waste management practices to solid waste disposal
on land have been implemented to reduce the environmental impacts of waste management. Also,
landfill gas recovery has become more common as a measure to reduce CH, emissions from solid
waste disposal sites. Therefore, an important factor in estimating solid waste emissions is the
amount of waste diverted through the project Waste Diversion and Recycling Plan. In the case of
the project, more than 50 percent of project waste (56 percent) would be diverted through the Waste
Diversion Plan.

CH; and CO, emissions from solid waste generated by the project were estimated based on
formulas provided in the State Workbook: Methodologies for Estimating Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(pages 5-1 to 5-3). Estimates were obtained by multiplying the tons of solid waste landfilled annually
(provided in Table 6.10-1 of the Public Services section on page 6.10-27 of the Draft EIR) by the
percent of degradable material they contain, by the percent dissimilated and by the pounds of gas
produced per pound of biomass). Landfill gas is approximately 50 percent CH, and 50 percent CO,.
Total project emission of greenhouse gases from landfill material is shown in Table 5 below. N,O
emissions from landfills are considered negligible (because the microbial environment in landfills is
not very conducive to the nitrification and denitrification processes that result in N,O emissions) and
are; therefore, not explicitty modeled as part of greenhouse gas emissions generated through solid
waste.

20 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Chapter 3, Solid Waste Disposal,
page 3.6.
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TABLES

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS FROM SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste CH,' CO, Total

Geographic Region tons/year tons tons CO.e
State of California

2004 6,876,000
City of Sacramento
2005 291,691 12,039 21,068 273,880
2005 (including private hauling) 632,800 26,117 45,705 594,160
Sacramento Railyards
2030 Maximum Operational Solid Waste 22,194 916 1603 20,839
2030 - Operational Emissions After Waste 12 464
Diversion Plan is implemented ' 514 900 11,703

Note:
i__Landfill gas emissions = Tons landfilled x.22x.77x.67.

Other Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Ozone is a greenhouse gas; however, unlike the other greenhouse gases, ozone in the troposphere
is relatively short-lived and therefore is not global in nature. According to CARB, it is difficult to make
an accurate determination of the contribution of ozone precursors (NOy, and ROGs) to global
warming (CARB 2004b). Therefore, it is assumed that project emissions of ozone precursors would
not significantly contribute to global climate change. At present, there is a federal ban on CFCs;
therefore, it is assumed the project will not generate emissions of these greenhouse gases. The
project may emit a small amount of HFC emissions from leakage and service of refrigeration and air
conditioning equipment and from disposal at the end of the life of the equipment (EPA 2004c).
However, the details regarding refrigerants to be used in the project and the capacity of these are
unknown at this time. PFCs and sulfur hexafluoride are typically used in industrial applications, none
of which would be used by the project. Therefore, it is not anticipated the project would contribute
significant emissions of these additional greenhouse gases.

Project Compliance with AB 32

Under AB 32, CARB has the primary responsibility for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
However, the CAT Report contains strategies that many other California agencies can implement.
The CAT published a public review draft of Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in
California.?* Most of the strategies were in the 2006 CAT Report or are similar to the 2006 CAT
strategies. As the 2007 report is only a draft and is not the final, this assessment will assess project
compliance with the 2006 CAT Report. The 2006 CAT Report strategies that apply to the project are
contained in Table 6 below. As shown in the table, the project complies with all feasible and
applicable measures to bring California to the emission reduction targets. Therefore, the project
would be in compliance with AB 32.

21 State of California, Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team. Climate Action Team Proposed
Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California. Draft for Public Review. April 20, 2007.
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TABLE 6

SACRAMENTO RAILYARDS GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS REDUCTION MITIGATION
MEASURES/DESIGN STRATEGIES

California Climate Change Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Strategies

Proposed Project Design/Mitigation Measure for
Compliance

evolving and will evolve, or become available, during

It should be noted that many of the emissions reduction strategies in this table relate to technologies that are

relate to emissions reduction strategies that must be implemented on an area-wide or regional basis. Thus,
several of these measures will be implemented over time as implementation becomes practicable, and the
wording of these additional measures reflects that condition.

buildout of the Project. Some of these measures also

CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION TASKFORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Transportation Related Emissions

CCAT Standard

Vehicle Climate Change Standards: AB 1493 (Pavley)
required the state to develop and adopt regulations that
achieve the maximum feasible and cost-effective reduction
of climate change emissions emitted by passenger
vehicles and light duty trucks. Regulations were adopted
by the ARB in September 2004.

These are CARB enforced standards and vehicles that
access the project are required to comply with the
standards. Therefore, the project would be required to be
consistent with these strategies, as appropriate.

CCAT Standard
Other Light Duty Vehicle Technology: New standards
would be adopted to phase in beginning in the 2017 model.

CCAT Standard

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction Measures:
Increased efficiency in the design of heavy-duty vehicles
and an education program for the heavy-duty vehicle
sector.

CCAT Standard

Diesel Anti-ldling: In July 2004, the CARB adopted a
measure to limit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicle
idling.

Post signs that restrict idling; education for truck drivers
regarding diesel health impacts.

The project would limit vehicle idling time during
construction to five minutes or less (see Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure 6.1-2)

City Code 8.116.040 regulates the idling of vehicles,
prohibiting idling longer than 5 consecutive minutes, or 5
minutes during one hour.

City Code 8.116.070 requires property owners to notify
drivers, owners, and operators of vehicles and TRUs of the
limitations on the idling of vehicles.

California Attorney General Strategy
Diesel Anti-ldling: Set specific limits on idling time for
commercial vehicles, including delivery vehicles.

The project would limit vehicle idling time during
construction to five minutes or less (see Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure 6.1-2)

City Code 8.116.040 regulates the idling of vehicles,
prohibiting idling longer than 5 consecutive minutes, or 5
minutes during one hour.

CCAT Standard

Alternative Fuels - Biodiesel Blends: CARB would
develop regulations to require the use of 1 to 4 percent
biodiesel displacement of California diesel fuel.

Applicable to industrial project components. No specific
measures proposed at this time.

CCAT Standard
Alternative Fuels - Ethanol: Increased use of ethanol
fuel.

Applicable to industrial project components. No specific
measures proposed at this time.

CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S

OFFICE RECOMMENDED STRATEGIES

California Attorney General Strategy

Alternative Fuels — General:

The project shall include the necessary infrastructure to
encourage the use of alternative fuel vehicles (e.g., electric
vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located
alternative fueling stations).

The project will require the installation of facilities to
support the use of alternative fuel vehicles, if feasible and
available based on market conditions.
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TABLE 6

SACRAMENTO RAILYARDS GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS REDUCTION MITIGATION
MEASURES/DESIGN STRATEGIES

California Climate Change Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Strategies

Proposed Project Design/Mitigation Measure for
Compliance

Alternative Fuel Standards for Construction —
SMAQMD Guidelines

The project includes the following mitigation:

e) The project applicant shall coordinate with the
SMAQMD for payment of fees into the Heavy-Duty
Low-Emission Vehicle Program designed to reduce
construction related emissions within the region.

f) Construction equipment shall be kept in optimum
running condition at all times.

g) When appropriate, use alternative fueled (such as
aqueous diesel fuel) or catalyst equipped diesel
construction equipment.

h) When appropriate, replace fossil-fueled equipment with
electrically driven equivalents, provided they are not run
via a portable generator set. (See Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure 6.1-2)

California Attorney General Strategy

Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Coordinate controlled intersections so that traffic passes
more efficiently through congested areas. Where signals
are installed, require the use of Light Emitting Diode (LED)
traffic lights.

The project will require the use of LED traffic lights, where
feasible.

California Attorney General Strategy

Transportation Emissions Reduction:

The project applicant shall promote ride sharing programs
e.g., by designating a certain percentage of parking spaces
for high-occupancy vehicles, providing larger parking
spaces to accommodate vans used for ride-sharing, and
designating adequate passenger loading and unloading
and waiting areas.

The project includes the following mitigation:
Transportation Demand Management: Strategies for
transportation demand management (“TDM”) can increase
transportation system efficiency by changing travel
behavior — frequency, mode, destination or timing (eg.,
shifting from peak to off-peak).

TDM strategies are numerous, and may include alternative
work schedules, bicycle improvements, bike/transit
integration, security improvements, park & ride, pedestrian
improvements, ridesharing, shuttle services, improved taxi
service, telecommuting, traffic-calming, and transit
improvements. (See Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 6.12-9)

City Code 17.184.080 requires major project to develop
and implement a Transportation Management Plan that will
achieve a 35% trip reduction goal.

City Code 17.184.090 allows the City to enforce the Code
measure through administrative measures.

California Attorney General Strategy

Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Create a car-sharing program. Accommodations for such
programs include providing parking spaces for the car-
share vehicles at convenient locations accessible by public
transportation.

The project sponsor will support the implementation of a
car-sharing program through physical measures such as
identifying preferential parking spaces, if feasible and if
such a program is implemented on an area-wide or
regional basis.

California Attorney General Strategy

Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Impose parking fees and residential parking permit limits to
increase the cost of driving and parking private vehicles.

The project includes the following mitigation:

All daily parking will be charged at rates that are equal to or
greater than the cost of Sacramento Regional Transit day
passes plus 20%. Monthly charges for parking will be equal
to or greater than the cost of an RT monthly pass plus
20%. There will be no customer or employee validations for
parking. (See AQMP Mitigation Measure 10a.)

California Attorney General Strategy
Transportation Emissions Reduction:
Offer public transit discounts to residents.

Measures not currently proposed.
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California Climate Change Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Strategies

Proposed Project Design/Mitigation Measure for
Compliance

California Attorney General Strategy
Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Design a regional transportation center where public
transportation of various modes intersects.

The proposed project includes the Sacramento Intermodal
Transportation Facility (SITF), which is envisioned as a
regional transportation hub that maximizes transit service,
connectivity and patronage. The facility would offer service
and transferring among multiple modes, including long
distance passenger rail, commuter rail, light rail transit,
local bus service, intercity bus, bicyclists, pedestrians,
taxis, shuttles, automobiles and future high speed rail,
regional rail and trolleys.

California Attorney General Strategy

Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Encourage the use of public transit systems by enhancing
safety and cleanliness on vehicles and in and around
stations.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The proposed project will provide safe and convenient
pedestrian and bicycle access to all transit stops. (see
AQMP Mitigation Measure 15)

California Attorney General Strategy

Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Contribute transportation impact fees per residential and
commercial unit to the City, to facilitate and increase public
transit service.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The project applicant shall coordinate with RT to provide
modifications to both bus and light rail services and to help
fund necessary improvements in order to serve the transit
demand generated by the Initial Phase. The project
applicant shall also dedicate right of way for the Downtown
Natomas Airport (DNA) light rail system for the alignment
and station located within the Specific Plan Area and pay a
fair share contribution to fund construction of the DNA light
rail system to mitigate the impacts of the project on transit
capacity (see Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 6.12-6).

It should further be noted that all of the housing units in the
proposed Specific Plan Area would be within walking
distance to transit.

California Attorney General Strategy
Transportation Emissions Reduction:
Provide shuttle service to public transit.

The project includes the following mitigation:
Transportation Demand Management: Strategies for
transportation demand management (“TDM”) can increase
transportation system efficiency by changing travel
behavior — frequency, mode, destination or timing (eg.,
shifting from peak to offpeak). TDM strategies are
numerous, and may include alternative work schedules,
bicycle improvements, bike/transit integration, security
improvements, park & ride, pedestrian improvements,
ridesharing, shuttle services, improved taxi service,
telecommuting, traffic calming, and transit improvements.
(see Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 6.12-9)

Specific shuttle measures not currently proposed.

California Attorney General Strategy
Transportation Emissions Reduction:
Incorporate bicycle lanes into the project circulation
system.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The project will include Class 1 bike trails and Class 2 bike
paths that run through the entire project and connect with
existing Sacramento bike paths. The entire project will lie
within 1/2 mile of existing Class 1 and 2 bike lanes. (See
AQMP Mitigation Measure 4.)

California Attorney General Strategy

Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Create bicycle lanes and walking paths directed to the
location of schools and other logical points of destination in
the project area.

The project includes the following mitigation:

All streets will have wide sidewalks on both sides and will
be a minimum of 5 feet wide. All sidewalks will have
vertical curbs. (See AQMP Mitigation Measure 5.)

Railyards Specific Plan
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California Climate Change Greenhouse Gas
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The Railyards project has been designed to accommodate
pedestrians, bicycles and transit. It contains several
pedestrian safety/traffic calming design measures including
marked crosswalks, sidewalks of 5 feet or more in width,
separation of sidewalks from roads by bike lanes, on-street
parking, and/or planter boxes. (See AQMP Mitigation
Measure 9.)

California Attorney General Strategy

Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Provide on-site bicycle and pedestrian facilities (showers,
bicycle parking, etc.) for commercial uses, to encourage
employees to bicycle or walk to work.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The project will supply one bicycle parking facility for every
ten (10) off-street vehicle parking spaces as required by
Sacramento Municipal Code 17.64.050. At least fifty (50)
percent of the required bicycle parking facilities will be
Class | and the remaining facilities will be Class I, Class II,
or Class lll. (See AQMP Mitigation Measure 1.)

Under City Code 17.184.080, inclusion of showers/lockers
in a TMP provides a 5% credit toward the 35% trip
reduction required for all major projects.

California Attorney General Strategy
Transportation Emissions Reduction:

Provide public education and publicity about public
transportation services.

Under City Code 17.184.080, membership in a TMA as
part of a TMP provides a 10-15% credit toward the 35%
trip reduction required for all major projects.

The project sponsor will ensure that participation in a TMA
and in the Spare the Air program are included in future
TMPs, where feasible and appropriate.

Solid Waste and Energy Emissions

CCAT Standard
Zero Waste - High Recycling: Additional recycling
beyond the State’s 50 percent recycling goal.

1) Design locations for separate waste and recycling
receptacles. 2) Utilize recycled components in the building
design.

City Code 17.72.030 establishes recycling requirements for
all new uses developed in the City. In addition, in March
2007, the Sacramento Regional Solid Waste Authority
adopted Ordinance #17 which requires all businesses and
all non-residential properties that subscribe to garbage
service of four (4) cubic yards or greater per week to have
a recycling program.

CCAT Standard

Enteric Fermentation: Cattle emit methane from digestion
processes. Changes in diet could result in a reduction in
emissions.

No cattle will be involved in the project. Not applicable.

CCAT Standard

Landfill Methane Capture: Install direct gas use or
electricity projects at landfills to capture and use emitted
methane.

Not applicable.

CCAT Standard

Manure Management: The proposed San Joaquin Valley
Rule 4570 will reduce volatile organic compounds from
confined animal facilities through implementation of control
options.

In projects that address confined animal facilities, project
design as recommended in proposed Rule 4570 would
reduce GHG emissions.

No animal facilities are included in this project. Therefore,
this measure is not applicable.

California Attorney General Strategy

Solid Waste Reduction Strategy: Project construction
shall require reuse and recycling of construction and
demolition waste.

The project sponsor will require the reuse or recycling of
construction waste materials in all construction contracts,
as appropriate and feasible.
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California Climate Change Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Strategies

Proposed Project Design/Mitigation Measure for
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California Attorney General Strategy

Solid Waste Reduction Strategy: Project shall ensure
that each unit includes recycling and composting
containers and convenient facilities for residents and
businesses.

City Code 17.72.030 establishes recycling requirements for
all new uses developed in the City.

California Attorney General Strategy

Solid Waste Reduction Strategy: Project shall extend the
types of recycling services offered (e.g., food and green
waste recycling).

City Code 17.72.030 establishes recycling requirements for
all new uses developed in the City, however food and
green waste recycling are not addressed. City Code
13.10.400 provides for the separate collection of garden
wastes from residential properties in the City. The
residential green waste is taken to two different facilities for
processing into compost and mulch.

California Attorney General Strategy

Solid Waste Reduction Strategy: Project applicant shall
contribute funding for methane recovery in local landfills
and wastewater treatment plants to generate electricity.

Measures not currently proposed.

CCAT Standard

Water Use Efficiency: Approximately 19 percent of all
electricity, 30 percent of all natural gas, and 88 million
gallons of diesel are used to convey, treat, distribute and
use water and wastewater. Increasing the efficiency of
water transport and reducing water use would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

Use both potable and non-potable water to the maximum
extent practicable; low flow appliances (i.e., toilets,
dishwashers, shower heads, washing machines, etc.);
automatic shut off valves for sinks in restrooms; drought
resistant landscaping; Place “Save Water” signs near water
faucets.

City Code 15.76.030 requires that all shower fixtures be
fitted with low-flow features.

City Code 15.92.080 establishes maximum water usage for
landscaping, limits the use of turf, and requires the use of
climate-adapted landscaping.

In the future, all development in the Specific Plan Area will
be fitted with water meters, consistent with the
requirements of state law.

California Attorney General Strategy

Water Use Efficiency: Require measures that reduce the
amount of water sent to the sewer system- see examples
in CCAT standard above. (Reduction in water volume sent
to the sewer system means less water has to be treated
and pumped to the end user, thereby saving energy.)

The project sponsor will require the installation of water
saving devices that reduce the flow of wastewater to the
sewer system, to the extent feasible.

CCAT Standard

Green Buildings Initiative: Green Building Executive
Order, S-20-04 (CA 2004), sets a goal of reducing energy
use in public and private buildings by 20 percent by the
year 2015, as compared with 2003 levels.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The Railyards project design will exceed Title 24
requirements by 20%, if feasible. (See AQMP Mitigation
Measure 29.)

California Attorney General Strategy

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Standards:
Project shall comply with LEED certified green building
standards.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The overall project will be submitted for LEED-ND
(Leadership in Environmental and Energy Design -
Neighborhood Development) and buildings will be
designed to meet LEED-ND standards, or the equivalent, if
feasible.

The Railyards project design will exceed Title 24
requirements by 20%, if feasible (see AQMP Mitigation
Measure 29).

Railyards Specific Plan
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California Climate Change Greenhouse Gas
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The project would comply with the City’s Green Building
Ordinance, when such an ordinance is adopted on a
Citywide basis.

CCAT Standard

California Solar Initiative: Installation of 1 million solar
roofs or an equivalent 3,000 MW by 2017 on homes and
businesses; increased use of solar thermal systems to
offset the increasing demand for natural gas; use of
advanced metering in solar applications; and creation of a
funding source that can provide rebates over 10 years
through a declining incentive schedule.?

A project could increase its energy efficiency percent
beyond Title 24 requirements. In addition, the project could
implement other green building design measures (i.e.,
natural daylighting and on-site renewable, electricity
generation).

The project includes the following mitigation:

The project will include both solar photovoltaic systems on
individual buildings and landfill gas combustion from the
district co-generation system. (See AQMP Mitigation
Measure 28.)

The Railyards project design will exceed Title 24
requirements by 20%, if feasible. (See AQMP Mitigation
Measure 29.)

California Attorney General Strategy

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Standards:
Incorporate on-site renewable energy production (through,
e.g., participation in the California Energy Commission’s
New Solar Homes Partnership). Require project
proponents to install solar panels, water reuse systems,
and/or other systems to capture energy sources that would
otherwise be wasted.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The project would include both solar photovoltaic systems
on individual buildings and landfill gas combustion from the
district co-generation system. (See AQMP Mitigation
Measure 28.)

CCAT Standard

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in
Progress: Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the
CEC to adopt and periodically update its building energy
efficiency standards (that apply to newly constructed
buildings and additions to and alterations to existing
buildings).

Project required to achieve a greater reduction in combined
space heating, cooling and water heating energy compared
to the current Title 24 Standards.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The Railyards project target will exceed Title 24
requirements by 20%, if feasible. (See AQMP Mitigation
Measure 29.)

CCAT Standard

Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in
Progress: Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the
Energy Commission to adopt and periodically update its
appliance energy efficiency standards (that apply to
devices and equipment using energy that are sold or
offered for sale in California).

Measure above would apply. No update scheduled at this
time.

California Attorney General Strategy

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Standards:
Require energy efficient design for buildings. This may
include adhering to local building codes for new
construction and renovation to require a higher level of
energy efficiency.

The project includes the following mitigation:

All roofing materials used in commercial/retail buildings will
be Energy Star certified. All roof products will also be
certified to meet ATSM high emissivity requirements. (See
AQMP Mitigation Measure 27.)

22 Effective in January 2007, approved solar systems will receive incentive funds based on system
performance above building standards. This program will result in 400 MW of new, emissions-free

generating capacity.
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California Climate Change Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Strategies

Proposed Project Design/Mitigation Measure for
Compliance

California Attorney General Strategy

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Standards:
Fund and schedule energy efficiency “tune-ups” of existing
buildings by checking, repairing, and readjusting heating,
ventilation, air conditioning, lighting, hot water equipment,
insulation and weatherization. (Improvement of energy
efficiency in existing buildings could offset in part the global
warming impacts of new development.)

Measures not currently proposed.

California Attorney General Strategy

Lighting Efficiency Standards: Require that the project
include efficient lighting. (Fluorescent lighting uses
approximately 75% less energy than incandescent lighting
to deliver the same amount of light.)

The project sponsor will require future building owners and
tenants to use energy efficient lighting, to the extent
feasible and appropriate.

California Attorney General Strategy

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Standards:
Contribute funds for energy management services,
research and development for energy efficient equipment
and vehicles, and public education and publicity about
energy efficiency programs and incentives.

Measures not currently proposed.

CCAT Standard

Hydrofluorocarbon Reduction: 1) Ban retail sale of HFC
in small cans; 2) Require that only low GWP refrigerants be
used in new vehicular systems; 3) Adopt specifications for
new commercial refrigeration; 4) Add refrigerant
leaktightness to the pass criteria for vehicular Inspection
and Maintenance programs; 5) Enforce federal ban on
releasing HFCs.

This measure applies to consumer products.

When CARB adopts regulations for these reduction
measures, any products that the regulations apply to will
comply with the measures.

CCAT Standard

Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRU), Off-Road
Electrification, Port Electrification: Strategies to reduce
emissions from TRUSs, increase off-road electrification, and
increase use of shore-side/port electrification.

If TRUs access the site, implement measures to reduce
emissions; install electrification in applicable projects (i.e.,
truck stops, warehouses, etc.)

The project sponsor will require the installation and use of
electrical support for TRUs at loading docks, to the extent
feasible and practicable.

CCAT Standard

Cement Manufacturing: Cost-effective reductions to
reduce energy consumption and to lower carbon dioxide
emissions in the cement industry.

The project sponsor will require the use of “green” cement
(which contains recycled materials and is produced using
emission-reducing technologies), if available, structurally
appropriate for the intended use, and where feasible and
practicable.

Land Use Measures, Smart Growth Strategies, and Carbon Offsets

CCAT Standard

Urban Forestry: A new statewide goal of planting 5 million
trees in urban areas by 2020 would be achieved through
the expansion of local urban forestry programs.

Trees near structures shall be planted to act as insulators
from weather, thereby decreasing energy requirements.
Trees also store carbon.

The project includes the following mitigation:

Trees and other shade structures will be incorporated into
residential development to maximize summer shade and to
minimize winter shade. (See AQMP Mitigation Measure
30.)
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P:\Projects - WP Only\51234.00 Railyards\!FEIR\4.04 Air Quality.doc

Final Environmental Impact Report

4.4-25



4.4 Air Quality

TABLE 6

SACRAMENTO RAILYARDS GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS REDUCTION MITIGATION
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California Climate Change Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Strategies

Proposed Project Design/Mitigation Measure for
Compliance

CCAT Standard

Afforestation/Reforestation Projects: Reforestation
projects focus on restoring native tree cover on lands
which were previously forested and are now covered with
other vegetative types.

Residential development on the project site shall be
clustered to preserve forest/woodland resources; increase
density; and preserve and restore open space.

The Railyards Specific Plan proposes a series of public
parks that would span the development with pedestrian
and bicycle trails linking residents to the regional open
space system and the Sacramento River.

Reforestation measures not currently proposed.

CCAT Standard

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS): Smart land use strategies encourage
jobs/housing proximity, promote transit-oriented
development, and encourage high-density
residential/commercial development along transit corridors.
ITS is the application of advanced technology systems and
management strategies to improve operational efficiency of
transportation systems and movement of people, goods
and services.

Governor Schwarzenegger is finalizing a comprehensive
10-year strategic growth plan with the intent of developing
ways to promote, through state investments, incentives
and technical assistance, land use, and technology
strategies that provide for a prosperous economy, social
equity, and a quality environment.

This project is promoting jobs/housing proximity and high-
density residential development and would be
consistent with this strategy.

The Railyards Specific Plan would be a transit-oriented
development. Due to its proximity to downtown
Sacramento and its projected residential density, bus
accessibility is intended for all residences. In addition, the
project will have access to the light rail station in the Depot
District and along 7th Avenue. Also, several RT bus routes
provide service to the Amtrak station and along 7th Avenue
adjacent to the Railyards project. In addition, a future light
rail station is proposed for 7th Avenue and Railyards
Boulevard. As stated in the traffic section of the EIR, this
light rail stop is projected to have 15 minute headway
during peak periods. (See AQMP Mitigation Measure 7.)

California Attorney General Strategy

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS): Encourage mixed-use and high-density
development to reduce vehicle trips, promote alternatives
to vehicle travel and promote efficient delivery of services
and goods. (A city or county could promote “smart”
development by reducing developer fees or granting
property tax credits for qualifying projects.)

This project is promoting jobs/housing proximity and high-
density residential development and would be consistent
with this strategy.

The Railyards Project is designated as a transit oriented
development. Due to its proximity to downtown
Sacramento and its projected residential density, bus
accessibility is intended for all residences. In addition, the
project will have access to the light rail station in the Depot
District and along 7th Avenue. Also, several RT bus routes
provide service to the Amtrak station and along 7th Avenue
adjacent to the Railyards project. In addition, a future light
rail station is proposed for 7th Avenue and Railyards
Boulevard. As stated in the traffic section of the EIR, this
light rail stop is projected to have 15 minute headway
during peak periods. (See AQMP Mitigation Measure 7.)

California Attorney General Strategy

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS): Impose measures to address the “urban
heat island” effect by, e.g., requiring lightcolored and
reflective roofing materials and paint; light-colored roads
and parking lots; shade trees in parking lots; and shade
trees on the south and west sides of new or renovated
buildings.

The project includes the following mitigation:

Project buildings will have passive solar design features
that include roof overhangs or canopies that block summer
shade, but that allow winter sun, from penetrating south
facing windows. Trees and other shade structures will be
incorporated into residential development to maximize
summer shade and to minimize winter shade. (See AQMP
Mitigation Measure 30.)

The Railyards project will meet the non-roof surfaces
requirement through a combination of shade coverage,
open grid pavement, and paving materials that meet the
solar reflectance index requirements, if feasible and
practicable (see AQMP Mitigation Measure 31).
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California Attorney General Strategy

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS): Incorporate public transit into project
design.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The proposed project will provide safe and convenient
pedestrian and bicycle access to all transit stops. (See
Mitigation Measure AQMP 15.)

California Attorney General Strategy
Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS): Facilitate “brownfield” development.

The project a "brownfield" infill site. As such, the project
represents the type of “smart land use” that is referred to
herein.

California Attorney General Strategy

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS): Require pedestrian-only streets and plazas
within the project site and destinations that may be
reached conveniently by public transportation, walking, or
bicycling.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The Railyards Specific Plan has been designed to
accommodate pedestrians, bicycles and transit. It contains
several pedestrian safety/traffic calming design measures
including marked crosswalks, sidewalks of 5 feet or more
in width, separation of sidewalks from roads by bike lanes,
on-street parking, and/or planter boxes. (See AQMP
Mitigation Measure 9.)

California Attorney General Strategy

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS): The project proponent shall fund off-site
projects (e.g., alternative energy projects) that would
reduce carbon emissions, or could purchase “credits” from
another entity that will fund such projects.

The project includes the following mitigation:

The City will further mitigate emissions from freeway
impacts by requiring the project applicant to pay a fair
share contribution to fund the DNA light rail system that will
provide an alternative transportation mode. (See Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure 6.12-1)

California Attorney General Strategy

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS): Discourage “leapfrog” development. Enact
ordinances and programs to limit sprawl.

The Railyards Specific Plan proposes to integrate the
Railyards site into the existing downtown area by raising
Fifth and Sixth Streets gradually over the Union Pacific
Railroad tracks, and by the extension of light rail to the site.
On a regional and statewide level, the project incorporates
existing transportation linkages and the City’s plans for the
Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility, consisting
of a variety of transportation services that would integrate
cross-country passenger rail, regional rail, light rail and
buses, taxis, and other automobiles, bicycles and
pedestrians. Transit providers and services are anticipated
to include, but are not limited to, Amtrak Capitol Corridor
and long-haul trains, Regional Transit buses and trains,
Greyhound buses, charter buses, taxis, and possibly high-
speed rail. Therefore, this project encourages in-fill
development, rather than leap-frog development.

California Attorney General Strategy

Carbon Emissions Offsets: In some instances, a lead
agency may find that measures that will directly reduce a
project’s emissions are insufficient. A lead agency may
consider whether carbon offsets would be appropriate. The
lead agency should ensure that any mitigation taking the
form of carbon offsets is specifically identified and that
such mitigation will in fact occur.

Measures not currently proposed.

Source: PBS&J, October 4, 2007.

Project Incorporation of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures

Construction Emissions

CO2 emissions associated with the entire course of project construction over the 20 year
construction period (124,165 tons) represents 20% of the total annual project operational
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greenhouse gas emissions at buildout in the year 2030 (617,719 tons) prior to any emissions
reduction. Mitigation Measures 6.1-2(a) — (h) included in the Draft EIR to reduce air quality impacts
related to construction would reduce emissions of carbon dioxide during construction from worker
trips and the construction equipment. In addition, mitigation that requires the use of alternative fuel
when feasible would also reduce emissions from construction.

Operational Emissions

For most projects, the main contribution to greenhouse gas emissions is from motor vehicles, but
how much of these emissions are “new” is unknown. The project contains mixed uses and improved
public transit access for residents, which could actually reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled
that a person drives. In addition, mitigation measures contained in the project AQMP will increase
overall project energy efficiency, which would result in a 15% reduction in natural gas consumption
from the project.

TABLE 7

TOTAL OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS GENERATED BY THE PROJECT
AT BUILDOUT IN THE YEAR 2030

Emissions Source Total Annual COze (tons)
Mobile Sources 226,307
Electricity 236,510
Natural Gas 143,199
Solid Waste 11,703
Total Project Sources 617,719

Source: PBS&J, 2007.

Based on project operational greenhouse gas emissions estimates, it is not anticipated that the
project emissions alone will substantially add to the global inventory of greenhouse gas emissions.
The net increase in greenhouse gas emissions from the project (617,719 tons), in relation to
California’s current greenhouse gas emissions (478.65 million tons, according to the 2004
inventory), would be 0.13% at the buildout year 2030. Therefore, the quantitative analysis above
indicates that the project's GHG emissions contributions would not be cumulatively considerable.

In addition, the project would comply with all applicable policies, ordinances, and regulations that
would reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Measures that would reduce air quality impacts of the
project would also reduce the cumulative contribution of the project to greenhouse gas emissions.
For example, the City Council adopted Smart Growth Principles into the General Plan in 2001, which
recommends changing development patterns through the incorporation of land uses, transportation
management, and infrastructure that discourage urban sprawl and promote infill development,
reduce vehicle emissions, and improve air quality. The City's Infill Program also adopts numerical
and qualitative infill development goals, targets specific types of infill development, and offers
focused procedural and financial incentives to help achieve infill development goals.

As part of the Sustainability Master Plan (Plan), currently being prepared, the City will integrate
environmentally sustainable practices into City policies, procedures, and operations that will provide
tools for measuring the City's progress towards sustainability. The foundation for the Plan is the
United Nations Environmental Accords, a set of 21 actions that the United Nations asked city
governments to adopt and implement over a seven-year period. The City's plan will be adopted by
2008. The pertinent goals and targets identified in the Plan will be incorporated into the City's
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General Plan. The goals and targets will serve as a policy framework for the City to ensure that
sustainability concerns are incorporated into the City's decision-making processes.

The City's Building Department is currently working on an ordinance to adopt the Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green Building Rating System at the Silver certification
standards for new buildings in the City. LEED is the nationally accepted benchmark for the design,
construction, and operation of high performance green buildings and promotes a whole-building
approach to sustainability by recognizing performance in five key areas: sustainable site
development, water savings, energy efficiency, materials selection, and indoor environmental
quality. To earn certification, a building project must meet certain prerequisites and performance
credits within each category. Projects are awarded Certified, Silver, Gold, or Platinum certification
depending on the number of credits they achieve. LEED Silver is awarded to projects that achieve
at least 50% of the core credits available. Points are earned for certain efficiencies in categories
such as Indoor Environmental Quality, Building Materials and Resources, and Energy and
Atmosphere.

In addition to City policies and ordinances, existing federal and State programs are credited with
reducing green house gases in California. The City requires compliance with the California Energy
Commission's Title 24 energy efficiency standards for buildings, appliance energy efficiency
standards, diesel-engine idling restrictions, the required use of E6 fuel (6% ethanol, 94% gasoline),
and vehicle emission standards, which help to reduce the production of greenhouse gases
throughout the City.

The City also is a member of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), which covers
a six-county area. SACOG adopted a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) to provide a regional
vision for all modes of surface transportation and a guide for regional transportation investments.
The MTP uses State and federal funds that come to the region for programs designed to meet goals
which include: clean air; design of communities to encourage local walk, bicycle, and transit travel;
and for improvements to main routes that serve longer distance travel around the region -specifically
freeways, rail lines, and major roadways and streets that serve regional traffic.

Although building designs have not yet been prepared, some or all of the following energy
conservation measures that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions would be included in individual
building designs for the project when feasible and appropriate:

Architectural Items
e Specified products will consider locally produced and manufactured items as much as
possible where appropriate.
o The specified products will include options for use of recycled content.
o Exterior wall systems will be fully insulated beyond minimum Energy Code standards.

e The roofing systems will include insulation that meets or exceeds minimum Energy Code
requirements.

e Glazing will specify insulated Low-E glass with thermal break window frame systems.
Mechanical & Plumbing Systems

e Variable Frequency Drives (VFDs) will be specified for hot and chilled compressors and
water pumps.
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e Air Handling Units (AHU) will utilize a 100% Outside Air Economizer Cycle.
o "Low flow" water efficient fixtures will be specified throughout.
e Electronic faucets will be specified where appropriate.

e Hot water circulating systems will minimize wait time and water loss at fixtures. The systems
will be specified to operate on a timer to maximize hot water system efficiency.

e The VFDs will modulate to match actual building demands.
Electrical Systems

o All light fixtures for indoor use will be Fluorescent type with T-8 or T-5 lamps and Electronic
Ballasts.

o All exterior Light fixtures will be HID type.

e Use occupancy sensors for all areas allowed by code, such as offices and conference
rooms.

e Use VFD's as a means of motor starting on mechanical equipment.

e Energy star rated motors and fixtures will be specified for the project.
Landscape

¢ The landscape plans will call for the use of drought tolerant plant species wherever possible
in order to avoid excessive water demand.

e Use of mulch will be specified for landscape areas to further retain moisture.
Irrigation

o Irrigation systems will be designed so that the application rate does not exceed the infiltration
rate of the soil, and will minimize overspray and runoff.

e Control valves will be installed to account for different site-specific characteristics (i.e. full
sun/full shade, level/sloping, shrub/lawns, street trees, etc.).

¢ Rain sensors will interrupt the normal irrigation cycle when significant amounts of rainfall are
detected.

Because the project's contribution to greenhouse gas emissions in California would low by
comparison to a comparable level of development undertaken in a more traditionally suburban
location and density, because the project would represent the type of growth that will help the State
achieve consistency with AB 32, and because the project would incorporate all feasible greenhouse
gas reduction measures, project impacts to greenhouse gas emission would be considered less
than significant and the project’'s contribution to cumulative greenhouse gas emissions
would be considered less than considerable.

As is noted above, it is the conclusion of this analysis that the effects of the project related to
greenhouse gas emissions would be considered a less-than-significant effect and a less-than-
considerable contribution to cumulative effects. It was suggested by at least one commenter that
this FEIR should be recirculated for public review and comment with the analysis of greenhouse gas
emissions. CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 provides direction that an EIR is required to be
recirculated “when significant new information is added to the EIR” after the public review of the
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Draft EIR. Importantly, the Guideline states that “[n]Jew information added to an EIR is not
‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents
have declined to implement.” Since the analysis presented above documents that the project effect
is clearly less than significant and the project contribution to cumulative effects is less than
considerable, such recirculation is not required in this circumstance.

4.4.2 MoOBILE SOURCE HRA SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD
Response to Comments 25-15, 25-18, 25-74, 25-76, 26-7, 26-39, 26-40, and 26-43

In January 2007, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
published a document, Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses
Adjacent to Major Roadways, that proposed methods to evaluate risks that urban roadways with
annual average daily trips (AADT) in excess of 100,000 in an urban area, or in excess of 50,000 in a
rural area may impose. The guidance document includes risk assessment methods and data that
were used in ENVIRON's evaluation of risks that may result from the location of residences near
high-volume roadways. As stated in the guidance itself, the “document does not provide an
acceptable cancer risk level or a regulatory threshold; therefore it does not establish which projects
are acceptable and which are not”. As is true with most guidance from a commenting agency with
technical expertise, the guidance is intended to assist with the provision of analytical tools. Lead
agencies set standards of significance and determine whether a project imposes significant impacts.

There is currently very little guidance from the state about what risks are considered to be significant
from mobile sources. Many air agencies set risk thresholds for the permitting of stationary sources.
The threshold for permitting of stationary sources without additional controls is typically one cancer
in a million and chronic and acute risks less than 1.0, and allow cancer risks up to 10 in a million with
additional control technology. However, the setting of risk thresholds from mobile sources is much
more difficult.

There are several reasons why the setting of risks for mobile sources is more difficult:

1. The background risk for diesel particulate matter (DPM) statewide is greater than 500 in a
million

2. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is actively working to reduce diesel risk on a
statewide level by imposing strict new requirements on new and existing diesel equipment.

3. The CARB guidance on locating sensitive receptors does not restrict the location of sensitive
receptors near freeways based on risk

Because the background risks from diesel exhaust is so high, setting a threshold of 10 in a million
would be setting a significant impact threshold at approximately 2 percent of background.
Importantly, the risk from DPM statewide is being addressed through CARB'’s diesel risk reduction
program. As a result, risks that are estimated today from living near a freeway are being reduced as
a result of these programs. This makes the assessment of risk where long-term exposure is
considered, very difficult to evaluate. The risks from mobile sources are constantly decreasing with
the implementation of CARB’s diesel risk reduction program.

Finally, the difficulty of setting a risk threshold for these sources is also found in CARB guidance
issued in April 2005 on air quality and land use.?® This document specifically offered guidance on

23 California Air Resources Board (ARB). Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective. April 2005.
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the acceptable siting of sensitive land uses near sources of air toxics. This document evaluated
appropriate distance separation between sensitive receptors and several potential environmental
hazards: high-volume roadways; ports, railyards, distribution centers, chromium platers, gasoline
stations, and refineries. Where the guidance was able to reduce risks to less than ten in a million
with a 1000 foot separation or less, it recommended risks no greater than that level. This was true
for gasoline stations, refiners, and distribution centers. Where risks were higher than that level, the
guidance relied on reducing risks more than 70 percent from its peak. This is the approach that
CARB took with freeways, and the approach that SMAQMD used in developing its site-specific
guidance. As a result, no significance threshold is used, rather the significance threshold is the
reduction of risks by 70 percent, which is incorporated into the SMAQMD guidance which was
followed in this assessment. If future regulations are adopted, the project would comply with them,
thereby further reducing emissions.

4.4.3 QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
Response to Comments 25-74 and 26-42

The risks resulting from the emissions from contaminated soil during construction are very low,
approximately 0.17 percent of the typical significance level considered for risk evaluations of
stationary sources. Thus, is highly unlikely that modeling onsite receptors would result in risks
greater than this significance threshold. An evaluation of soil contaminant levels was performed by
ERM as a part of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and Remedial Action Plan required by
DTSC. According to the DTSC studies, all remediation activities for areas containing contaminated
soils would occur prior to excavation activities. In addition, no development would be allowed within
the Specific Plan Area until after soil remediation is completed to Target Cleanup Level Standards,
which would provide adequate safety for receptors with the highest risk of impact (construction
workers), as defined by the DTSC. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.5-1 of the Draft EIR
provides additional safeguards to ensure that construction impacts from soils remain below a level of
significance to the nearest receptors.

In order to evaluate the potential DPM impacts on off-site receptors generated from construction
equipment emissions, the HRA revised their analysis to ensure consistency with the equipment
assumptions included in the Draft EIR construction emissions calculations. The estimated risk from
exposure to DPM was slightly above 100 in a million (120) with a chronic hazard index of 0.81.As a
mobile source, the DPM impacts from construction vehicles would be subject to evaluation using the
NCP target risk range of 1 x 10“to 1 x 10°® and a chronic hazard risk standard of 1.0. The project
has measures in place including implementation of the AQMP that would reduce DPM impacts to
below established mobile source thresholds established by the NCP. Standard measures including
the use of diesel particulate filters would also ensure that impacts remain at a less than significant
level. The risks from large area sources, such as are being modeled in this evaluation are a
combination of exposure time, and the area emissions rate (grams per second per area of
construction) of the area nearest to the receptor. A quantitative analysis of the construction impacts
of on-site receptors was not preformed because any on-site residences would have a shorter
exposure duration than the off-site receptors, who are exposed to construction during the entire
construction project. For diesel risks and chronic hazard, the highest area emissions rate was from
Area 4. Area 4 has boundary receptors to the northeast. The second highest emission rates are
from Area 2. Area 2 is adjacent to residential receptors to the southeast (2F) and northwest. As a
result, impacts from all areas but those areas to the southeast are well-represented by the highest
emissions rates. It is unlikely that on-site modeling would result in risks substantially higher than
were presented in this assessment.
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4.4.4 FREEWAY EMISSIONS
Response to Comments 14-4, 25-15, 25-17, 25-73, 25-76, 26-7, and 26-41

Appendix O of the Draft EIR discussed the potential health impacts from freeway DPM emissions on
the proposed residences, to the east (downwind) of Interstate 5 (I-5) and to the south of the Richards
Boulevard, at the Railyards Redevelopment site. In that evaluation, it was concluded that if
residences were located at least 200 feet from the freeway, there would be no need for a site
specific HRA, as the risks would be below the evaluation criteria. This point on the look-up table is
shown highlighted in yellow below.

In addition, Residential Mixed Use (RMU) and Residential/lCommercial Mixed-Use (RCMU) have
been proposed to the west of I-5. The potential cancer risks from freeway DPM emissions at the
residences located to the west of I-5 are assessed using the same approach, as discussed in
Appendix O for the residences on the east side of I-5.

Following the ARB (California Air Resources Board) land use guidance** and SMAQMD
(Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District) recommendations,” a screening
approach was used to assess the incremental potential cancer risks from vehicles DPM emissions of
the section of freeway near to residences. Incremental risk is that risk above background. The
screening process involved the use of look-up tables that estimate DPM cancer risks based on the
project characteristics, which include freeway orientation, traffic volume of the freeway, and location
of the project relative to the freeway. The screening approach assumes current diesel truck
emissions per vehicle mile, rather than the lower diesel emissions that will results during full project
buildout. As aresult, it is conservative.

As discussed in Appendix O, the peak hour traffic volumes of the adjacent freeway section are
estimated to be up to 20,000 trips. Based on Table 2 from the SMAQMD guidance (attached below),
if the nearest new residence is placed no closer than 100 feet to the west (upwind) of I-5, the cancer
risks from the freeway DPM are estimated to be below 315 per million, also highlighted in yellow on
the table. This level does not exceed the evaluation criteria selected by the SMAQMD (446 per
million), and a site specific HRA is not recommended. The EIR erroneously identified the
SMAQMD'’s evaluation criteria as a threshold, when instead the value is used as a guidance figure.
Since no such threshold exists for the City or the AQMD, an accepted value measurement was used
to determine whether additional impact analysis would be required. Based on the accepted value
measure approach, an additional assessment is not needed.

24 Air Resources Board (ARB). Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April
2005.
25 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). 2007. Recommended Protocol for

Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways
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TABLE 2
DIESEL PM CANCER RISK (POTENTIAL INCREMENTAL CANCER CASES PER MILLION
PEOPLE) EAST AND WEST OF A NORTH-SOUTH ROADWAY
?f;l;i(ljour Receptor Distance from Edge of Nearest Travel Lane (feet)
(vehicle/hr) 10 | 25 | 50 100 200 300 400 500
Incremental Cancer Risk Per Million: East (downwind)
4000 249 213 168 117 75 57 45 36
8000 495 423 336 237 150 111 90 72
12000 744 636 504 354 225 168 132 111
16000 990 849 672 474 303 222 177 147
20000 1239 1062 840 591 378 279 222 183
24000 1488 1272 1008 711 453 336 267 219
Incremental Cancer Risk Per Million: West (upwind)
4000 159 123 93 63 39 27 21 18
8000 315 249 183 126 78 57 45 36
12000 474 375 276 189 117 87 69 54
16000 633 501 369 252 156 114 90 75
20000 792 627 459 315 198 144 114 93
24000 948 750 552 378 237 174 135 111
Source: Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways (ARB, January 2007).

4.4.5 MULTIPLE SOURCE EXPOSURE
Response to Comments 25-16, 26-7, and 26-42

Potential effects arising from exposure to multiple sources (mobile sources along I-5, rail
operations, and construction activities).

A screening assessment was conducted to evaluate the potential cancer risk due to DPM for the
new development resulting from its location proximate to the freeway and railway line. DPM from
both sources was evaluated using the protocol recommended by the SMAQMD. Potential risks due
to construction activities (grading and construction) were determined using CalEPA and USEPA risk
assessment methodology and included emission estimation, modeling, and risk calculations. Each
method is designed to predict the maximum risk at the maximum point of impact. It is very unlikely
that the maximum point of impact from these three sources is identical. As a result, while one could
add the risks from all three sources to generate a cumulative risk that would result in a substantial
overestimate of risks. It is possible that the maximum point of impact from the construction exhaust
and soil contaminants will be co-located. However, the potential risks from the contaminated soils
are so low that the addition of contaminated soil risk to the risk from DPM is negligible.

As discussed in the EIR, there is insufficient information to allow a detailed evaluation of the health
risks that may results from the SITF. The SITF was qualitatively evaluated by comparison to similar
projects in Vallejo an Union City, California. Development of the SITF would be subject to
subsequent environmental review related to HRA impacts upon availability of project specific
information.

4.4.6 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS — WORKER VEHICLE TRIPS

Response to Comments 18-14, 26-7, and 26-42

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not include construction worker vehicle trips in the
determination of significance for the project's impacts from the generation of ozone precursors.
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Ozone precursor emissions, specifically NO,, from worker commute vehicles were not included in
the Draft EIR calculations because most of the worker commute vehicles would be gasoline-
powered, a relatively minor source of NOy in comparison with the large diesel-powered engines of
the construction equipment. Based on experience with calculating worker commute NO, emissions
for other similar projects, emissions of the former typically amount to at most a few percent of the
total emissions. Even without worker commute emissions added, the construction equipment
emissions alone far exceed the SMAQMD significance threshold for construction phase NOy, as the
Draft EIR pointed out in Impact 6.1-2. Also, worker commute NO, emissions would not be included
in the calculation of the SMAQMD'’s Off-Site Construction Mitigation Fee, which is the primary means
of offsetting project construction NO, emissions. The SMAQMD'’s Construction Air Quality Mitigation
Plan Protocol states:

“If the projected construction related emissions for a project are not reduced to the District’s threshold of
significance (85lbs/day) by the application of the standard construction mitigation, then an off-site
construction mitigation fee should be applied. This fee is used by the District to purchase off-site
emissions reductions. This is done primarily through the District's Heavy Duty Incentive Program through
which select owners of heavy duty equipment in Sacramento County can re-power or retrofit their old
engines with cleaner engines or technologies.”

This makes it fairly clear that the focus of SMAQMD NO, mitigation efforts is on reducing emissions
from heavy duty equipment. The primary regulatory mechanism for reducing NO, emissions from
on-road motor vehicles is the Air Resources Board’'s increasingly stringent emission regulations,
which are mandatory for all motor vehicles sold in California, not just the project construction
workers commute vehicles.

Particulate Matter Emissions

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not address the impacts from fine particulate matter
(PM,5). However, the Draft EIR does present the findings of project-specific health risk analyses of
fine particulate matter in the forms the have the most potential for significant impacts to on- and
near-site receptors: diesel particulate matter from project construction equipment, motor vehicles
using I-5 and trains running on the UPRR line, and soil contaminants that would be contained in the
particulate matter suspended during on-site excavation and grading activity. The full text of the risk
assessments are included as Appendix O and their results are summarized in the Draft EIR air
guality section.

4.4.7 CONSTRUCTION PHASE NOy METHODOLOGY

Response to Comment 14-1

The commenter, in this case the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD), make a number of valid points about the project construction-phase NO, emissions
estimates: 1) that it was a manual calculation (though it was performed in accordance with the
procedures outlined in the SMAQMD CEQA Guide); 2) that it used “generic” assumptions about the
equipment to be used for project construction in the absence of specific equipment data from the
project sponsor (though the equipment and its scheduled use were chosen in accord with the
SMAQMD CEQA Guide); 3) that the pollutant emissions rates were kept constant, but are likely to
decrease with time (though the rates chosen were those specified in SMAQMD CEQA Guide for the
year of construction activity, or the last year specified in the Guide, and so in either case represent
maximum pollutant emissions for a worst case air quality analysis); and 4) that the analysis did not
specifically include removing/moving the UPRR rail lines (though the total acreage of the
construction site did include the area occupied by the UPRR rail lines and so, under the generic
“worst-case” procedures specified in the SMAQMD Guide, a case could be made for inclusion of the
emissions from the rail relocation).
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Most of the subsequent comments concerns a proposal for an alternative mitigation plan for assuring
that construction NOy is correctly accounted for and appropriate mitigation fees are paid, when
specifically involved a “phased payment approach with annual reconciliation and the provision of a
construction monitor.” The City is committed to exploring alternative mitigation strategies that the
SMAQMD believes would better guarantee acceptable air quality during project construction phases
and will coordinate with the SMAQMD on issues of pollutant control strategies, the timing of their
implementation, mechanisms for payment of fees, etc. prior to issuance of the first building permit.

4.4.8 EMISSIONS CONCLUSIONS

Response to Comment 25-20

The commenter notes correctly that the Draft EIR includes estimates construction NO, emissions
with the conclusion that proposed mitigations would reduce the NO, impact to an insignificant level,
but does not offer analysis to support such a conclusion. The conclusion is based on project
commitment to implement all required SMAQMD construction phase NO, reduction measures,
specifically that the project sponsor will use construction equipment that are at least 20 percent
cleaner that the present statewide-average and will pay a mitigation fee to the SMAQMD on all
remaining NO, emissions that exceed the SMAQMD's significance threshold. This fee will be used
to reduce NO, emissions from other sources in Sacramento County. The general sufficiency of the
reductions and fees, when applied to all construction projects in Sacramento County, to adequately
mitigate any significant air quality impacts relating to such emissions was determined by the
SMAQMD as part of the analysis for its regional ozone control plan. Consequently, project specific
construction NOy impact analysis is not required if an EIR’s mandatory mitigations include the
specific construction-phase NOy reduction measures specified in the SMAQMD CEQA Guide.

4.4.9 ODOR

Response to Comment 25-22

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR contains no analysis of the potential for odor impacts on
residential uses on parcels near the Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant (SRWTP). There are
no plans for residential or other odor-sensitive uses on the project site parcels adjacent to or near
the SRWTP.

4.4.10 PROJECT INFORMATION

Response to Comment 25-72

The commenter states that information contained in the Draft EIR on project phasing, construction
scheduling, proposed land use type/size/location, etc. a not sufficiently detailed at this time to allow a
project-level air quality impact assessment, and, further, that the air quality analysis presented in the
Draft EIR is based on average or typical condition, rather than worst case conditions.

Project information needed for an accurate, project-specific air quality analysis pertaining to both
construction and operational phases was available for Draft EIR analysis and all data used in the
analysis was included either in the Draft EIR or its technical appendices. This included a detailed
project description, construction phasing, size and locations of the land uses, and project-specific
traffic, utilities and energy analysis, etc. Air quality related emissions estimates and modeling of
carbon monoxide and TAC impacts were based on reasonable worst-case assumptions regarding
proposed activities that would produce air pollutant emissions, including equipment used, time taken
and areas graded during project construction, and energy used or traffic generated during project
operation.
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4.4.11 FucITivE PM METHODOLOGY
Response to Comment 14-1, 25-73, and 25-76

The commenter questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of fugitive PM during
construction in that the project analysis relied on the SMAQMD CEQA Guide which the commenter
contends is applicable only to much smaller projects. Although, taken as a whole, the proposed
project would be considered large by almost any standard, project development is expected to occur
in several phases over various sub-areas of the entire project site during a development period of
about 20 years. At any given time, construction activity will be occurring over portions of the project
site much smaller than the entire site. The SMAQMD Guide was consulted for construction
particulate control measures appropriate to the intensity and area of activity for each project phase,
and such SMADMD recommendations were incorporated into the Draft EIR. Further, dispersion
modeling was performed to assess the level of risk associated with TAC contained in on-site soils
that would be disturbed during construction. Such modeling was based on estimated equipment
used and maximum area worked during each phase. The results of the modeling study were
summarized in the Draft EIR and a complete technical report on its methods and findings was
included as a technical appendix. No significant air quality impacts were identified for particulate
pollutant or their component TACs.

4.4.12 MITIGATION/CONTROL MEASURES

Response to Comment 25-77

The commenter states the need for obtaining additional PM;q emission reductions for construction
activity and then includes a detailed list of specific control measures to obtain them. The SMAQMD
determined that the PM;o reduction measures that it has listed in Appendix B of its CEQA Guide are
sufficient to avoid significant PMy, impact during construction activities. All measures from Appendix
B that were appropriate to the proposed project were included as required mitigation measures in
the Draft EIR. If the SMAQMD has any reason to believe that further PMy, control measures are
desirable or feasible for the proposed project, it can pursue them during the pre-construction
conference with the project developer/contractor.

4.4.13 NO, MITIGATION MEASURES
Response to Comments 25-78 and 25-79

The commenter states the need for obtaining additional NO, emission reductions for construction
equipment and then includes a detailed list of specific reduction strategies, including alternative
fuels, equipment replacement, engine retrofit, add-on control devices, etc., available for obtaining
such reductions. There is no doubt that NO, from heavy-duty, diesel-powered construction
equipment is a major contributor of ozone precursor emissions in the Sacramento area. Accordingly,
the following strategies for reducing NO, emissions from such sources were included in the
Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan (SMAQMD 1994):

o Replace diesel powered vehicles with vehicles powered by cleaner fuels.

o Replace older, more polluting diesel engines with newer, cleaner diesel engines.

o Repower existing construction equipment with newer, lower-emitting engines or emissions
control technologies.

e Retrofit existing construction equipment with low-emissions emissions control equipment.

e Encourage the fuel industry to make cleaner fuels more available and more competitive.
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The SMAQMD determined that a reduction 5 tons per day in NO, emissions from mobile sources
was necessary to keep the Sacramento metropolitan area on track toward ozone standard
attainment. Accordingly, the SMAQMD adopted a construction emissions threshold of 85 pounds
per day of NOy as its CEQA significance standard and as part of its CEQA Guide, set a 20 percent
reduction goal for NO, emissions from construction equipment for each development project that
exceeds its significance threshold, and imposed a mitigation fee on emissions from projects that
exceed the threshold after the 20 percent reduction. The SMAQMD believes that these measures
are sufficient to maintain adequate progress toward regional attainment of the ozone standard. If the
SMAQMD has any reason to believe that further NO, emission reductions are desirable or feasible
for the proposed project, it can pursue them during the pre-construction conference with the project
developer/contractor.

All background documentation is located in Appendix C, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

4.4.14 AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Response to Comment 14-2

Operation-Related Mitigation

The commenter suggests that compliance with the AQMP be required not only as a mitigation
measure, but also as a condition of approval of the Specific Plan. As part of the entitlement package
being considered by the City, if the project is approved, the requirements of the AQMP will be
binding on the applicant not only through the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (*MMP”), but also through
the development agreement between the applicant and the City as well as through the Special
Planning District (“SPD”) ordinance. Project implementation will be based on the requirements of
the entire entitlement package and a process for ensuring compliance is set out in the SPD.
Perhaps unlike a typical project that does not include such a compliance process, the AQMP is
memorialized not only in the MMP or merely as a condition of approval, but also through the City's
zoning ordinance in the form of the development agreement and SPD. This addresses the
commenter's concern that in the future the Mitigation Monitoring Plan may be separated from the
project documents.

4.4.15 DRAFT AIR QUALITY MITIGATION PLAN IN EIR

Response to Comment 14-3

The commenter’s provisional endorsement of the Draft AQMP is noted. The AQMP as revised is
included in the FEIR.

4.4.16 URBEMIS MODEL ASSUMPTIONS

Response to Comment 25-75

The commenter states that the URBEMIS modeling that provided input data for the construction
health risk assessment included a number of flawed assumptions or model short comings. Every
attempt was made to have the URBEMIS modeling of construction air quality emissions done for the
Draft EIR include the most accurate input data based on the proposed project development plans
current at the time the modeling was carried out. Since then, as project plans have evolved and
data discrepancies have come to light, it has been necessary to re-do the construction modeling.
For this updated run, a manual calculation of PM;p; emissions from construction equipment was
completed based on the SMAQMD guidance for manual calculations. Because the SMAQMD does
not provide a method for manual calculation of fugitive dust emissions, but rather provides guidance
for using either an air dispersion model. URBEMIS can also calculate the PM;, emissions from
grading activities, and as such, URBEMIS was used to calculate fugitive dust emissions.
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URBEMIS was initialized with the most current project-specific data, if available; otherwise, the
URBEMIS model default parameters were used. The following details of the new URBEMIS runs
(for fugitive dust emissions from grading) relate to the commenter’'s specific points of instances of
flawed assumptions or model short comings:

e For the amount of project site acreage worked per day per phase, the URBEMIS default
assumption of 25% of the total project site per phase was used.

o For the amount of fugitive dust generated per acre, the 10 Ibs. per acre worked that was
used in the calculations is the URBEMIS default assumption for average conditions. The
average conditions were used for this calculation as there is no clear reason why the worst-
case conditions should apply, and a worst-case analysis scenario is not required under
CEQA guidelines.

As noted, the revised calculations used the SMAQMD’s manual calculation guidance to determine
PMj, emissions from grading during each of the project phases. Equipment assumptions for the
manual calculations were based on guidance from the SMAQMD. As this calculation is based on
the SMAQMD guidance, the equipment fleet was not “undersized” for the construction work to be
accomplished. The commenter also notes that cut and fill activities should be accounted for during
construction. According to the SMAQMD guidance for equipment assumptions, small cut and fill
activities would require the use of one bulldozer and one water truck for every 10 acres of project
size. The manual calculations included the recommended construction equipment for grading
activities (one bulldozer, one motor grader, and one water truck) during the entire grading phase
(which includes cut and fill activities). Therefore, because the pieces of equipment that are
recommended for grading phase are more conservative than those recommended for the cut and fill
activities, the emissions calculations for grading would be sufficient to account for potential impacts
from any cut and fill activities that may occur during the grading phase.

The commenter also notes that URBEMIS does not calculate emissions from on-road vehicles. In
fact URBEMIS can calculate on-road vehicle trips for load hauling based on the total miles per day
for on-road vehicle trips; however, the revised calculations were completed using the SMAQMD’s
manual calculation method, which does not require the calculation of emissions from these activities.

The commenter notes that the previous calculations were based on a site acreage of approximately
180 acres. The 180 acres represents the land use development areas that would be occupied by
the project structures. The revised URBEMIS modeling and manual calculations increased the site
acreage from the 180-acre land use development area to about 237 acres, which includes the on-
site roadway network. The 237-acre area used in the model matches that of the EIR analysis
scenario acreage as clarified in Appendix C of the Draft EIR Appendix.

The pollutant emissions produced by the new URBEMIS runs were input into the dispersion model
used for the construction phase health risk assessment. No significant health risks were found to
occur (see Section 6.1). Thus, the revised calculations did not result in a different conclusions than
those reached in the Draft EIR.

In addition, the commenter requests that additional reductions of emissions beyond the SMAQMD
recommended 45 percent reduction of particulate matter emissions. While there may be available
measures that would reduce the project’'s emissions beyond the 45 percent reduction, the SMAQMD
does not provide any recommendations for the additional emission reductions called for by the
commenter, and therefore are not warranted under SMAQMD guidance.

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

P:\Projects - WP Only\51234.00 Railyards\!FEIR\4.04 Air Quality.doc 4 . 4'39



4.4 Air Quality

4.4.17 TAC ANALYSIS

Response to Comment 25-14

The comment notes correctly that health risk assessment (HRA) conducted for the Draft EIR
concluded that toxic air contaminant (TAC) impact at the point of closest approach of proposed
residential uses to the I-5 freeway would not exceed the threshold set in the SMAQMD Guidance,
and therefore found the impact would not be significant. However, the comment cites a recent
study by Gauderman et al that purports to find evidence of adverse impacts to children living close to
freeways. The significance threshold used in the Draft EIR was based on the preponderance of
scientific evidence to date and is therefore the best available measure of significance for CEQA
purposes. It is possible that this criterion would be altered in the future based in new findings, which
may include the cited study. But at this time the consensus on the choice of criterion is in favor of
the one the Draft EIR used.

4.4.18 AQMP MITIGATION MEASURES

Response to Comment 25-21

The comment claims that a project needs to adopt all feasible mitigation measures when an impact
is identified as significant but immitigable, but that the project’'s AQMP did not adopt all such feasible
ozone precursor emission reduction measures, and further that the project's AQMP did not identify
how it determined the reduction effectiveness of the measures it did adopt. The AQMP was based
on a master list of feasible mitigation measures and their expected control effectiveness, as
determined by the SMAQMD and presented in Appendix F of their CEQA Guide. The project
included all applicable mitigations from this list with their respective control effectiveness. The entire
project AQMP was in included as an appendix to the Draft EIR.

4.4.19 AQMP ASSUMPTIONS

Response to Comment 16-4

Commenter correctly notes that the stated acreage of the Specific Plan Area in the Draft AQMP is
incorrect. The Final AQMP correctly states that the Plan area consists of 244 acres. Additionally,
commenter correctly notes that the project objectives in the Draft AQMP are different from the
project objectives in the Draft EIR. The AQMP has been changed so that the project objectives are
the same. The Final AQMP as revised is included in the FEIR.

Commenter also notes that the housing numbers provided in the Draft AQMP is different than the
numbers stated in the Draft EIR. The housing numbers purposely differ from the housing numbers
stated in the project description of the Draft EIR. The housing numbers used for the AQMP were the
same numbers used for the traffic and circulation analysis. Table 6.12-12 of Draft EIR on p. 6.12-55
acknowledges the difference between the numbers used for the traffic study and the numbers stated
in the Draft EIR Project Description. The numbers used for the traffic study were the same used for
AQMP analysis. The higher numbers are based on maximum office space build-out. Office space is
the most intensive transportation use and therefore provides a better analysis of potential
environmental impacts. Regardless, the higher residential housing numbers will have no impact on
the Final AQMP. As the numbers currently are in the AQMP, they provide analysis for the highest
possible environmental impact. In the event that the project obtains approval for 12,500 residential
units (or less), the result would be a more conservative plan, and therefore, a decreased
environmental impact than what is currently presented in the AQMP.
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4.4.20 AQMP CONSISTENCY WITH PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Response to Comments 16-5 and 16-6

Both comments refer to specific elements within the Project Description portion of the AQMP. The
AQMP states, “The project is fully described in the Introduction and Project Description chapters of
the Draft EIR. The following serves as a summary of pertinent information relevant to the AQMP.”
(Final AQMP, p. 2.) Absence of a particular transit station, either in a map or body of the discussion,
would not affect the findings of the AQMP, or the importance of a particular station in the
implementation of any mitigation measure.

Specifically, commenter requests that the 7" Street Light Rail Station be identified on Figure 3.
Figure 3 is provided to give the reader understanding of the allowable land uses for each parcel
within the Specific Plan Area. Additionally, commenter requests specific mention of the 7™ Street
Light Rail Station in the discussion of Light Rail Transit in the Project Description. As stated above,
the project description is intended to only give an overview of the pertinent elements of the Specific
Plan in relation to the AQMP. Light Rail Transit is a critical component of reducing environmental
impacts from the increased population that development of the Specific Plan will bring.

4.4.21 AQMP MITIGATION METHODOLOGY
Response to Comments 16-7, 16-8, 16-9, and 16-10

AQMP Mitigation Measure 18 awards points for developing high-density residential development. A
natural conclusion from high-residential development is the need for bus service through the newly
developed area. The AQMP recognizes this logical conclusion and states that Mitigation Measure
6.12-6, enforceable and distinct from the AQMP Mitigation Measures, will address the increased
demand for bus service. Outside of providing context for the entire project and how Mitigation
Measures will work together to achieve project objectives, Mitigation Measure 6.12-6 does not
directly impact the points awarded from implementation of AQMP Mitigation Measure 18.

Comment 16-8 states that AQMP Mitigation Measure 6 should discuss removing pedestrian barriers
between activity areas and transit. Mitigation Measure 6 specifically pertains to minimizing barriers
to pedestrian access and interconnectivity. The AQMP states, “The only barriers will be those
designed to protect pedestrian safety by preventing access to railroad tracks.” (Final AQMP, p. 15.)
Additionally, the AQMP highlights the presence of a pedestrian tunnel in Figure 6, which will provide
greater interconnectivity between transit areas and the rest of the Railyards.

Comment 16-9 disagrees with the credit allocation under AQMP Mitigation Measure 10a. The
commenter feels that providing parking with in % mile of transit is not transit-friendly and
subsequently believes the credit should not be given. Any final determination of credit allocation will
be made by the SMAQMD. Currently, the project far exceeds the required 15 percent reduction. In
the event that any point allocation is reduced, the project will still be able to meet the 15 percent
emissions reduction requirement.
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4.5.1 LIGHT AND WATER QUALITY IMPACTS ON BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Response to Comments 18-15, 33-2, 36-1, and 40-2

This response addresses comments 18-15, 36-1, and 40-2. Several comments were received
regarding the impacts of the Specific Plan Area to wildlife movement, effects on listed fish species
due to construction of the outfall to the Sacramento River, and the effect of light sources on wildlife.
As discussed in Impact 6.2-9 of the Draft EIR, the terrestrial (emphasis added) portions of the
Specific Plan Area do not serve as wildlife corridors or linkages, and the construction and operation
of the Specific Plan Area or the stormwater outfall would not result in disturbance to the extent that it
would permanently and substantially interfere with the movement of resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species, nor would it substantially affect habitat quality. The Sacramento River does function
as a wildlife corridor for aquatic species but as discussed in Impact 6.2-3 of the Draft EIR,
implementation of Mitigation Measures 6.2-3(a) through 6.2-3(f) would restrict in-channel work to
times outside the peak in and out migration (Table 6.2-5), replace permanently impacted habitat,
implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent accidental loss and reduce potential
construction impacts, and restore the removed riparian vegetation to mitigate for loss of riparian
habitat (see Best Management Practices For Industrial Storm Water Pollution Control; Stormwater
Quality Program, County of Sacramento). This, in combination with compliance with the California
Endangered Species Act, the Federal Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act (CWA)
Regulations, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Regulations, local water
quality, and runoff standards, and implementation of Mitigation Measures 6.6-2(a) and (b), and 6.6-5
would reduce the project’s impacts to the riverine migratory species, including long-term operational
impacts and those associated with high storm events to a less-than-significant level by avoiding and
minimizing those impacts to migratory species within the river, ensuring stormwater water quality
discharged to the river is within permitted discharge limits, and are designed to protect the
designated beneficial uses of the river. Further, the following sentence in the third paragraph on
page 6.2-37 of the Draft EIR is changed to read,

Under these conditions, low quality nutrient rich water with low dissolved oxygen levels that

had-been-in-thecisternthroughoutthe-drny-seasen could be discharged into the river.

Also, see response to comment 4.9.1 in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality in this Final EIR
for operation of the cistern during dry season flows.

As discussed in Impact 6.2-9, exposure to artificial light can create problems for species adapted to
using light- or the absence of light- to aid in orientation, feeding, and mating. In these cases,
ecological light pollution may interrupt natural behaviors, expose individuals to higher predation
levels, reduce feeding or foraging activities, or disrupt navigational abilities. Although the Specific
Plan Area is located within the highly illuminated area of Sacramento, to reduce project-related light
and noise impacts to fish and wildlife species in and adjacent to the project area Mitigation Measure
6.2-9 will be implemented. This measure contains specific mechanisms to reduce potential night
lighting impacts by ensuring light spillover is minimized to the extent practicable in areas within 500
feet of the river. The proposed lighting within this 500 foot buffer would include shields, and would be
directed and controlled in order to prevent spillage onto the river and riparian area so as to not affect
the wildlife use of these areas. The use of downcast luminaries and wattage restrictions in exterior
light fixtures would result in close spacing and lower intensity light that is directed downward in order
to minimize glare on adjacent uses and minimize impacts to night sky views. As a result, this impact
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would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by minimizing spill-over to the adjacent riparian
area.

Additional light-reducing measures required by Mitigation Measure 6.2-9 include vegetative
screening along the river portion of the Specific Plan Area to avoid degradation of habitat values for
wildlife along the river portion of the site. The vegetative screen would be chosen so that it would be
effective year-round and would be maintained during the year in accordance with the City's
landscaping requirements and the standards set forth in the proposed Design Guidelines, subject to
review by the City Design Commission, Planning Commission, and the City Council.

Although overall ambient lighting would increase within and adjacent to the Specific Plan Area, the
project purposes, and other factors such as; City lighting requirements and safety considerations
limit the use of more intense lighting restrictions (such as the exclusive use of fully shielded lights).
This, in addition to the practicality of extending lighting restriction to other portions of the site.
However, as currently proposed, the mitigation and avoidance measures identified above, would
ensure that the additional lighting resulting from the development of the Specific Plan would not
interfere substantially with the movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

4.5.2 VALLEY ELDERBERRY LONGHORN BEETLE

Response to Comment 18-16

This response addresses comment 18-16, which involves the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
(VELB) and the current state of a United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) “take” permit. As
discussed in Impact 6.2-4 of the Draft EIR, the USFWS issued a renewable take permit for the
Railyards Remediation Project, (TE023739) which allows the removal of 87 plants with up to 261
stems greater that one inch. Although the exact number of stems removed under this permit is
currently not known, discussions with staff from the Remediation Project indicate that most of the 44
elderberry shrubs identified within the Specific Plan Area are covered by this take permit. However,
as discussed within the Draft EIR, until the permit is renewed allowing regrowth to be removed, it
cannot be positively stated that all of the 44 bushes are covered. Consequently, any take of VELB
would be considered a significant impact because it is a federally listed threatened species.
However, compliance with the federal regulatory regime for the recovery of VELB, as identified
within Impact 6.2-4, ensures that removal of elderberry shrubs in the Specific Plan Area would be
less than significant and no additional mitigation is necessary. Maintenance of the 244-acre project
site to ensure that recolonization of elderberry bushes does not occur outside of appropriate open
space areas (e.g., the riverine riparian) would continue throughout the construction and operation of
the project.

4.5.3 CLARIFICATION OF TERMINOLOGY
Response to Comments 18-17 and 18-18

This response addresses comments 18-17 and 18-18 that address CWA jurisdiction and plant
terminology. As discussed in paragraph 2 of page 6.2-25 of the Draft EIR, the Sacramento River is a
"Navigable Waters of the U.S.," as defined in the Federal Register (33 CFR part 329). Any
development within the river, must comply with Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33
U.S.C. 403) and Section 404 of the CWA (33 U.S.C. 1344). As discussed in Impact 6.2-8 of the
Draft EIR, it is anticipated that grading and construction associated with the stormwater outfall could
require fill to be placed below the ordinary high watermark of the Sacramento River. As identified
above this would require permitting under Section 404 (and 401) of the CWA. However, this riverine
habitat is not a wetland or special aquatic site and therefore, when related to the threshold identified
in Impact 6.2-8, there would be no impact.
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The commenter also identified several grammatical errors within Table 6.6-2 and the following
changes to the Draft EIR will occur to correct these.

TABLE 6.2-2

PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED WITHIN THE SPECIFIC PLAN AREA

Scientific Name

Common Name

Ailanthus altissima

Tree-of-heaven

Avena fatwa-fatua Wild oats
Brassica rapa Birdsrape mustard
Bromes Bromus dianthus Rip gut brome

Centadries Centaurea solstitialis

Yellow start thistle

Cephalanthus occidentalis

Buttonbush

Convolvulus arvensis

Field bindweed

Cynodon dactylon

Bermuda grass

Epilobium brachycarpum

Annual fireweed

Eriodictyon californicum

Yerba santa

Erodium botrys

Filaree, storksbill

Erodium cicutarium

Red-stemmed filaree

Eucalyptus sp.

Eucalyptus

Ficus carica

Common fig

Juglans californica

California black walnut

Lactuca serriola

Prickly lettuce

Liquidambar styraciflua

Sweet gum tree

Lolium perenne

Perennial ryegrass

Lotus purshianus var. purshianus

Spanish clover

Lotus wrightii Deer vetch
Melilotus alba White sweet clover
Nerium oleander Oleander

Nicotiana glauca

Tree tobacco

Plantago major

Broadleaf plantain

Polypogon monspeliensis

Rabbitfoot

Populus fremontii

Fremont cottonwood

Prunus glandulosa

Flowering almond

Prunus spp. Almond tree
Quercus agrifolia Live oak

Quercus lobata Valley oak
Raphanus sativus Wild radish

Rubus discolor

Himalayan blackberry

Salix exigua

Narrow leaf willow

Salix gooddingii

Goddings willow

Salix lasiolepis

Arroyo willow

Senecio vulgaris

Common groundsel

Silibum marianum Milkthistle
Sorghum halapense-halepense Johnsongrass
Tamarix ramosissima Salt cedar
Trifolium spp. Clover
Ulmus Pparvifolia Chinese elm
Ulmus spp. Elm tree
Verbascum thapsus Common mullein
Vicia villosa Hairy vetch

Vitis californica

California wild grape

Washingtonia filifera

California fan palm

Source: PBS&J, 2006.
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4.5.4 PURPLE MARTIN
Response to Comments 11-18, 20-1, and 31-1 through 31-12

Several comments were received regarding the impacts of the Specific Plan Area to the purple
martin (Progne subis) colony under the | Street Bridge eastern offramp. In general the commenters
raise the following: 1) The use of sufficient published information about the | Street colony, 2) The
adequacy of mitigation for impacts to the colony, 3) The analysis of long-term operational impacts,
and 4) Cumulative impacts analysis. The following discussion addresses each of these by topic.

Published Information

The Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR contains 27 citations for literature or sources
used. These sources were the best available information and were deemed adequate for the
programmatic analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Non-cited background literature included
numerous additional electronic publications as well as purple martin-specific publications such as
Zeiner et al. 1990, Airola and Grantham 2003, and the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG). The City is aware that Mr. Airola has published numerous articles on the Sacramento
purple martin colonies but many of these were published in limited-distribution circulations (e.g.,
Central Valley Bird Club Bulletin and the Purple Martin Update) which are not readily available or
easily obtainable. Consequently, the best available information was used in the analysis. However,
in reference to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, as stated in Section 15204(a) of the CEQA
Guidelines, the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible in light of
factors such as the geographic scope of the project, the magnitude of the project, and the severity of
the likely environmental impacts. As further expressed in Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines,
“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.” In this case, the
literature used was what was reasonably feasible to obtain and sufficient to use to assess impacts to
this species. This included published data from the CDFG, and other pertinent and reliable sources
that were more readily available.

The City appreciates the additional documentation provided by the commenter and have used it in
formulating the following responses.

Appropriate Mitigation

The commenters assert that the Draft EIR does not contain adequate mitigation for potential impacts
and that the project’'s mitigation may have additional detrimental effects. Specifically, the concern is
that the proposed mitigation does not address the potential significant effects of reducing
reproduction through displacement.

As stated in Impact 6.2-7 of the Draft EIR, the loss of this colony, or disruption such that the project-
related disturbance causes abandonment of active nests or an increased mortality or reduced
reproductive success that would lead to the local extirpation of, or reduction in the population at this
colony below self-sustaining levels, would be a significant impact.

It is important to note that the areas of the | Street Bridge where the colony currently nests will not be
physically impacted by the proposed Specific Plan. As discussed on the proposed project’s Project
Description, the elevated portion of Jibboom Street will be removed but the | Street Bridge, where
the colony currently nests, will remain intact. Other indirect impacts, including potential disturbance
from nearby construction and the loss of nesting material collection sites and perching areas would
occur. To offset these potentially significant impacts the Draft EIR included Mitigation Measures
6.2-7(a) and 6.2-7(b), which, in part, would exclude martins from nesting areas that would be
physically impacted by construction; thus limiting the chance that nesting birds would be impacted.
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However, recent studies performed by Mr. Airola have shown that exclusion of birds may, in itself,
prevent future nesting from occurring as the colony could be permanently displaced. Consequently,
the following changes to the proposed mitigation shall occur; they have been developed with the aid
of Mr. Airola and are specifically designed for the | Street colony:

Mitigation Measure 6.2-7(a) shall be replaced with the following:

6.2-7 a)

Prior to the realignment of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and/or removal

of the existing overhead utility lines, the following measures shall be

implemented to reduce impacts to the purple martins.

1.

To offset loss the loss of nesting material gathering sites and reduce

potential predation from feral cats using tall vegetation as ambush
points, during railroad track realignment the City shall ensure that
weed abatement measures are conducted (e.qg., weed whacking) bi
weekly from March 15" to May 15". The area to be maintained is the
area that extends out 600 feet north of the existing railroad, as
detailed on Figure 2. The plant waste shall be left in place from March
15" to May 15" to allow the purple martins to use the “waste” for nest
building material. This measure is temporary and shall only occur
while the existing railroad tracks are being realigned.

To offset the potential impacts from loss of perching wires the project

applicant _shall erect at least 230 feet of permanent perching
structures within 200 feet the colony. The wires shall be erected,
before the removal of the existing utility lines and poles and should be
3/8-3/4 inch in diameter and shall be at least 19.5 feet off the ground.
Pole mounted structures could be mounted on light poles or fencing
for stability. The project applicant may also consult with the California
State Railroad Museum as to the possibility of the perches being
erected, within their state lands.

As identified in Figure 2, landscaping within 120 feet of the colony

shall be planned as to not disrupt the flight access to the colony,
small and medium size non fruit-bearing trees shall be incorporated
to the landscaping plans. Landscaping plans shall also consider the
option of prohibiting fruit-bearing trees within 500 feet of the site and
not removing all the grass and tree clippings from the area during
maintenance specifically at the beginning of the nesting season
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(March 15" to May 15" as to allow the purple martins to use the
clippings as nesting materials.

i) Until the proposed open space that is adjacent to the | Street
Colony is landscaped as detailed in above in 6.2-7 (a)(3), the
project applicant shall, from March 15" to May 15", supply
nesting material (straw, pine needles, etc.) in designated
areas close to the colony for use by the purple martins while
the planted trees and shrubs develop. The areas should be
no further than 200 feet from perching wires.

4. So long as the | Street Colony is active, landscaping trees adjacent to
the purple martin _colony shall include pine species (Pinus spp.) to
provide a permanent source of nesting material. The pine needles
that have dropped to the ground shall not be removed during
landscape maintenance from January 1% to May 15".

Mitigation Measure 6.2-7 (b) shall be revised as follows:

b) Although purple martins are tolerant of human activities, if active nests are
present no construction shall be conducted within 100 feet of the edge of the
purple martin colony (as demarcated by the active nest hole closest to the
construction activity) during the beginning of the purple martin breeding
season from April-15-to-August-1t-March 15" to May 15". The buffer area
shall be avoided to prevent destruction or disturbance to the nest(s) until it is
no longer active. The size of the buffer area may be adjusted if a qualified
biologist and CDFG determine it would not be likely to have adverse effects
on the martins. The site characteristics used to determine the size of the
modified buffer should include; a) topographic screening; b) distance from
disturbance to nest; c) the size and quality of foraging habitat surrounding the
nest; and d) sensitivity of the species to nest disturbances. No project activity
shall commence within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that
any nests are no longer active. In addition, no equipment shall be parked or
stored beneath the | Street on-ramp or the I-5 overpass at the | Street on-
ramp during the breeding season (April 15" to August 1%).

With incorporation of these revised mitigation measures impacts would remain less than significant.

Long-Term Operational Impacts

The commenters assert that the Draft EIR does not address the potential long-term impacts of the
proposed project. Specifically, the commenters assert that impacts of the project, including the loss
of perching wires, loss of nesting materials collecting sites, loss of foraging space and access,
increased exposure to competition from European Starlings, predation from feral cats, and increased
mortality from vehicular collisions could result in significant impacts.

Although Impact 6.2-7 of the Draft EIR recognizes the potentially significant impact that development
of the Specific Plan could have on the colony, as stated above, the | Street Bridge where the colony
currently nests will not be physically impacted by the proposed project. Only the elevated portion of
Jibboom Street will be removed and the | Street Bridge, where the colony currently nests, will remain
intact. Consequently, there would be no direct impacts to the colony from demolition activities
associated with the Specific Plan and the analysis in the Draft EIR is sufficient.
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Potential impacts due to the loss of nesting material collection sites and perching areas would be
mitigated per the revised Mitigation Measure 6.2-7, and these issues are addressed on the
preceding section of this response to comment. Consequently, the impact would remain less than
significant, the analysis in the draft EIR is sufficient.

Potential impacts associated with loss of foraging habitat would not occur. The commenter, Mr.
Airola, noted in a meeting conducted at the site in response to this comment, that the primary
foraging areas of the martins are south of the project site, outside of the Specific Plan boundaries.
Consequently, the impact would remain less than significant.

Potential impacts associated with loss of access to the nesting areas would not be expected to occur
as the | Street Bridge would not be physically altered and the area immediately adjacent to the
nesting site would not be altered in such a way as to significantly impact the approach to the nesting
areas. Specifically, the areas surrounding the colony, including the | Street Bridge onramp, would
remain as a transportation—orientated parcel, the same type of land use that currently exists at the
site. Consequently, the access to the nesting area would not be substantially different from its
current state and the impact would remain less than significant. Therefore, the analysis in the draft
EIR is sufficient.

The commenters state that the proposed Specific Plan would result in significant impacts from
increased competition from European starlings. However, increased competition from European
starlings would not likely result in significant impacts as the landscaping requirements identified
within Mitigation Measure 6.2-6 would limit the location of fruiting (i.e., starling-friendly) trees, and
the northern approach ramp to the | street Bridge would remain and would continue to discourage
starlings from using the | Street Bridge for nesting. Therefore, with the current design and
implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.2-7 the impact would remain less than significant.

The commenters expressed concern that proposed project would result in increased exposure to
predation from feral cats. The City is currently working on an ordinance that would help reduce the
feral cat population within the City, and development of the project site would reduce the habitat
available for feral cats. Therefore, the impact of feral cats on purple martins would be minimized.
Homes within the project are planned in the eastern side, well away from the purple martin
population, and thus any domestic cats would be kept away from the colony. The impact would
remain less than significant.

The commenters had additional concerns regarding increased mortality from vehicle collisions.
However, the area surrounding the martin colony, where collisions would be most likely, would
remain in its current transportation-oriented land use and the majority of the changes in circulation
would occur away from the nesting area. As the land uses would not change and the traffic volumes
in the immediate area of the nesting sites are not expected to significantly increase (see Section 6.2
of the Draft EIR) the proposed project would not be expected to result in a substantial increase in
vehicular-related martin deaths. Therefore, the impact would remain less than significant.

Cumulative Analysis

The commenters assert that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently address the potential cumulative
impacts of the proposed Specific Plan on purple martins and that the cumulative impacts for the
proposed project should be considered significant. Impact 6.2-11 of the Draft EIR recognizes that the
conversion of plant and wildlife habitat on a regional level as a result of cumulative development
would result in a regional significant cumulative impact on special status species and their habitats,
including purple martins. It also states that construction of the Specific Plan would contribute to a
loss of regional biological resources through the incremental conversion of habitat for special-status
species to human use, and thus limit the availability and accessibility of remaining natural habitats to
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regional wildlife. Mitigation Measures 6.2-5 through 6.2-10 provide mechanisms to identify sensitive
species prior to ground disturbance and require mitigation that would result in no net loss of these
species. Mitigation Measure 6.2-7 is specifically designed to avoid and /or mitigate potentially
significant impacts to purple martins. Implementation of these mitigation measures, in combination
with compliance with State and FESA’'s, CWA Regulations, NPDES permit requirements, and the
Fish and Game Code of California would reduce the Specific Plan Area’s cumulative contribution to
the Regional loss of special-status and sensitive plant and wildlife and their habitat to less-than-
significant levels and additional mitigation for cumulative impacts to purple martins would not be
required.
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4.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.6.1 CIRCULATION OF REFERENCE MATERIALS

Response to Comments 5-1, 5-2, and 5-16

The ARG Report was not incorporated by reference. Rather, the report was reviewed in preparation
of the Historical Resources Impact Analysis Report prepared by JRP and cited accordingly.
Relevant information from the ARG report was included in the JRP Report which was appended to
the Draft EIR. As required by CEQA, the ARG Report has been and is available for review at the
City’s North Permit Center at 2101 Arena Boulevard, Suite 200, Sacramento.

4.6.2 LEVEL OF DETAIL REGARDING TENANTS AND USES
Response to Comments 11-8, 11-11, 12-8, 12-11, and 22-8

As stated in the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan identifies the proposed land use and zoning
designations for the plan area which in conjunction with the Design Guidelines provides the
maximum height and massing of buildings as well as allowed uses in each of areas. The Draft EIR
recognizes that specific uses do not need to be known to assess the environmental impacts. The
Draft EIR states that the buildings will be retained and all work within the Historic District will conform
with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, regardless of
the uses to which the resources are put.

4.6.3 MITIGATION MEASURES FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Response to Comments 26-9 and 26-47

This response addresses Comment 26-47, which asked why the mitigation measures for
archaeological resources only applied to the Archaeologically Sensitive Areas (ASA). While some
mitigation measures are appropriate for just the ASAs the monitoring mitigation measure was
intended to apply to the entire Specific Plan Area. The following text change is proposed to
Mitigation Measure 6.3-1(e) on page 6.3-48 of the Draft EIR to correct that error. No change to the
finding of less than significant with mitigation incorporated would result from this change.

e) All Eearth-moving activities within the Specific Plan Area areas-identified-in-the-ATR
shall be monitored by an archaeologist approved by the City of Sacramento
Preservation Director. Prior to any earth-moving activities, for each phase of the
project a focused Monitoring and Unanticipated Discovery Plan shall be written by a
gualified archaeologist and submitted to the City of Sacramento Preservation
Director for_approval. In the event that unanticipated archaeological resources or
human remains are encountered, compliance with federal and state regulations and
guidelines regarding the treatment of cultural resources and human remains shall be
required. The following details the procedures to be followed in the event that new
cultural resource sites or human remains are discovered.

i. If the monitoring archaeologist believes that an archaeological resource has
inadvertently been uncovered, all work adjacent to the discovery shall cease, and
the appropriate steps shall be taken, as directed by the Preservation Director in
consultation with the archaeologist, to protect the discovery site. The area of
work stoppage will be adequate to provide for the security, protection, and
integrity of the archaeological resources in accordance with Federal and State
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Law. At a minimum the area will be secured to a distance of 50 feet from the
discovery. Vehicles, equipment, and unauthorized personnel will not be
permitted to traverse the discovery site. The archaeologist will conduct a field
investigation and assess the significance of the find. Impacts to cultural
resources shall be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through data recovery
or other methods determined adequate by the archaeologist and that are
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Archaeological
Documentation.  All identified cultural resources shall be recorded on the
appropriate DPR 523 (A-L) form and filed with the North Central Information
Center.

4.6.4 TREATMENT AND RECOVERY PLAN FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Response to Comments 5-15, 26-9, 40-6, and 40-10

A Remedial Design and Implementation Plan (RDIP) was prepared by ERM-West, Inc. in April 2004.
The RDIP was prepared in order for soil remediation activities to commence on the former Southern
Pacific Transportation Company Sacramento Rail Yard. Per requirement from the City of
Sacramento, UPRR agreed to provide monitoring of excavations for industrial, pre-industrial, and
pre-historic artifacts and an Industrial Artifact Handling Plan (IAHP) was prepared and appended to
the RDIP. The IAHP provides detailed procedures for monitoring and handling industrial, pre-
industrial, and pre-historic artifacts encountered during the remediation project. UPRR also retained
a qualified representative from the California State Railroad Museum to assess industrial artifacts
and a team of archaeologist to assess pre-industrial and pre-historic artifacts. (ERM-West, Inc.,
Union Pacific Railroad Company Remedial Design and Implementation Plan Former Southern
Pacific Transportation Company Sacramento Rail Yard Sacramento, California, April 2004, page
1-4) Dana McGowan of Jones and Stokes prepared the Sacramento Rail Yard Cultural Resources
Monitoring Status Summary Memo (August 13, 2007), which was prepared based on a review of the
existing documentation related to the remediation activities, a review of the existing monitoring
activities, and conversations with the current qualified archaeologist conducting monitoring at the
project site. The memo concluded the level of monitoring to date has been sufficient in identifying
important archaeological remains in the project site.

4.6.5 PRESERVATION IN PLACE CONSIDERATION

Response to Comment 5-15

As stated on page 6.3-48 of the Draft EIR, upon a discovery, all preservation options shall be
considered as required by CEQA, including possible avoidance, capping, or data recovery of the
resource. Preservation in place is the preferred method of mitigating impacts on significant
archaeological resources. If avoidance is not possible and data recovery excavation is the only
feasible mitigation, a data recovery plan must be prepared and adopted before any excavation.
Mitigation Measure 6.3-6 provides for the preservation in place of any remaining features of the First
Transcontinental Railroad as stated on page 6.3-54 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 6.3-2
provides for the preservation in place of the Central Shops (p. 6.3-49 of the Draft EIR). For any
currently unknown archaeological resources that are discovered during earth-moving activities,
Mitigation Measure 6.3-1(e) provides for the monitoring archaeologist to take steps to mitigate
impacts to a less-than-significant level through data recovery or other methods determined adequate
by the archaeologist and that are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Archaeological Documentation” (see Mitigation Measure 6.3-1 on page 6.3-48 of the Draft EIR and
text change noted above for Mitigation Measure 6.3-1(e)).
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Prehistoric-Era Resources

Two ASAs, Slater’'s Addition and Central Shops, have extensive open space, which may provide an
opportunity to preserve some aspect of the archaeological record in place. Previous excavations
along H Street have shown that prehistoric archaeological sites in the immediate vicinity may not be
encountered until excavations reach a depth of nine feet below surface. If prehistoric resources are
confined to these greater depths, it may be possible to cap the sensitive areas prior to any
development.

Historic-Era Resources

The Specific Plan Area offers limited opportunities to preserve historic-era resources in place,
notably the preservation of the historic structures within the historic core of the Central Shop. In
other areas, if preservation in place is not possible, other options that may be used to convey the
historic significance of the area.

4.6.6 JUSTIFICATION OF ASAS

Response to Comment 26-46

Settlement pattern consisted of permanent or winter settlements of 15 to several hundred people
situated on low knolls near streams and above marshy floodplains. Village sites varied according to
topography. In the Sacramento Valley they were located along the rivers, which were better
protected from flooding and offered access to a variety of resources located in and around the rivers,
marshes and sloughs. Ethnographic data suggest that Native American hunted and gathered seeds,
grasses, and insects in the meadows, marshes, and sloughs.

While cultural resources are more likely to occur in the archaeological sensitivity of areas it is
possible that cultural resources exist outside of the ASAs. Possible prehistoric cultural resources
include village settlements, temporary camps, dietary remains, toolstone quarries, and human
remains. Possible historic resources include domestic features; domestic, industrial, or commercial
architecture; flood control; and land reclamation features. Mitigation Measure 6.3-1(e) addresses
the discovery of resources anywhere in the Railyards.

The Draft EIR provided background and justifications for each of the ASA. The following provides
the name of the ASA as well as the Draft EIR page number where the information can be found:

e Slater's Addition — pp. 6.3-12, and 6.3-15

e The 6th-7th Street Corridor — p. 6.3-15

e Sutter Lake — p. 6.3-15

e The Central Shops Area — pp. 6.3-15 and 6.3-16
e The Brass Foundry Area — p. 6.3-16

e The General Foundry Area — p. 6.3-16

4.6.7 TREATMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Response to Comments 5-15 and 26-9

These comments raised several concerns regarding the treatment of archaeological resources.
These concerns can be distilled into two core issues: field methodology and research issues.
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Issue One: Field Methodology

The identification of historic resources consists of three phases: identification of a resource,
evaluation of the resource for listing on the CRHR, and mitigation of the resource if it is eligible for
listing on the CRHR.

Regarding the compression of the treatment of archaeological resources within the SPA, the first
phase of evaluation, the identification phase has been performed. A pedestrian survey for cultural
resources of the entire Specific Plan Area was conducted in 1990 by ASC. All of the property that
could “reasonably be expected to contain visible archaeological resources” (Praetzellis and
Praetzellis 1990:5) was examined. No archaeological sites were discovered during this effort.

The second phase, test excavations was addressed in the EIR. As stated on page 6.3-37 of the
EIR, the proposed Specific Plan has the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to historical
resources through alteration of those resources and their immediate surroundings. As described in
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan Area is largely conceptual, with flexibility in how the
goals of the Specific Plan are executed. As stated on page 6.3-47 of the EIR, Mitigation Measure
6.3-1(a) states that prior to any ground-disturbing activity in an ASA, a focused Archaeological
Testing Plan shall be prepared and implements to determine the present of archaeological resources
and to assess their eligibility to the CRHR. Each ATP shall reflect the cultural resource issues
specific to the ASA. The plans shall be written by a qualified archaeologist and submitted to the City
for approval. The text change is proposed to Mitigation Measure 6.3-1(e) on page 6.3-48 of the
Draft EIR requires a that prior to any earth-moving activities within the Specific Plan Area, a qualified
archaeologist shall write a focused Monitoring and Unanticipated Discovery Plan for each phase of
the project which will be submitted to the City of Sacramento Preservation Director for approval.

The third phase, mitigation, is required only for an archeological site that is an historical resource
(i.e., listed or eligible for listing in the California Register) or meets the definition of a “unique
archeological resource” as defined in PRC Section 21083.2. As stated on page G-75 of the EIR,
significance evaluations will be determined by the project's co-principal investigator, the field
director, and an archaeologist from the Office of Historic Preservation.

It may be possible during the test phase to identify a site that is an historical resource as defined by
CEQA and therefore require mitigation. A site may be assessed during the test phase by examining
the site’s stratigraphy for discrete, well-defined anthropogenic sediment layers; documenting the
distribution of time-sensitive artifacts; identifying the range of artifact types present; interpreting the
vertical and horizon relationship of the artifacts and features; and submitting obsidian artifacts or
radiocarbon samples for chronometric analysis during test excavation. Together, these data may be
used to determine if the archaeological deposit retains its integrity or has been disturbed by natural
post-depositional processes (e.g., rodent burrowing, soil erosion, weathering, sediment deposition,
flooding episodes) or human actions (e.g., construction, development), and if the site possesses
research potential.

Contributing to a Resource listed on the CRHR

For each archaeological deposit or resource identified during any phase of the project, a qualified
archaeologist in consultation with the City Historic Preservation Director will assess if the resource is
a contributing factor to a property currently listed or eligible for listing on the CRHR or NHRP.

Timing of Cultural Resource Studies

The schedule time required to complete the cultural resource studies required for each phase will
vary greatly. The focused Archaeological Treatment Plan will provide a timeline for each activity and
product required for cultural resources compliance, based on the size and complexity of the ASA.
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Issue Two: Research Issues

The second core issue pertains to the research themes and questions offered in Appendix G. As
stated on page 6.3-47 of the EIR, Mitigation Measure 6.3-1 a) states that prior to any ground-
disturbing activity in the ASA, a focused Archaeological Testing Plan shall be prepared and
implements to determine the present of archaeological resources and to assess their eligibility to the
CRHR. The plans shall be written by a qualified archaeologist and submitted to the City for
approval. Research issues are important aspects of any archaeological program, as they identify
the temporal, spatial, and compositional structure of an archaeological site and its integrity, which
are used to determine eligibility. Second, the research issues address areas of interest to
researchers and the public, as the questions try to answer unknown aspects of the archaeological
record or address old research issues using newly acquired data.

Appendix G of the Draft EIR offered a sample of potential prehistoric and historic research issues;
the following elaborates and clarifies how these themes and questions are in the public interest and
have been discussed as part of this project.

Prehistoric Research Concerns

Site Structure and Chronology

As stated on page G-49 of Appendix G of the EIR, chronometric control of archaeological contexts is
fundamental to archaeological investigations. Identification of intact deposits and features, well-
dated contexts and their associated assemblages are essential in order to build a chronologic
sequence of land use patterns for the project area and the Sacramento region. A well-substantiated
cultural chronology has not been established for the Sacramento region. Most archaeologists apply
Fredrickson’s (1973) model, in which economic and sociopolitical trends simultaneously occurred
over much of northern California, to the Sacramento Valley. It is uncertain if earlier modern-day or
historic-period construction has impacted the integrity of prehistoric deposits or if intact deposits
remain in the project area. Rather than rely on an extra-local chronology, data from the Railyards
project will be used to construct an independent, cultural chronology for the Sacramento Valley,
which can then be compared to other models in order to explore similarities and differences in
regional prehistory.

A search of the NAHC sacred lands database did not identify known Traditional Cultural Properties
(TCP) within the Specific Plan Area. Places of religious significance and other areas of economic
and social importance to Native Americans are examples of these important resources. While some
types of TCPS are easy to recognize based on the presence of artifacts or burials, in some
instances Native American use of an area may not have left any physical evidence, such as an area
where food resources were gathered. Because TCPs may be difficult to identify, investigation of
these resources within the Specific Plan Area will be conducted in consultation with the Native
American community, the NAHC, ethnographers, and ethnohistorians.

Paleoenvironment

As stated on page G-49 of Appendix G of the Draft EIR, better understanding of how humans
interacted with the environment is a central research issue. While substantial paleoenvironmental
data are not available for the project area, it is probable that over time the Sacramento area
witnessed similar significant ecological changes observed in other parts of northern California.
Prolonged periods of drought and increased temperatures (i.e., the Medieval Climatic Anomaly) and
times of flooding are known or believed to have impacted nearby areas, and similar occurrences in
the Sacramento Valley likely resulted in dramatic shifts in local biotic communities. Temporal
variation in the distribution and extent of riparian and wetland habitats associated with the rivers may
have affected the kinds of resources exploited or the time of the year when resources were
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procured. These and other yet unrealized regional climatic shifts likely contributed to significant
changes in the distribution of resources.

Changes in Subsistence Strategies

There has been extensive documentation throughout California that indigenous subsistence
strategies underwent substantial changes, particularly during the late Holocene. Generally referred
to as resource intensification, the extant archaeological record from other parts of northern California
suggests an increase use in high-cost low-return resources, the introduction of intensive harvesting
and processing practices, and greater use of previous underutilized resource patches. The current
project offers and excellent opportunity to explore diachronic changes in prehistoric subsistence
practices in the Sacramento Valley.

Settlement Centralization and Sedentism

Previous studies in northern California have proposed greater settlement centralization, increased
sedentism, and better defined territories during the late prehistoric period. If theses changes
occurred locally, there should be indications of these changes in the archaeological record.
Observable shifts in technological organization may indicate changes in social geography and
sedentism, while differences in obsidian source ratios over time may highlight changes in social
organization and the mode of exchange.

Historic Research Concerns

In 1996, National Park Service issued a revision to their History in the National Park Service:
Themes and Concepts bulletin. This thematic framework is a conceptual tool that archaeologists
can use to evaluate the significance of cultural resources. The framework outlines major themes
and concepts in American history, which guides the identification, description, and assessment of
important cultural resources.

Early Settlement

The archaeology in the project area has the potential to address the early historic record of local
Native American groups and Euro-American settlement of the region. Evidence of the Valley
Nisenan, the village site Momol, and the earliest settlements in the area may illuminate how the
native population and the settlers interacted. Assemblages attributed to the Gold Rush Era may
provide information on unknown aspects of this time period, and may offer new data on three groups
that are not as well-represented in the archaeological or historic record: minorities, women, and
children.

Community and Neighborhood

Historically, the Specific Plan Area contains several ethnic communities, including Chinese, African-
American, Jewish, Japanese, Mexican, and European. Previous research has suggested
differences in the distribution of these ethnic communities; Chinese immigrants often concentrate in
a certain area, while African-Americans were more dispersed. Currently, only a small amount of
history of these local ethnic groups is known. The proposed project would offer an opportunity to
explore a range of questions that relate to one or several groups.

Differences between communities and neighborhood composition offer an opportunity to explore
residences and artifacts from select locations. Assemblages and residences of predominately
minority communities may be compared to Euro-American communities and neighborhoods.
Residences along alleys have been associated with lower class, while residences on lettered or
numbered streets are associated with the middle and upper classes. Comparison of assemblages
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from residences within the project area with those from other residential areas offers an opportunity
to examine the concept of social class in Sacramento.

Religious Institutions in Sacramento

The fact that many different ethnic and religious groups immigrated to Sacramento at different times
offers an opportunity to explore how various groups expressed religious and cultural values. Some
were here early in Sacramento’s history; other moved into the area later. In addition, several
religious properties related to these groups are known to occur within or immediately adjacent to the
project area: the Chinese joss house, the Chinese Christian church, and St. Andrews AME Church.
Communities within the Initial Phase Area include historic Chinatown, along | street, from 2nd to 6th
Streets; China Slough, a Chinese encampment near Sutter Lake; the Jewish community along 7th
Street; and Shooksville, a predominately minority encampment. The development, continuance, and
interaction of these communities is an important part of Sacramento’s history which could be
explored through cultural resource studies.

Transportation and Communication

The railyards’ influence on the commercial development of Sacramento’s and northern California’s is
an important issue. Unlike most other railyards, which were located next to “company towns” in rural
areas, the Sacramento Shops were in an urban setting. The Sacramento location was one of the
most important terminals, since it linked California with the rest of the United States. Over time, the
area developed into one of the largest industrial complexes in the Western United States.

Workers and Work Culture in Sacramento

Changes to Sacramento’s work-force offer an opportunity to explore how Sacramento’s ethnic
communities changed over time. Between 1880 and 1920s approximately 15 percent of
Sacramento’s labor force worked at the railyard shops. Up to 1906, the work force at the
Sacramento Shops included Japanese, Mexicans, Italians, Jews, Yugoslavians, and Hindis. Later,
workforce diversity diminished. During the 20th Century, the Sacramento Shops workforce did not
include a large number of minorities; nearly all employees were white men. By 1950s the railyard
shops employed a large number of Italians, Eastern Europeans, and Russians. Until the 1960s few
African-Americans or Asians work for the railyards. Sacramento Packing and Drying Company was
another major employer in the area. Many of its employees were from ethnic and minority groups as
well.

The role of women in Sacramento’s workforce is another important issue that the project may be
able to address. During WWI, the Sacramento Shops hired female employees. The first women
were hired to perform “housekeeping” activities like car cleaning and scrap sorting. Many women
left their jobs after the end of WWI, but some stayed on to do certain types of “fine work” in the
pattern department and other shops. During WWII, hundreds of women employed at the railyards.
By 1942 nearly 2,000 women worked at the Sacramento Shops as “railroadettes” in all departments.
When men returned from the war, women disappeared from the shops and were seldom hired in the
shops.

There is little archaeological evidence of Chinese women in California. Few Chinese women
immigrated during early 1850s, as the Chinese men who immigrated to California were supposed to
return to China. Any opportunity to better examine the role of women would be a contribution to our
knowledge of Sacramento’s history.
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Railyards Labor Organizations and Protests

The formation of labor unions in Sacramento is an important part of the local and regional history.
One significant labor protest was the Pullman Strike of 1894. Protestors derailed trains and
attempted to halt the rail system. President Cleveland deployed nearly 1,000 National Guard troops
and 500 Federal troops to Sacramento to stop the strike and secure the railyards. Unlike other cities
involved in the strike, soldiers occupied Sacramento for two months, and camped within the Shops
complex.

4.6.8 HISTORIC DISTRICT BOUNDARIES
Response to Comments 5-5,11-5, 11-26, 12-5, 12-14, 21-2. 22-1, and 33-4

This response addresses Comments 5-5, 11-5, 11-26, 12-5, 12-14, 21-2, 22-1, and 33-4 which
claimed that there was inadequate information and justification regarding the proposed Historic
District Boundary. Comments were also concerned that there was not enough information on the
character defining features of each of the buildings, which also feeds into the justification of the
Historic District boundary. The boundary for the Central Shops Historic District , as discussed on
page 6.3-21, was determined by the applicant in consideration with ARG based on the guidelines for
selecting boundaries delineated in the National Park Service publication, How to Complete the
National Register Registration Form (National Park Service, Division of Cultural Resources, National
Register Bulletin: How to Complete the National Register Registration Form (1997) pp. 56-57)
(referred to herein as “NPS Boundary Guidelines”).

The NPS Boundary Guidelines for historic districts provide:

HISTORIC AND ARCHITECTURAL DISTRICTS

Select boundaries to encompass the single area of land containing the significant
concentration of buildings, sites, structures, or objects making up the district. The district's
significance and historic integrity should help determine the boundaries. Consider the
following factors:

1. Visual barriers that mark a change in the historic character of the area or that break the
continuity of the district, such as new construction, highways, or development of a
different character.

2. Visual changes in the character of the area due to different architectural styles, types or
periods, or to a decline in the concentration of contributing resources.

3. Boundaries at a specific time in history, such as the original city limits or the legally
recorded boundaries of a housing subdivision, estate, or ranch.

4. Clearly differentiated patterns of historical development, such as commercial versus
residential or industrial.

The Central Shops Historic District boundary is fully consistent with the NPS Boundary Guidelines
because the Central Shops Historic District is a geographically definable area which possesses a
significant concentration, linkage, and continuity of contributing resources that are united by past
events, aesthetic features, and physical development as further described on page 6.3-21 of the
Draft EIR and the ARG Report. The proposed boundaries of the Central Shops Historic District
encompass each of the remaining contributing resources that were part of the original Central Shops
complex. The proposed boundary of the Central Shops Historic District also accounts for new
construction that will be forthcoming on adjacent parcels as part of the project buildout.
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The Railroad Museum has prepared a nomination for the Central Shops Historic District to the
NRHP. The project applicant has prepared a nomination to the City register using the NRHP form.
The district boundaries in the two nominations differ, but the subject areas overlap substantially.
While the Railroad Museum encompasses a larger area than the boundary included in the Specific
Plan and Sacramento Register nomination both nominations include the extant Central Shops
buildings and the proposed project includes the retention of these buildings. The Sacramento
Register nomination includes a longer period of significance and both nominations include the same
significance dates and significant associations with regards to people. The larger project area for
the NRHP nomination includes two additional structures and three sites that are not included in the
Sacramento Register Nomination. While there are regulations and guidelines for the preparation of
NRHP nominations there is room for varied interpretations among professionals as is demonstrated
in these two nominations.

4.6.9 PROTECTION OF THE HISTORIC INTEGRITY OF THE SHOPS BUILDINGS AND DISTRICT

Response to Comments 11-12, 12-12, 12-16, 22-5, 22-10, and 33-4

The purpose of the Historic Transition Zone is to ensure that new development adjacent and
immediately proximate to the historic Central Shops complements these historic resources.
Accordingly, the boundary for the Historic Transition Zone encompasses those development parcels
which are directly adjacent to the Central Shops Historic District.

The boundary for the Historic Transition Zone also tracks the current land use plan for the proposed
Specific Plan site. (See Draft EIR, Figure 3-4.) As planned, the Historic Transition Zone and the
Central Shops Historic District together form a single, distinctive area which represents the proposed
Specific Plan’s core. This is emphasized by the fact there are ho major streets that traverse the
Historic Transition Zone or Central Shops Historic District. Rather, this area is bounded by 5™ Street
to the East, Camille Lane to the North, Bercut Lane to the West, and the Union Pacific Railroad
tracks to the South. The Historic Transition Zone boundary encompasses this core area of the
proposed Specific Plan.

Design guidance in the Sacramento Railyards Design Guidelines (“Design Guidelines”) also ensures
that new construction in the Historic Transition Zone protects the Central Shops’ historic integrity.
(See Sacramento Railyards Design Guidelines, p. 5-4.) Under the Design Guidelines, new
construction within the Historic Transition Zone is to be designed with sensitivity “to context, scale,
materials and expression.” (Sacramento Railyards Design Guidelines, p. 5-4.) To implement this
goal, the Design Guidelines contain specific building requirements for the Historic Transition Zone.
These requirements are as follows:

¢ New buildings shall respect the fabric of historic buildings by being placed a minimum of 20
feet from any historic building.

e The height of historic buildings shall be respected by setting neighboring buildings height at
the same level or by establishing an upper floor setback, or with other design treatments,
and by conforming with the maximum building heights shown in Figure 5-2 of the Specific
Plan.

e The massing of neighboring buildings shall be compatible with the scale and delineation of
the massing of the historic buildings and elevations should respect the datum lines of
architectural elements of adjacent historic buildings. New structures on parcels adjacent to
the historic Central Shops shall refer to the historic buildings for guidance on massing and
composition.

¢ New buildings, streetscape and plaza designs should incorporate contemporary versions of
elements used on historic resources, such as window detailing, materials, building ornament,

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

P:\Projects - WP Only\51234.00 Railyards\!FEIR\4.06 Cultural.doc 4 6'9



4.6 Cultural Resources

paving, furniture, signs and lighting. New features should be distinguishable from historic
structures and features and should not create a false sense of historical or architectural
authenticity.

e Open spaces in the Transition Area shall be designed following the specific design guidance
found on pages 3-5 through 3-56 of these Design Guidelines. A map of the areas delineated
on these pages is to the right.

e New buildings in the Transition Zone shall be designed to be slender or modulated to allow
intermittent views into the Central Shops Area from the I-5 freeway, Camille lane, and Fifth
Street.

e Windows and balconies on new buildings in the Transition Zone shall allow views to the
Central Shops Area.

Thus, the Design Guidelines would ensure that development within the Historic Transition Zone is
not only compatible with, but is also protective of, the historic integrity of the Central Shops.

4.6.10 TRACK RELOCATION
Response to Comments 5-12, 11-12, 12-12, and 33-5

These comments question the less than significant determination based on the implementation of
the Secretary of the Interior Standards and why the Sacramento Depot has no definite boundaries or
list of contributing and non-contributing elements. The Depot has been investigated multiple times
(1975, 1994, and 1998) and is listed on the NRHP. Contributing elements, as outlined in the Draft
EIR on page 6.3-27-29, include the REA Building and platform amenities. Impact 6.3-4 on page
6.3-53 of the Draft EIR states “Moving the tracks could cause a substantial adverse change to the
Sacramento Depot and REA Building because it may require the demolition of the platform
amenities, which have been determined eligible as contributing elements to the NRHP-listed Depot.”
If the platform amenities were demolished it would constitute a significant impact and would not meet
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. If the tracks were relocated without removing the platform
amenities the track relocation could meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards resulting in a less-
than-significant impact. The relocation of the tracks may be partially dependant on funding from the
Federal Government in which case it would require Section 106 review per the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966.

4.6.11 CHARACTER DEFINING FEATURES OF THE ERECTING SHOP, BOILER SHOP,
ROUNDTABLE, AND TRANSFER TABLE

Response to Comments 5-14, 11-6, 11-9, 12-6, 12-9, and 22-2

Comments were received that were concerned with the lack of description of character defining
features and analysis of the buildings, especially the Erecting Shop, Boiler Shop, Roundtable and
Transfer Table, as well as resources within the buildings (e.g. cranes, rails, tools) which would lead
to insufficient mitigation measures to protect this resource from significant impacts. Impact 6.3-2 on
pages 6.3-49 of the Draft EIR addressed the impacts to the Southern Pacific Railroad Shops, which
includes the Erecting Shop, Boiler Shop, Roundtable (referred to as the turntable), and the Transfer
Table. Mitigation Measure 6.3-2 on page 6.3-51 of the Draft EIR requires that the necessary
documentation be prepared to formally list the Central Shops Historic District as a locally Adopted
Historic District. This process would include a full description of all of the buildings including the
Erecting Shop. Identification of the character-defining features of all the contributing resources
within the City’s Central Shops Historic district is being included in the Preservation Commission’s
November 7, 2007 Staff Ordinance for City Council’s adoption on November 20, 2007. This
documentation would provide the information on character defining features needed in order to
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ensure that those features are protected in the process of renovating the shop buildings for new
uses. As a result the following character defining features have now been identified in relation to
Erecting Shop, Boiler Shop, and Roundtable.

Erecting Shop, Exterior

brick walls

steel framing

metal gable roof over the Engine Rebuild Shop and Component Rebuild Shop
metal deck roof of the Erecting Bays

parallel roof systems

gambrel roof at north end

gabled clerestory with multi-paned windows

exterior articulated bays with arched multi-paned windows and brick pilasters
brick moldings

shallow stepped cornice

double-hung windows with cast iron sills

large rectangular windows and articulated bays at east end

Erecting Shop, Interior

cast iron posts with paired brackets
exposed wood truss system
interior bays

large interior open space

extant mechanical equipment - This equipment is non-functioning

Boiler Shop, Exterior

corrugated metal siding
gable roof
shed roof extensions on east and west elevations

window openings

Boiler Shop, Interior

wood framed construction
wood truss ceiling
large interior open space

extant mechanical equipment - This equipment is non-functioning
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Roundtable (Turntable)

e circular shape

e concrete pit

e tracks

o steel framework

o table

e metal cab
4.6.12 FIRST TRANSCONTINENTAL RAILROAD MARKERS NEED TO BE INCLUDED AS
MITIGATION

Response to Comments 22-6 and 33-4

Comments were received requesting that the historic transcontinental rail alignment be marked as
an interpretative trail. This is already required by Mitigation Measure 6.3-6(b) on page 6.3-55 of the
Draft EIR that states “The historical information about the resource (First Transcontinental Railroad)
shall be integrated into the interpretation displays and signage along the route.”

4.6.13 ADDITIONAL PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

Response to Comments 22-4, 23-1, 33-4, 38-1, 40-3, 40-5 and 40-9

The comments recommend the inclusion of mitigation measures that would require all new
construction in the Transition Zone to be reviewed by the Preservation Commission, and require a
Chinese Garden, Interpretive Walk, and a Chinese American Museum be included in the proposed
project.

All future projects in the project area will be reviewed to determine consistency with the Specific
Plan, Design Guidelines, SPD, and Historic District Ordinance. The SPD is the tool that establishes
the procedures to evaluate future individual projects against the approved policy documents. The
SPD establishes that all future individual projects will be required to receive a Planning Director
Urban Development Permit. This process establishes specific requirements for applicants; it
requires review and recommendation on each individual application within the Transition Zone for
consistency with the Specific Plan, Design Guidelines, SPD, and Historic District Ordinance by the
Preservation Director, and projects within the Central Shop Historic District, which is subject to
Preservation Commission review and approval consistent with Chapter 17.134. The Preservation
Director’'s recommendation would be forwarded to the Planning Director.

Chapter 3 of the Design Guidelines (as revised) provides for a Chinese Garden in the Specific Plan
Area, although a location has not specifically been established. The Depot District is referenced as
a possible location. A Chinese Museum would also be an allowable use in the Depot District.
4.6.14 PRESERVATION OF THE FLAT TRANSFER TABLE

Response to Comment 22-7

The flat transfer table is discussed in Impact 6.3-2 of the Draft EIR, starting on page 6.3-50. It is
noted in that discussion that the previous ARG report did not cover the flat transfer table. Mitigation
Measure 6.3-2(c) requires that a Historic District Plan be prepared. The National Register of Historic
Places nomination form prepared by Kyle L. Wyatt of the California State Railroad Museum listed the
Transfer Table as a non-contributing structure to the Historic District due to its compromised
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integrity. The running rails are noted as being redesigned, rebuilt and extended at various periods in
history from 1910 to 1945 and the table itself is noted as being built in 2003 “in the style of the
original.”

4.6.15 LIGHTING IN THE CENTRAL SHOPS HISTORIC DISTRICT

Response to Comment 36-1

While new buildings should complement historic buildings it is not generally recommended that false
history be created in new buildings or in additions to historic buildings. The Guidelines put forth by
the Secretary of the Interior vary depending on what level of treatment is being achieved:
preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, or reconstruction.

4.6.16 VIBRATION DAMAGE TO THE CENTRAL SHOPS AND OTHER SURROUNDING BUILDINGS
Response to Comments 5-8, 11-14, 11-15, 12-15, and 34-1

Comments expressed concerns with vibration impacts to the central shops buildings. Draft EIR
Chapter 6.8, Noise and Vibration, Impact 6.8-4 determined that there would be a significant and
unavoidable impact on receptors and historic structures due to vibration impacts. Noise reducing
Mitigation Measure 6.8-1 would also reduce vibrations. Mitigation Measure 6.8-5 is designed reduce
vibrations such that they to do not cause substantial annoyance or structural damage. Subsection c)
of that measure specifically cites the protection of the buildings in the Central Shops Historic District.

4.6.17 RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION
Response to Comments 5-1, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-9, 5-10, and 12-11

The resources listed on the attached table (Table 4.6-1) were identified in the Draft EIR for the
Railyards Specific Plan. The table includes the list of resources, that status of the resource, and
who made the status determination. It should also be noted that the Pioneer/Sperry Mill site is
owned by the State Department of Parks and Recreation and would not be impacted by the
proposed Specific Plan.

TABLE 4.6-1
RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION
Resource Status Determined by
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Paint Shop Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Car Machine Shop Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Planing Mill Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Privy Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Car Shop No. 3 Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Blacksmith Shop Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Erecting Shop Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Boiler Shop Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
Inventoried and evaluated by HEC,
Turntable Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District 1998. (Not submitted to SHPO)
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TABLE 4.6-1

RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION
Resource Status Determined by
NRHP Nomination form prepared by
Kyle Wyatt, Curator of History and
Technology at the California State

Flat Transfer Table Non-contributor to the Central Shops Historic District Railroad Museum, 2007.
Carey & Company, 1999. (7th

Water Tower Contributor to the Central Shops Historic District Street Ex project)

| Street Bridge Listed on the NRHP
Andrew Hope (Caltrans

Jibboom Street Overhead Ineligible for the NRHP Architectural Historian)
Andrew Hope (Caltrans

| Street Viaduct Ineligible for the NRHP Architectural Historian)
Andrew Hope (Caltrans

J Street Viaduct ineligible for the NRHP Architectural Historian)

Route of the First Not evaluated on the project site, recorded in 1997- John Snyder of PS Preservation

Transcontinental Railroad 98 (focused on tunnels near Donner Pass). Services, 1997-98.

Listed on the NRHP in 1975 (REA Building listed in
Sacramento Depot 1994, platform elements listed in 1998) JRP, 1998.
Not listed with any register-unlikely to contain
Pioneer/Sperry Grain Mill sufficient integrity to be listed. JRP, 2007.

Not listed with any register-preliminary assessment
indicates that it does not appear to meet the criteria
Northern Embankment for listing in the NRHP. JRP, 1998 and 2007.

4.6.18 MITIGATION MEASURE 6.3-2

Response to Comment 5-13

Formal adoption of a City-designated Historic District is intended. The following mitigation measure
has been altered to reflect that intention.

6.3-2 a) An Architectural Historian qualified under the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards shall be retained to prepare the necessary documentation to
formally list the Central Shops Historic District as a locally Adopted Historic
District. The Central Shops Historic District shall be adopted by the City, or
approved by the Historic Preservation Officer, prior to alteration of any of the
buildings in the District on the project site beyond stabilization
recommendations approved in the ARG report.

4.6.19 FIRST TRANSCONTINENTAL RAILROAD ROUTE
Response to Comments 5-11, 11-4, 12-4, and 22-6

Comments state that page 6.3-30 of the Draft EIR talks about the location of the route of the First
Transcontinental Railroad being unknown. While the Draft EIR does talk about the route not being
recorded through the project site the location is known and discussed on page 6.3-54 of the Draft
EIR. The Draft EIR indicates that what is unknown is whether physical features of the route still exist
that mark its presence. Through previous site investigations the route has not been formally
recorded. This is the reason that Mitigation Measure 6.3-6 was included, to record and inventory the
route through the project site. The Specific Plan also provides for markers along the alignment. To
be listed on the National Register of Historic Places, a property must not only be shown to be
significant under the criteria, but it also must have integrity. On page 6.3-32 of the Draft EIR the
concept of integrity with relation to the evaluation of historic resources is defined. All properties
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change over time. It is not necessary for a property to retain all its historic physical features or
characteristics. The property must retain the essential physical features that enable it to convey its
historic identity.

4.6.20 OLD SACRAMENTO HISTORIC DISTRICT
Response to Comments 11-10, 11-24, and 12-10

The comments claimed that the Draft EIR did not address impacts to the Old Sacramento Historic
District. While the Old Sacramento Historic District is in close proximity to the project site it is
substantially visually and physically divided by an elevated portion of I-5 that separates the Old
Sacramento Historic District from the project site and the rest of downtown Sacramento. The
proposed Specific Plan would not cause any direct or indirect changes to the Old Sacramento
Historic District and changes occurring on the project site would be visually blocked by I-5.

4.6.21 APPENDIX H
Response to Comments 5-13, 11-13, and 12-13

Commenters were concerned that the Applicant was not being required to nominate the Historic
District to the National Register as recommended in the technical report contained in Appendix H.
Mitigation Measure 6.3-2 (a), as modified above, requires the applicant to nominate the Central
Shops Historic District to the local register, which would provide the same protections under CEQA
as a National Register property. It should also be noted that a resource need not be listed on a
historic register to be afforded these protections under CEQA, it only need be determined eligible.

4.6.22 IMPACTS TO HISTORIC DISTRICT FROM NOISE AND VIBRATIONS

Response to Comments 5-7 and 22-9

Impacts due to noise and vibrations are discussed in Chapter 6.8 Noise and Vibration of the Draft
EIR and do address potential impacts to historic structures (see page 6.8-27 of the Draft EIR). The
relocation of the tracks near the Central Shops would not adversely affect the significance of this
historic resource with implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.8-5. The Central Shops were built as
part of the SP Railyards for various purposes related to train maintenance and construction;
therefore, the placement of rail lines in close proximity to these buildings would not damage the
setting of the area. Rail lines would be consistent with the context of the area and resource.

4.6.23 TECHNICAL REPORTS FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Response to Comments 26-9 and 26-45

Comments were received that challenged the scope of the Archaeology reports supporting the EIR.
Contrary to the comments, which refer to one archaeology report, Appendix G of the Draft EIR
actually contains two archaeology reports: Sacramento Railyards, Program-Level Assessment:
Archaeology (July 5, 2006) and Sacramento Railyards, Initial Phase: Archaeology (July 23, 2007).
The 2006 report provides a program level assessment of the entire project area, the Specific Plan
Area, and the 2007 report provides more in depth analysis of what was called the Initial Phase area,
which represents a portion of the Specific Plan Area.

4.6.24 SECTION 106 REVIEW

Response to Comment 5-18

The comment is correct that if a 404 permit is required Section 106 review will also be required.
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4.6.25 TREE OF HEAVEN

Response to Comment 33-7

The comment notes some of the vegetation on the project site pointing out the presence of a
Chinese Tree of Heaven. The presence of this tree is noted in the Biological Resources section and
is noted as a non-native, invasive species. Impact 6.2-10 on page 6.2-46 of the Draft EIR analyzed
the impacts to protected trees.

4.6.26 INCLUSION OF THE ROUNDHOUSE IN THE HISTORIC DISTRICT

Response to Comment 22-3

This comment is concerned that the foundation of the Roundhouse was not addressed or included in
the Historic District. Page 6.3-7 of the Draft EIR notes that while the Roundhouse was an early
structure in the Railyards portions of it were demolished in the 1950s. The turntable portion is still
extant, as are some remnant foundations of the structure surrounding the turntable.

4.6.27 RAILYARDS MUSEUM
Response to Comments 11-19, 11-22, and 11-25

While museums are an allowable use in the Specific Plan it is not specifically defined in the
proposed project and does not need to be analyzed to that level of detail at this time. When a
specific project is proposed under the Specific Plan, such as the Railroad Museum, it will be subject
to CEQA at that time.

4.6.28 PREVIOUSLY REMOVED RESOURCES

Response to Comment 11-20

The comment requests that information be provided on the level of protection for all remaining
historic structures within the Railyards, the buildings and features lost within the last 50 years, and
the value and importance of reconstructing historic buildings. The Specific Plan, Design Guidelines,
and the Section 6.3 of the Draft EIR all provide information on the various protection measures
including the treatment of the buildings to the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards, a Transition Zone
which both sets new buildings back from historic building and restricts their height. The
reconstruction of any previously demolished buildings is not a part of the proposed Specific Plan and
as such need not be analyzed in the Draft EIR.

4.6.29 VISUAL INTEGRITY
Response to Comments 11-16, 11-21, and 11-23

The comment requests that the importance of the historic viewsheds in and around the Central
Shops District be discussed. The historic setting of the Specific Plan Area is described through text
and maps in the Draft EIR and the attached technical reports. As explained in the Draft EIR the
Railyards site evolved over its many decades of operation with building being added and removed.
The period of significance for the Historic District spans many decades which means that the
appearance of the area changed greatly over that time. The comment does not request a certain
time period viewshed be addressed. However, generally, while the railyard was in operation there
were many more buildings present on the site creating a denser environment where the Central
Shops Buildings, as they are known today, would not necessarily be as visible as they are today
from the surrounding area.
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4.6.30 RAILROAD MUSEUM TRACK ALIGNMENT
Response to Comments 11-27 and 11-28

The comments expressed concern that the track alignment between the Turntable and the Union
Pacific Mainline as noted in the Specific Plan and Draft EIR, specifically Figure 3-7 of the Draft EIR,
and the Track Relocation Plan are not identical. Figure 3-7 on page 3-27 of the Draft EIR and Figure
5-1 on page 58 of the Specific Plan do show the same general alignment as the Track Relocation
Plan map provided in the comment letter. The Track Relocation Plan is a detailed engineered
drawing while the figures provided in the Specific Plan and Draft EIR are more conceptual, less
detailed by nature.

4.6.31 FEDERAL TAX CREDITS

Response to Comment 5-17

No where in Section 6.3 of the Draft EIR does it state this. Tax credits are only mentioned in the
regulatory setting in the context of a City Policy on page 6.3-35.
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4.7 SEISMICITY, SOILS, AND GEOLOGY

4.7.1 LEVEE FAILURE DUE TO EARTHQUAKES
Response to Comments 18-19 and 18-20

The standards of significance used in the analysis of potential seismic hazards are listed on page
6.4-14 in Section 6.4, Seismicity, Soils, and Geology, in the Draft EIR. When addressing the
environmental impacts of the project, two of the stated standards of significance were if the project
could expose people to seismic related ground failure, and if the project construction potentially
results in on- or off-site lateral spreading (Draft EIR, pp. 6.4-13 — 6.4-14). These standards of
significance would include any levee failure resulting from project construction or seismic actions,
and therefore, the environmental analysis would consider levee failure when addressing the
significance of impacts.

There are no known active faults in or adjacent to the City of Sacramento (Draft EIR, p. 6.4-2).
Further, there has been no documented movement on faults mapped in Sacramento County within
the past 150 years (Id.). Additionally, the Draft EIR concluded that the Specific Plan Area is not
subject to any environmental impacts related to seiche, tsunami or mudflow (Draft EIR, p. 6.6-1).

Nonetheless, despite the low probability of levee failure due to seismic activity, levee failure and
flooding has been addressed in the Draft EIR in Chapters 6.4 and 6.6. The Draft EIR defined lateral
spreading in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, p. 6.4-7). “Lateral spreading is the horizontal movement of soill
toward an open face such as a stream bank, the open side of a fill embankment, the side of a levee,
or the wall of an excavation.” The Draft EIR also recognizes that lateral spreading can be caused by
seismic vibration.

Any construction, including fill and grading, within Specific Plan Area must comply with applicable
local ordinances as well as the California Building Code. Mitigation measure 6.4-3 recognizes that
compliance with these regulatory requirements would reduce any risk of exposure to seismic-related
ground failure to less-than-significant (Draft EIR, p. 6.4-16). Mitigation measures are not required for
effects which are not found to be significant (CEQA 815126.4(a)(3)).

In addition to the analysis within Chapter 6.4, dangers posed by levee failure are also addressed in
Chapter 6.6, Hydrology and Water Quality. The Draft EIR states that based on existing topographic
elevations in the project site, the Specific Plan Area is protected from the 500-year flood event (Draft
EIR, p. 6.6-2). Also, recent improvements to the levees along the Sacramento and American Rivers
further reduced the risk of flooding (Draft EIR, p. 6.6-3). Also, added flood protection is provided by
coordinated operation of upstream dams and reservoirs. Even though it is not certified by FEMA as
a flood prevention facility, the railroad embankment built on the northern boundary of the Specific
Plan Area would provide additional evacuation time by slowing inundation of the Specific Plan Area
during a flood evacuation. Impact 6.6-4 addresses the increased risk of exposing people to flooding
from development of the Specific Plan and draws a conclusion that the effect is less than significant.

4.7.2 CUT AND FILL LOCATIONS AND CONSTRUCTION METHODS
Response to Comments 18-19 and 18-20

Figure 6.4-2 in Section 6.4, Seismicity, Soils, and Geology, in the Draft EIR shows the approximate
locations of cut and fill. There are no plans to excavate fill from or cut behind the land side of the
levee along the Sacramento River.
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The specific location of a school has not been determined. If a school is constructed at the project
site, it would not be a “suburban-style” school that would require substantial earthwork. The need for
importing fill to a particular location would be determined when the site is selected. DTSC would be
responsible for ensuring soils at the selected school site do not contain contaminants at levels that
would present a risk to students, faculty, or staff (see Section 6.5, Hazards and Hazardous
Substances). Additional analysis provided in Section 6.10, Public Services, of the Draft EIR.

Any construction within the Specific Plan Area must comply with all applicable standards and
regulations pertaining to geology, soils and seismicity (Draft EIR, pp. 6.4-9 — 6.4-13). This includes
the California Building Code, which requires minimum standards for structural design and site
development (Draft EIR, pp. 6.4-9 — 6.4-10). Additionally, any development in the Specific Plan Area
must also comply with local building regulations (Draft EIR, pp. 6.4-11 — 6.4-13). Before any soil
work on a construction site in the Specific Area can begin, the builder must complete a geotechnical
investigation for the site (Draft EIR, p. 6.4-11). The geotechnical report includes analysis of all soils,
either present on the site, or proposed in the construction (Id.). The construction of any school
within the Specific Area will have to comply with these regulations. No additional analysis of fill
material for a school site is required in the EIR.

If geotechnical studies indicate driven piles are determined to be necessary to provide a safe
foundation for structures, the EIR (Mitigation Measure 6.8-1) requires that quieter “sonic” pile-drivers
must be used. The commenter is referred to Section 6.8, Noise, in the Draft EIR for the analysis of
noise and vibration impacts related to project construction. Mitigation Measure 6.8-1 identifies
specific actions that must be implemented to reduce potential effects on site occupants.

Environmental impacts of pile driving within 1000 feet of students are also analyzed in Chapter 6.8,
Noise and Vibration. Figure 6.8-2 sets forth noise standards for a variety of uses, including school
sites (Draft EIR, Figure 6.8-2). The Draft EIR sets “Residential designation” as the land use
category with the strictest noise impact thresholds (Id.). The Draft EIR evaluates noise impacts for
the project in the East End District, where the potential school site would be located (Draft EIR
6.8-20.). The Draft EIR concludes that the Specific Plan would require future development in the
East End District to meet all “residential” noise standards, and therefore any noise impacts would be
acceptable for schools (Id.) (Draft EIR Figure 6.8-2; Draft EIR, p. 6.8-20).

Similar to the noise analysis, the Draft EIR includes a vibration study which designates three
categories of land use for review of vibration impact (Draft EIR, appen. K, p. 14.). Schools are
identified and analyzed under the Institutional Category 3 (Id.). Residential land use is categorized
in Category 2 and therefore has stricter vibration requirements (Id.). The vibration study evaluates
the vibration impact to the East End District (Draft EIR, appen. K, p. 16-17.). The vibration study
concludes that there would be potential vibration impacts to the residential units in the East End
District (Id.). However, the project will mitigate the vibration impact, performing soil densification, or
implementing base building isolation (Draft EIR, appen. K, 31.).
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4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES

4.8.1 EXTENT OF SOIL AND GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION AND STATUS OF CLEANUP
(DRAFT EIR ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING)

Response to Comments 4-1, 4-2, 6-1, 6-14, 18-22  25-23  25-25, 25-26, 25-28, 25-81, 25-86,
25-88, 26-3, 32-1, and 40-6

Numerous technical reports have been prepared that document the results of extensive soil and
groundwater investigation and cleanup efforts at the Specific Plan Area (Draft EIR p. 6.5-1). The
1994 Railyards Specific Plan/Richards Boulevard Area Plan EIR also evaluated, at a programmatic
level, the potential human health effects of development of the Railyards with respect to known and
potential soil and groundwater contamination associated with historic uses. Since certification of the
Specific Plan/RBAP EIR, extensive investigation and cleanup activities have been performed at the
Specific Plan Area, which were summarized in the “Environmental Setting” in the Draft EIR
(pp. 6.5-2 — 6.5-13).

Appendix | in the Draft EIR is a bibliography of all technical documents that identify specific criteria
for investigations at the site and completion of remediation. The availability of documents that
require public participation (e.g., draft Remedial Action Plans [RAPSs]) has been publicly noticed as
required by state law, and subject to environmental review under CEQA, where applicable (see also
Section 4.8.10 “Soil and Groundwater Remediation and Relationship to Development of the
Railyards Specific Plan - Draft EIR Methods of Analysis and Standards of Significance” below, for
further information about CEQA requirements for the cleanup).

The Railyards is a State of California Superfund site (Draft EIR p. 6.5-2). It is not a federal
Superfund site. Cleanup of the Railyards site is privately funded and does not rely on federal
Superfund funding.

Figure 6.5-1 in the Draft EIR shows the locations of cleanup areas relative to planning district
boundaries. The text under the subheading “Remediation Project Status” on page 6.5-10 in the
Draft EIR clearly explains which areas have been remediated, which have not, and the timeline for
completion. Pages 6.5-10 — 6.5-13 presents information about these activities.

Figure 6.6-2 in Section 6.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, shows the location of groundwater
monitoring and extraction wells within the Railyards Specific Plan Area, which are an integral part of
the cleanup and restoration activities. The analysis in the Draft EIR (Impact 6.5-4, in particular)
considers the extent to which development of the proposed Railyards Specific Plan could affect
these wells.

As further noted on page 6.5-4 in the Draft EIR,

[cleanup] has been completed for a majority of the Specific Plan Area and has been subject
to a separate CEQA review process [emphasis added] conducted by DTSC as part of the
RAP approval process and the City in its review of earlier development plans for the
Railyards. Appendix | (Site Investigation and Cleanup Bibliography) includes a bibliography
of the technical reports that have been prepared to document the results of the site
investigations and work plans for site cleanup. Each of the site investigation and remediation
reports listed in the bibliography in Appendix | have been reviewed by DTSC and in some
cases the CVRWQCB to ensure compliance with applicable laws and regulations pertaining
to the cleanup of hazardous substances contamination...
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Cleanup at the Railyards began in the 1980s, at which time numerous technical studies began, and
the results provided to state agencies, including the RWQCB. The Draft EIR (p. 6.5-4) notes that
“UPRR has completed the investigation of most parts of the Railyards, and has completed the
RI/FS/RAP process for all soil study areas except the Central Shops study area. The types and
extent of chemical impact to soil is, therefore, well known and has been well documented through
the RI/FS process. This information, as well as the selected remedies, have been reviewed by the
public [emphasis added] and approved by DTSC through the RAP process.” The Sacramento Public
Library contains an extensive collection of Railyards cleanup documents, and public notification has
been performed in accordance with state laws and regulations pertaining to the cleanup of the site.
As such, the public has had opportunities to review and provide input into the cleanup process for
the Plan Area for over 20 years.

Four land use covenants have been imposed on the Railyards site to date by DTSC: 7™ Street
Corridor (Book 20010711 Page 1499), Battery Shop (Book 19900628 Page 1056), and Pond and
Ditch (Book 19940519 Page 1438). A fourth land use covenant referenced on page 6.5-13 is for the
Sacramento Station portion of the Railyards site (Book 19940519 Page 437). These land use
covenants are recorded at Sacramento County and are also available for public review on DTSC's
website at http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Projects/Sac_Rail_Yard.cfm.

Groundwater Quality

As stated at the top of page 6.5-4 in the Draft EIR, results of the site investigation and cleanup
studies that are listed in Appendix | in the Draft EIR were summarized to provide the reader with
information about the types and locations of contaminants at the site. Some information was also
provided in Section 6.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Draft EIR on pages 6.6-7 and 6.6-11,
and in Figure 6.6-1. The following information is being provided to clarify and elaborate on
groundwater quality data provided in the Draft EIR. The inclusion of this information does not alter
the conclusions of the analysis. The following subsection is added to the bottom on page 6.5-9 and
before the subheading “Remediation Project Status” on page 6.5-10 in Section 6.5 in the Draft EIR:

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater quality at the Railyards cleanup site, and areas outside the site where
contaminant plumes have been detected, is routinely monitored for contaminants of concern.
The results are reported to DTSC and the RWQCB in accordance with a RWQCB-adopted
“Monitoring_and Reporting Program (MRP) Order No. R5-2005-0835." Figure 6.6-2 in
Section 6.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, shows the locations of groundwater monitoring
wells at the Railyards cleanup site. Monitoring wells are also located in downtown
Sacramento_and north of the site. Groundwater samples are collected from four water-
bearing zones beneath the site and in the downtown area: sand zone (upper and lower),
gravel zone, the interbedded B zone, and interbedded D zone. VOCs, SVOCs, TPH, and
metals have all been detected in groundwater. Results of the latest round of sampling are as
summarized below.

Wells in the Central Shops area (upper and lower sand zone) are showing an overall
decrease in VOC contaminant levels, indicating the plume is not expanding. VOCs in the
gravel zone extend south from the Railyards site into downtown near P _Street and northwest
toward the California State Printing Plant. There have been both increases and decreases in
VOC levels, but overall the levels have remained essentially static and the plume has not
shown evidence of expanding. Similarly, VOCs in the interbedded B and D zones, are
consistent with historical data. Plume dimensions have remain unchanged. Several VOCs
detected in the lower sand and gravel zones along the plume margins are not associated
with Railyards sources. SVOC levels are consistent with previous data. TPH (gasoline and
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diesel hydrocarbons) data show only minor fluctuations over time. Two wells with increased
concentrations at the downgradient edge of the South Plume will be further investigated as
part of the RAP process for the South Plume.

Groundwater is extracted at several locations as part of the DTSC-approved cleanup at the
Railyards. The extraction has influenced the distribution and extent of chemicals in
groundwater. The effectiveness of the extraction systems and the effects on groundwater
characteristics is also monitored and reported to the RWQCB in “Remediation Systems and
Operation and Maintenance Reports.”

Specific information about lead in groundwater was obtained from these DSTC-approved remedial
investigation reports, which have been submitted to RWQCB. Dissolved metals are also part of the
groundwater testing MRP.

The status of groundwater cleanup is noted on page 6.5-10 in the Draft EIR. Treatment of
contaminated groundwater is ongoing and will continue until the results of regular monitoring show a
reduction in contaminant levels to those identified in the specific RAPs for the groundwater units.
There are no plans to use groundwater in the Specific Plan Area because domestic water would be
supplied by the City of Sacramento from existing treated surface supplies. Existing mechanisms are
in place to manage extraction of groundwater during construction to ensure proper disposal in
accordance with City of Sacramento regulations (see Impact 6.5-3 and Mitigation Measure 6.5-3(Q)).

The third sentence of the first paragraph on page 6.5-8 under the subheading “Volatile Organic
Compounds” contained a typographical error. This sentence has been revised as follows:

...They are found in surface soils at significantly lower concentrations because they velatize
volatilize into the atmosphere.

One commenter questioned whether two of the bulleted items on page 6.5-11 are duplicates. The
first bullet addresses exposure to noncarcinogenic constituent concentrations. The second bullet
refers to carcinogenic constitutent concentrations. No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary.

The last sentence of the paragraph beginning “Remediation of site soils in the Central Corridor/Car
Shop Nine...” on page 6.5-11 should read:

Stockpiles-Tested and classified ef-Railyards soils have been placed beneath-theplanned
seileap in the northwest corner of the LSA (i.e., the “Vista”) where the—a-planned soil cap

would will be constructed (see “Northwest Corner (Lagoon Study Area) Soil Cap (Proposed
Vista Park)” subheading). These soils meet approved placement criteria.

The conceptual design for the soil cap is described on pages 6.5-11 and 6.5-12, which indicates that
controls to minimize contaminant migration to soil will be developed in a Remedial Design and
Implementation Plan (RDIP) that will require DTSC approval before the cap can be constructed.

Clarification of Difference Between Remedial Action Plan and Removal Action Workplan

A Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and a Removal Action Workplan (RAW) are two types of documents
that identify measures that will be taken to remediate a hazardous substances release (California
Health and Safety Code Section 25356.1). The RAW is prepared for actions that are projected to
cost less than $1 million. If a cleanup will cost more than $1 million, a RAP is required. Both
documents are subject to state law and regulations requiring a public review period for the draft
document and analysis of environmental effects under CEQA. The statement on page 6.5-11
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(“Remedial Action Workplan”) should have read “Removal Action Workplan”. The last full paragraph
on page 6.5-11 is revised as follows:

.... These interim removal actions included the removal of contaminated soils and the
installation of groundwater treatment systems, which are still in operation and will remain in
operation and monitored for many years. In addition, a Remedial Removal Action Workplan
(RAW) has been prepared for the northern part of the Intermodal Facility portion of the
Specific Plan. This portion of the planning area is within the Central Shops study area
directly south of the existing buildings. Only foundations from former buildings and some
asphalt remain. The RAW is a separate action within the Central Shops study area designed
to facilitate relocation of the freight tracks by removing contaminated soil that would present
a health risk in that area. It is anticipated that the remainder of soil remediation for the
Central Shops will be completed in 2009.

4.8.2 REMEDIATION METHODS IN GENERAL (DRAFT EIR ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING)
Response to Comments 4-2, 6-1, 6-6, 6-10, 6-15, 25-24, and 40-8

A range of remediation methods selected for the Railyards site were evaluated and presented in the
DTSC-approved Feasibility Studies, which were also made available to RWQCB for comments.
There are no aspects of the Railyards Specific Plan that would affect how the different types of
remediation systems are operated, including bioremediation, excavation, or recycling of road
materials or other materials that contain petroleum hydrocarbon contamination, or how stormwater
runoff controls are used on graded portions of the site that are or will be undergoing active
remediation to minimize adverse effects on groundwater quality. DTSC maintains an ongoing active
role to assess the impact of infiltration for both current soil and groundwater conditions and for
planned soil and groundwater remediation. Infiltration has not been prohibited at the site by DTSC.
Future redevelopment consideration of infiltration and related activities will be subject to DTSC
review and approval, and will include an evaluation of where site conditions may allow infiltration.

Interim soil and groundwater remediation systems were installed in the Central Shops in the mid-
1990s to control the migration of contaminated groundwater. These interim removal actions
included the removal of contaminated soils and the installation of groundwater treatment systems,
which are still in operation and will remain in operation and monitored for many years. DTSC is
responsible for ensuring compliance with any environmental controls established for that system. A
Remedial Investigation (RI) report, draft Feasibility Study (FS), and Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
have been completed (Draft EIR, p. 6.5-11) for Central Shops, which were reviewed by DTSC. In
the FS for Central Shops (ERM 2004, p. 3-2 [see Appendix | in the Draft EIR]), the potential
migration of soil and groundwater contaminants to surface water and storm drainage runoff were
determined to not be an exposure pathway because stormwater from the Central Shops area is
collected in the City of Sacramento sewer system and discharged to a wastewater treatment plant.
The RWQCB was provided copies of all documents for review and comment. The Draft EIR does
not need to further evaluate how existing contaminants in stormwater runoff will be managed.

The selected methods identified in the final RAPs were approved by DTSC are not subject to
evaluation in the EIR because the City has no discretionary authority over the cleanup, and DTSC
has conducted CEQA review in accordance with state law. See also Section 4.8.10 “Soil and
Groundwater Remediation and Relationship to Development of the Railyards Specific Plan - Draft
EIR Methods of Analysis and Standards of Significance” below.

1 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, “Information Regarding Remediation Comments on
Draft Environmental Impact Report, Former Union Pacific Sacramento Downtown Railyards,” letter from
Fernando Amador, Chief, Sacramento Responsible Party Unit, to Scott Johnson, City of Sacramento North
Permit Center, October 15, 2007.
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Impact 6.5-4 identifies Mitigation Measure 6.5-4 to ensure development of the Railyards Specific
Plan does not interfere with existing or planned remediation systems. See Section 4.8.15 “Potential
for Specific Plan Development to Interfere with Remediation Efforts — Impacts and Mitigation
Measures” below).

4.8.3 SoiL CONTAMINANTS, DEPTH OF EXCAVATIONS, AND DISPOSAL OF SOILS ON- AND OFF-
SITE

Response to Comments 6-13, 6-17, 6-19, and 6-24

DTSC has approved soil remediation standards and remedies that are intended to be protective of
human health and groundwater. Levels of contaminants in soils that could remain on-site or would
require off-site disposal were determined through RI/FS and RAP process under DTSC oversight.
Pages 6.5-2 — 6.5-13 in the Draft EIR explain the steps that have been implemented for each area of
the site. Any contaminated soils requiring off-site disposal were accounted for in the DTSC-
approved RAPs. For the pedestrian tunnels at the Sacramento Station site (Draft EIR p. 6.5-13), the
Draft EIR states “remediation of these areas will occur prior to excavation or initiation of any
redevelopment activities in those areas.”

The cut-and-fill plan shown in Figure 6.4-2 in Section 6.4 (Geology, Soils, Seismicity) illustrates
locations where site soils would be placed. It does not show topography or the depth.

There is no approved soil remediation approach that is depth-limited.?> No development would be
allowed at any location in the Specific Plan until after soil remediation is completed to Target
Cleanup Level standards, and DTSC issues approval of implemented RAPs applicable to a given
area. Itis unlikely contaminated soils exceeding DTSC Target Cleanup Level standards for the most
sensitive group (construction workers) would be encountered during cut-and-fill; nonetheless, the
Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 6.5-1 to account for the possibility that previously unidentified
hazards may be found despite implementation of all required cleanup actions.

4.8.4 PROCESS AND SCHEDULE ASSUMPTIONS FOR REMEDIATING THE RAILYARDS AS IT
RELATES TO THE RAILYARDS SPECIFIC PLAN DEVELOPMENT (DRAFT EIR ENVIRONMENTAL
SETTING)

Response to Comments 4-3, 6-11, 6-12, 6-21, 6-23, 6-24, 6-26, 18-3, 25-31 through 25-33,
25-35

Tri-Party MOU

In December 1994, a Memorandum of Understanding (“Tri-Party MOU") was established between
DTSC, the City, and SPTCo (and its successors) concerning post remediation development
(Resolution No. 94-737, adopted by the Sacramento City Council, December 13, 1994, as
amended). The 1994 agreement is being replaced by a new MOU between the DTSC, the City, and
the project applicant.

The amended Tri-Party Memorandum of Understanding (“Tri-Party MOU”) will consist of general
provisions for the coordination of remediation and redevelopment of the proposed Specific Plan Area
between the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”), project developers, and
the City of Sacramento (“City”) (collectively referred to as “Parties”). The provisions of the Tri-Party
MOU will set forth a program to ensure protection of human health and the environment during

2 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, “Information Regarding Remediation Comments on
Draft Environmental Impact Report, Former Union Pacific Sacramento Downtown Railyards,” letter from
Fernando Amador, Chief, Sacramento Responsible Party Unit, to Scott Johnson, City of Sacramento North
Permit Center, October 15, 2007.
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redevelopment of the site, and the respective responsibilities of each party in implementing this
program.

On March 29, 2006, the California Environmental Protection Agency’s Site Designation Committee
(“Cal/lEPA") designated DTSC as the Administering Agency for the proposed Specific Plan Area
pursuant to California Health & Safety Code section 25260 et seq. Accordingly, the Tri-Party MOU
will designate DTSC as the responsible agency for overseeing cleanup activities at the proposed
Specific Plan Area. (Draft EIR, p. 6.5-34.) Under this role, DTSC may conduct site inspections during
construction to ensure compliance. The Tri-Party MOU will specify procedures for handling any
previously undiscovered contamination that may exceed cleanup levels for the subject site during
excavation, and will identify a process for investigation, remediation, and disposal of such
contamination, pursuant to state law under the California Health and Safety Code.

The Tri-Party MOU also defines a role for continued DTSC oversight of site conditions and future
land uses following certification of the selected cleanup remedies. Under the Tri-Party MOU, DTSC,
the City, and Thomas Enterprises have defined roles for post-cleanup coordination to assure land
use and development is consistent with land use controls. In addition, DTSC and Thomas
Enterprises are currently developing land-use control mechanisms that will include institutional and
engineering controls specific to the future land uses in the Plan Area. This will include preparation of
a long-term operations and maintenance agreement for the remedies.®> Specific Plan Policies
HAZ-1.1, HAZ-3.1, and HAZ-5.1 address the issue of timing of development relative to the cleanup.

Land Use Covenants

The Draft EIR (p. 6.5-29) described the process for limiting certain land uses within the Plan Area
based on remediation levels. The text referred to the term “deed restriction.” The term “land use
covenant” is the appropriate term, and is used herein.

After remediation is completed to Target Cleanup Level standards, DTSC will issue a certification of
completion for the applicable Remedial Action Plan and record a land use covenant for the property.
(Draft EIR, p. 6.5-29) The land use covenant limits uses of the property to those activities that are
consistent with the implemented level of remediation. Land use covenant components include the
following (Draft EIR, p. 6.5-29):

Groundwater cannot be extracted without DTSC approval.

2. Industrial and commercial land uses, including construction and maintenance of
utility corridors and street rights-of-way, are allowed under an appropriate
management plan.

3. Landscaping is allowed, provided clean soil to appropriate depths is placed in areas
where direct soil contact can occur.

4. Post-certification excavation or soil removal is not permitted without prior DTSC
approval.

In its comment letter on the Draft EIR, DTSC staff requested the addition of a fifth item to the “deed
restrictions” (i.e., land use covenants) listed on page 6.5-29:

3 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, “Information Regarding Remediation Comments on
Draft Environmental Impact Report, Former Union Pacific Sacramento Downtown Railyards,” letter from
Fernando Amador, Chief, Sacramento Responsible Party Unit, to Scott Johnson, City of Sacramento North
Permit Center, October 15, 2007.
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5. Residential uses are permitted with additional measures that mitigate the risks of
exposure to residual contaminants.

These measures allowing residential uses, open space, parks, and other similar uses will be
developed and recorded in accordance with the Tri-Party MOU.

Under the Tri-Party MOU the City will be responsible for administering the land use and
development-related portion of DTSC land use covenants (Draft EIR, p. 6.5-21). To comply with this
provision, the City will incorporate checkpoints into the Railyards Special Planning District Ordinance
that ensure: (1) development within the proposed Specific Plan Area can only occur in areas where
DTSC has verified that soil and groundwater remediation pursuant to a Remedial Action Plan has
been completed; and (2) the proposed development is permitted under the land use covenant (Draft
EIR, p. 6.5-33).

Changes in Cleanup Standards

The Tri-Party MOU also will require DTSC to keep City permitting officials informed of changes in
cleanup standards for contaminants on the site (Draft EIR, p. 6.5-33).

The Tri-Party MOU will also recognize that, in the future, currently unanticipated land uses may
dictate a different level of risk assessment and standards for remediation, and that in the future there
may be different approaches for protecting human health from the contaminants that remain at the
Railyards site. If a proposed new or modified land use is of a type that is not consistent with existing
cleanup standards, an evaluation of risk may be required to establish cleanup levels for the
proposed use. In such cases, DTSC will be responsible for approving new remedial measures and
ensuring that cleanup levels are appropriate to support the new use. The City may not approve the
new use until it receives confirmation from DTSC that appropriate remediation has occurred
(Railyards Specific Plan, p. 134). Mitigation Measure 6.5-5 also addresses the Parties’
responsibilities in cases where proposed land uses are changed, and/or additional remediation is
required (Draft EIR, p. 6.5-32 — 6.5-33).

The Specific Plan requires development in the plan area to be coordinated to ensure that each
phase of development will only be opened to the public after soil remediation for the applicable
development parcel(s) is complete. Specifically, Goal HAZ-3 provides: Coordinate project phasing
with remediation to protect site users from exposure to unacceptable health risks, Policy HAZ-3.1
implements this goal by requiring development to be implemented in accordance with applicable
remedial action plan (Specific Plan, p. 52). In addition, the Railyards Special Planning District
Ordinance permit process contains a mandatory condition of approval that the property owner
demonstrate to the City that the applicable development parcel has been remediate to DTSC Target
Cleanup Levels. This checkpoint in the land use entitlement process will further ensure that project
build-out will not occur in areas that have not been fully remediated.

Thus, the Tri-Party MOU will ensure that uses within the proposed Specific Plan Area are at all times
consistent with the implemented level of remediation for the subject property.

4.8.5 VISTA PARK (DRAFT EIR ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING)

Several comments were directed at how contaminants would be controlled at the proposed Vista
Park area in the northwest part of the Railyards Specific Plan, where an engineered cap covering
soils with certain types and amounts of contaminants would be placed below grade. If the Specific
Plan is approved, the Vista Park would provide for a variety of passive and active open space and
park uses.
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Response to Comments 4-2 through 4-6, 6-1 through 6-4, 6-16, 6-18, and 25-27

The Draft EIR (p. 6.5-11) explains the approximately 10.3-acre area in the northwest corner of the
Plan Area is the “Vista Park” that will contain the encapsulated soils.

As stated on page 6.5-11 in the Draft EIR, DTSC approved an amendment to the RAP for the
proposed remediation method that would cap contaminated materials in the northwest corner of the
site. In 2003, UPRR proposed modifications to the remedy including: expanding the cap limits to
include the former Qil Storage Area, consolidating site soils within the northwest corner to facilitate
grading and drainage, changing the cover to a geosynthetic barrier with vegetative soil cover (the
proposed “Vista Park” area in the Specific Plan). Following subsequent meetings and
correspondence with both DTSC and RWQCB clarifying the proposal, DTSC approved an
Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) in 2007, which updated the concept outlined in the
RDIP. The current proposal was described in a letter dated September 13, 2006 from the DTSC to
Union Pacific Railroad, which contains the ESD, and a letter dated March 8, 2007 from ERM to
DTSC which describes how materials will be placed beneath the cap and testing protocols.

Materials that can be placed under the engineered cap in the northwest corner (area of the proposed
“Vista Park”) are described on page 6.5-12 in the Draft EIR. The planned approach to constructing
the engineered cap and placement of 230,000 cubic yards of material containing a limited number of
specific contaminants in the northwest corner has been approved by DTSC. The Explanation of
Significant Differences prepared by DTSC described the categories of contaminants that can be
placed and the hierarchy for their placement. As specifically stated in a letter from ERM to DTSC
(March 8, 2007, previously referenced above and cited in Footnote 4 on p. 6.5-12 in the Draft EIR):

As presented with correspondence to the RWQCB titled “Definition of Inert Material for Use
as Cap Backfill, Lagoon Study Area Northwest Corner” (ERM, 29 March 2005), suitable inert
fill material for placement under the cap includes the following:

e Category 1 — soils impacted by only asbestos;

e Category 2 — soils containing metals concentrations that are less than the ground water
protection cleanup goal approved in the LSA RAP;

e Category 3 — Soils containing metals concentrations in excess of the ground water
protection cleanup goal, only after those specific soils are tested for solubility using a
deionized water waste extraction test (DI-WET) and found applicable to contain a soluble
fraction less than or equal to 10 times the applicable ground water quality standard; and

e Category 4 — Soils containing metals in excess of the ground water protection cleanup
goal and initially in excess of the solubility standard that have been chemically stabilized
and have been re-tested to demonstrate that they meet the solubility standard (see
Category 3).

As used in the March 2005 letter referenced above, the term “inert” refers to a regulatory
classification that refers to the ability of the soils to affect groundwater. This does not mean the soils
are non-hazardous. As described above, soils containing concentrations of lead and other
substances that will be placed under the engineered cap would be considered “hazardous” to people
if there were direct exposure to the substances. The proposal to encapsulate the soils according to
the DTSC-approved plan eliminates that risk.

In accordance with DTSC approvals, the soils placed under the northwest corner cap will not include
soils with organic chemical concentrations (i.e., VOCs, SVOCs, or TPH) above the remedial goals
that are protective of groundwater.
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Consistent with the Site Designation Process, the RWQCB has been provided all documents
describing the data, health risk assumptions, feasibility reports, and plans for the proposed
encapsulation that would ultimately be developed as the proposed Vista Park area in the Specific
Plan.

One comment addressed the design of the cap system and groundwater monitoring controls that
would be necessary to ensure the long-term effectiveness of the engineered cap for protecting
groundwater, and that the Draft EIR should have evaluated this system. The proposed project
evaluated in this Draft EIR is the Railyards Specific Plan and related entitlements. No further
environmental review of the approved remediation plans is required for this Draft EIR, and the Draft
EIR does not need to identify any mitigation. Comments regarding the design of the planned
engineered cap are more appropriately directed to DTSC, as the City has no approval authority over
the remediation systems and long-term operation of such systems.

Notification of the availability of the proposal for the method of encapsulating soils under the
engineered cap was published by DTSC in the Sacramento Bee in September 2006, and the ESD
was placed on file at the Sacramento Public Library downtown.® DTSC also completed required
CEQA environmental review of the proposal at that time. A Notice of Determination (NOD) under
CEQA was filed with the State Clearinghouse on September 28, 2006. Thus, the environmental
review for the engineered cap has been completed and has met all requirements for public review
under CEQA, and the Draft EIR does not need to analyze the environmental effects of that
remediation system (see Section 4.8.10 “Soil And Groundwater Remediation and Relationship to
Development of the Railyards Specific Plan (Draft EIR Methods of Analysis and Standards of
Significance” below, for further information about CEQA requirements for remediation). The Draft
EIR (p. 6.5-12) describes how the cap will be constructed. The specific details of the design,
including drainage systems, are being refined at this time and will be subject to review and approval
by DTSC as well.

One commenter expressed concern about the safety of the Vista Park site and the potential for
encountering contaminants. There would be no need to fence off the Vista Park once the
engineered encapsulation system is completed, because, as stated throughout Section 6.5 in the
Draft EIR, no development would be allowed at any location in the Specific Plan until after
remediation is completed to Target Cleanup Level standards, DTSC issues a certification of
completion for the applicable Remedial Action Plan, and records a land use covenant (“deed
restriction”) for the property (Draft EIR, p. 6.5-38). The land use covenant prohibits certain land uses
unless it can be demonstrated to DTSC that “all remedial measures necessary for protection of
human health and the environment have been taken” (Land Use Covenant Paragraph 3.01(B)).
DTSC has determined that the engineered cap would be “protective of a park land use anticipated in
the new redevelopment plans for [the Plan Area].” In addition, the Draft EIR addresses project
effects associated with infrastructure development following remediation.

4 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Explanation of Significant Differences Regarding
Northwest Corner RAP Amendment, Union Pacific Railyard-Sacramento Site, letter from Fernando Amador,
Chief, Sacramento Responsible Party Unit, to Jim Levy, Union Pacific Railroad, September 13, 2006.

5 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, California Environmental Quality Act Responsible
Agency Statement of Findings, Union Pacific Railroad Company Downtown Rail Yard/Explanation of
Significant Differences, Lagoon Study Area/Northwest Corner, September 26, 2006.
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4.8.6 HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES USE AND TRANSPORT IN AND AROUND THE RAILYARDS
SPECIFIC PLAN AREA (DRAFT EIR ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING)

Response to Comments 25-30, 29-2, 29-4, 29-6 through 29-8, and 37-1

Sacramento County Environmental Management Department maintains a database of all
businesses in the City of Sacramento using hazardous materials. The Master List of Facilities within
Sacramento County with Potentially Hazardous Materials is downloadable from the County’s website
(http://www.emd.saccounty.net/Documents/lists/mstr.pdf) and is readily available to the public.
Businesses surrounding the Specific Plan Area that use and store hazardous materials in quantities
subject to federal and state regulations that require community notification (e.g., under the EPCRA
referenced by one commenter) have prepared and submitted the required Hazardous Materials
Management Plans (or “Business Plan”) and/or Risk Management Plans, as appropriate, to the
Sacramento County Environmental Management Department. Sacramento County — as the CUPA
(see p. 6.5-18) — is responsible for ensuring these businesses operate in accordance with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations regarding hazardous materials use and
storage, reporting, and community notifications.

There are approximately 40 active businesses in the immediate area of the project site. The
presence of these businesses, along with the City’s Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant
adjacent to the site on the north (which is subject to additional hazardous substances release
reporting), are noted on page 6.5-15 in the Draft EIR. There is no compelling evidence based on
information readily available to the public or the Draft EIR preparers that these businesses would
expose project occupants to undue hazards. The public can review the county’s list to identify the
businesses and their locations that use and store hazardous materials in reportable quantities.

4.8.7 SACRAMENTO WATER TREATMENT PLANT (DRAFT EIR ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING)
Response to Comments 25-30, 25-40, 29-4, and 37-1

The presence of the Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant (WTP) as an adjacent land use to the
Plan Area was noted in the Draft EIR on page 6.5-15. An EIR was prepared for the Sacramento
River Water Treatment Plant Expansion project, which included the use of large amounts of chlorine
gas stored on-site for treatment. The WTP Expansion EIR was certified by the Sacramento City
Council and the project approved on November 28, 2000.

All City Department of Utilities facilities that use chlorine are covered by the regulations of either
federal EPA’s Risk Management Program or California’s CalARP (Accidental Release Prevention)
program, depending on the amount in use. The purpose of both programs is to prevent accidental
releases of regulated substances such as chlorine. The “Regulatory Setting” in Section 6.5 provides
information about hazardous materials management requirements.

The SRWTP is registered with federal EPA and the County of Sacramento and is in compliance with
both programs. In order to meet the requirements of these programs the City Utilities Department
has performed the following activities:

(@) Gathered safety information on chlorine and on the process, and equipment and
procedures involving chlorine.

(b) Performed a structured assessment of hazards of the process and external events
which might affect the process.

(c) Performed an off-site consequence analysis of defined release scenarios.
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(d) Established a written program for prevention and mitigation of releases

(e) Established a written emergency response plan that has been coordinated with the
Sacramento Fire Department.

® Established a mechanical integrity program to ensure that equipment is designed
and installed correctly, as well as operates properly. This program also ensures that
maintenance is carried out and documented on all components that involve the
chlorine system.

The City’s chlorine safety record is very good and has been improved by eliminating the old bulk
storage system that was in place at this facility years ago. The risks associated with this system
have been eliminated as well. With the existing chlorine system; through continued maintenance,
training, and review of standard operating procedures (SOPSs), there should be very little concern
regarding the possibility of an accidental release affecting the public.

The “catastrophic” events mentioned by commenters would be events outside of the City’s control
such as an airplane crashing into the Chemical Building or some sort of terrorist act that would
involve an explosive device. It is impractical to prepare for every eventuality; however, the external
events that were considered for the RMP consisted of:

Q) Fire due to electrical malfunction, hot work, vehicle accident, and grass/brush fire.
Consequences: Potential overpressure of containers and gas lines. Safeguards:
fusible plugs on ton containers. Chlorine Storage building is of noncombustible
construction, fire fighting equipment distributed throughout site, chlorine detection
and alarm, 2-way radio and cellular communication available for use if needed,
operator surveillance via Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system,
and an Emergency Response Plan.

(2) Sabotage/vandalism. Consequences: Chlorine release to atmosphere, potential
personnel exposure, potential off-site detectable odor/potential offsite injury, potential
public relation problem, and potential property damage due to chlorine exposure.
Safeguards: Storage facilities are fenced and locked, warning signs are posted on
all storage structures, all chlorine structures are of non-combustible construction,
operator surveillance via SCADA system, chlorine leak detection, and an
Emergency Response Plan.

3) Seismic event resulting in equipment damage. Consequences: Chlorine release to
atmosphere, potential personnel exposure, potential off-site detectable odor/potential
offsite injury, potential public relation problem, and potential property damage due to
chlorine exposure. Safeguards: Containers are all strapped down to trunnions,
chlorine leak detection, operator surveillance via SCADA, and chlorine leak scrubber.
Operators also routinely inspect the storage area and would notice any problems.
Two-way communication is available for use if needed, and an Emergency Response
Plan.

As stated in the Draft EIR (pages 6.5-21 through 6.5-23) and as noted in Section 4.8.9, above, the
City of Sacramento has a comprehensive emergency response program in place to handle
hazardous materials incidents.
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4.8.8 FREIGHT RAIL HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES TRANSPORTATION DATA (DRAFT EIR
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING)

Response to Comments 29-2, 29-3, and 29-6 through 29-8

The Draft EIR preparers reviewed federal and state agency databases that are readily available to
the public via the internet to determine if the information suggested by one commenter for inclusion
in the Draft EIR could be obtained, and that would be specific to the proposed project site. The Draft
EIR preparers also contacted Union Pacific Railroad.

As stated in footnote 7 on page 6.5-14 in the Draft EIR, UPRR was not able to provide specific
information about hazardous materials routing through the Railyards plan area. Hazardous
materials transport data for a specific carrier is not in the public domain for obvious security reasons
but is readily available to emergency responders in the event of an incident. If such information
were obtainable, it would represent a condition that would exist regardless of whether the proposed
project is implemented, and there are no aspects of the project that would change the nature of
those shipments by rail. It is not within the City’s authority to regulate the rail shipment of hazardous
substances through the Specific Plan Area.

A commenter suggested the U.S. Surface Transportation Board (STB) as a possible source of
information. According to the STB’s website, this agency “is an economic regulatory agency that
Congress charged with the fundamental missions of resolving railroad rate and service disputes and
reviewing proposed railroad mergers.” Upon review, it is unclear what data the STB would provide
of relevance to the proposed project. The U.S. Federal Rail Administration (FRA) is a more
appropriate resource for rail safety data involving hazardous materials incidents. The FRA Office of
Safety maintains a database that contains information regarding all aspects of rail accidents from
1975 through 2007. The Draft EIR preparers did, in fact, review the data compiled by the FRA as
part of the analysis for the proposed project. Since 1975, there have been only few accidents
involving trains carrying hazardous materials in Sacramento County, and only one resulted in the
release of hazardous materials from a rail car as a result of an accident, which occurred in 1986.
The FRA data shows that rail incidents in Sacramento decreased by 50 percent in 2003-2005 and by
66 percent in 2005-2006. The Draft EIR preparers also reviewed data obtained from the State Office
of Emergency Services (OES), which comprises a far more comprehensive listing of hazardous
materials incidents than the FRA. The OES database is searchable for a specific location. There
was no substantial evidence in the OES database that freight rail carrying hazardous materials
through the proposed Specific Plan Area had been a source of frequent or serious releases of
hazardous substances. In other words, there was no information to report that is directly applicable
to the proposed project that should have been included in the Draft EIR regarding freight rail
incidents in Sacramento involving a serious release of hazardous substances that adversely affected
human health or the environment.

Rail Car Delays. The U.S. Transportation Security Administration (TSA) issued “Supplemental
Security Action Items for the Rail Transportation of Toxic Inhalation Hazard Materials” in late 2006.°
The TSA document provides industry analysis of the reason for and solution to railcar delays.
Specifically, it does the following:

e Identifies risk factors as population density, number of Toxic Inhalation Hazard (TIH)
shipments, length of time rail cars or unattended and/or unsecured (Supplemental
Security Action Items for the Rail Transportation of Toxic Inhalation Hazard Materials,

p. 2).

6 U.S. Department of Homeland Security, “Recommended Security Action Items for the Rail Transportation of
Toxic Inhalation Hazard Materials, Supplement No.1”, issued November 21, 2006.
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e Calls for the development of site-specific security plans which reduce the time TIH cars
are held in High Threat Urban Areas (HTUA) (id. p. 3.).

e Provides protection or surveillance of unattended TIH cars in HTUA (id.).

e Ensures compliance with federal rail regulations (id.).

¢ Prohibits TIH cars within a specified distance from national security events (id. p. 4).
o Identifies select areas where TIH cars can be held in emergency situations (id.).

UPRRhas, as a matter of policy, incorporated the Supplemental Security Action Items into their
operating procedures. The action items discussed above, along with the implementation by UPRR,
provide an extensive analysis of delays and the ways to minimize such delays.’

Neither the U.S. Department of Homeland Security nor the U.S. Department of Transportation has
information available to the public regarding how delays impact potential terrorism incidents.
However, funding from the Department of Homeland Security indicates that transit security threats in
the Sacramento region have decreased dramatically since 2005. (http://www.dhs.gov/xgovt/
grants/gc_1178820367100.shtm).

Rail Safety. The Draft EIR provides a summary of recent developments in the rail safety industry
and concerns expressed by both regulators and industry. These issues are summarized on pages
6.5-16 — 6.5-17 in the Draft EIR (under the “Regulatory Setting” subheading), and references are
footnoted. In addition to the information presented in the Draft EIR, it is also noted that the CPUC
has developed an Action Plan to address this issue on a state level. The goals of the CPUC's
Railroad Safety Action Plan of 2005 (“Action Plan”) are to collect and analyze railroad data, develop
a citation process for rail safety violations, push the FRA to develop more rail knowledge, advocate
changes in rail safety legislation and issue public reports on rail incidents (CPUC Railroad Safety
Action Plan, p. 1-2). The CPUC does not provide information on the effectiveness of the Action
Plan. Therefore, no data that evaluates the Action Plan’s effectiveness is publicly available.

4.8.9 EMERGENCY RESPONSE CAPABILITIES (DRAFT EIR REGULATORY FRAMEWORK)
Response to Comments 29-1, 29-4, and 29-8

The Draft EIR includes an evaluation of state and local emergency response measures in the
“Regulatory Setting” section of the Draft EIR (Draft EIR 6.5-15-23). These measures include
regulations of the California Health and Safety Code, the California Environmental Protection
Agency, the California Highway Patrol, the Sacramento Fire Department, the Office of Emergency
Services, the Sacramento Multi-Hazard Emergency Plan and the Sacramento County Environmental
Management Department.

In addition to the state and local emergency response measures discussed in the EIR, additional
government agencies and programs that have jurisdiction to reduce or respond to a potential
hazardous materials release in the Project area include:

e The City of Sacramento Transportation Division maintains Hazardous Material
Technician trained staff in order to respond to hazardous material incidents (County of
Sacramento General Plan, Hazardous Materials Element, p. 41).

e California Department of Transportation maintains a contract with authorized hazardous
material emergency response contractors in order to expedite any emergency response

7 Diane K. Duren, Vice President and General Manager, Chemicals, Union Pacific Railroad, letter to UPRR
customers, April 11, 2007.
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effort necessary (County of Sacramento General Plan, Hazardous Materials Element,
p. 42.).

e The Sacramento County Sheriff Emergency Operations Unit (“Emergency Operations
Unit") is responsible for terrorist response training and response to the release of
hazardous materials. The Emergency Operations Unit maintains a variety of specialized
vehicles, including a state-of-the-art Mobile Command Van. This vehicle contains radio
and computer systems that enable the Sheriff's Department to communicate with public
safety agencies and interface with the California state satellite communications system.
The Unit also has two specially equipped cargo utility trucks, a two and a half ton military
cargo truck and generators. The Emergency Operations Unit and the vehicles are
available 24 hours a day (http://www.sacsheriff.com/organization/ investigative &
regional_services/special_operations/emergency.cfm).

e The California legislature passed the Local Community Rail Security Act of 2006 (Pub.
Utilities Code 88 7665 et seq.). This law requires that, by July 1, 2007, all rail facilities
operators to provide a risk assessment to CPUC, OES and the state director of
Homeland Security, describing:

a. location and functions of the rail facility;

b. all types of cargo moved through or stored at the facility;

c. any hazardous cargo moved through or stored at the facility;

d. the frequency that any hazardous cargo is moved through or stored at the facility;
e

a description of the rail operator’s practices to prevent sabotage, terrorism or other
crimes on the facility;

f. all training programs the rail operator requires for employees at the facility;

g. operator's emergency response procedures to deal with sabotage, terrorism or other
crimes at the facility;

h. operator's procedures to communicate with law enforcement personnel, emergency
personnel, transportation officials, and other first responders in the even of sabotage,
terrorism or other crimes at the facility (Pub. Utilities Code 8§ 7665.2).

e The Local Community Rail Security Act of 2006 also requires that, by January 1, 2008,
every operator must develop and implement an infrastructure protection program which:

a. includes training for all employees working at a facility regarding the recognition,
prevention and response to acts of sabotage, terrorism or other crimes;

b. must be updated annually and copies are to be provided to CPUC, OES and the
state Director of Homeland Security;

c. Each agency shall review the program and provide annual updates (Pub. Utilities
Code § 7665.4).

e The Local Community Rail Security Act of 2006 also requires that each operator working
at a facility that handles hazardous cargo must:

a. secure all facilities that handle or store hazardous materials by providing adequate
security personnel;

b. store hazardous materials only in secure facilities designed for storage, which shall
not include mainline, branch, industrial or passing racks not so designated or
retrofitted;
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c. do not leave locomotive equipment running while unattended, or leave any
unattended locomotive equipment unlocked;

d. ensure the cabs of occupies locomotives are secured from hijacking, sabotage or
terrorism;

e. do not use remote control locomotives to move hazardous materials over a public
crossing unless the remote control operator is able to maintain line-of-sight visibility;

f. provide timely alerts to law enforcement and response personnel if an emergency
occurs (Pub. Utilities Code 8§ 7665.6).

Additional references are cited in Impact 6.5-8. These include testimony by the Association of
American Railroads (footnotes 11 and 19), Homeland Security Secretary Chertoff's 2007 remarks on
this topic (p. 6.5-16 in the Draft EIR), and the proposed HM-232 regulation (footnote 18).
Additionally, although not mentioned by one commenter, the Draft EIR preparers also considered
information published in “Toxic Trains and the Terrorist Threat” (Paul Orum, Center for American
Progress, 2007).

4.8.10 SoiL AND GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION AND RELATIONSHIP TO DEVELOPMENT OF THE
RAILYARDS SPECIFIC PLAN (DRAFT EIR METHODS OF ANALYSIS AND STANDARDS OF
SIGNIFICANCE)

Several comments were directed at the scope of Draft EIR analysis related to the assumptions and
implementation of the remediation methods that have been, are, or will be implemented at the former
Railyards site that would be developed under the Railyards Specific Plan.

Response to Comments 25-23, 25-26, 25-27, 25-30, and 26-3

The remediation of soil and groundwater at the Railyards is not part of the Railyards Specific Plan
project. Rather, it is a separate project that was initiated in 1992 under the oversight of DTSC, which
has been acting as a lead agency under CEQA. The City has no discretionary authority over the
remediation.

Consistent with its lead agency role, DTSC has been and will continue to be required to conduct
CEQA review for any amendments to remediation plans that may impact the project site. DTSC
relied on the 1992 “Railyards Specific Plan/Richards Boulevard Area Plan Environmental Impact
Report” (“Specific Plan/RBAP EIR”) SCH #91042057. The Specific Plan/RBAP EIR analyzed, among
other things, the impact of soil and groundwater remediation at the Railyards and concluded that all
significant impacts could be mitigated. See Specific Plan/RBAP EIR, Chapter 4.13. The Specific
Plan/RBAP was certified by the Sacramento City Council and Redevelopment Agency of the City of
Sacramento in December, 1993. In 1994 the City reviewed and approved the “Railyards Specific
Plan/Richards Boulevard Area Plan Supplemental Environmental Impact Report” (“Specific
Plan/RBAP Supplemental EIR”), also #91042057. The Specific Plan/RBAP Supplemental EIR
evaluated, among other things, the effects of lead soil remediation. See Specific Plan/RBAP
Supplemental EIR, Chapter 5.6. It concluded that, with proper mitigation, the effects of lead
contamination would be less than significant. The City and the Redevelopment Agency later
certified the Specific Plan/RBAP Supplemental EIR.

Subsequent environmental review of the remediation was, and continues to be, performed under the
authority conferred by Public Resources Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guideline 15162(c)
“Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations”, which provides:

Once a project has been approved, the lead agency’s role in project approval is completed unless further
discretionary approval on that project is required. Information appearing after an approval does not
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require reopening of that approval. If after the project is approved, any of the conditions described in
subdivision (a) occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall only be prepared by the public
agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the project, if any.

Pursuant to this regulation, DTSC has relied on the Specific Plan/RBAP EIR Specific Plan/RBAP
Supplemental EIR to approve several remediation plans for the site. For example, on February 16,
2000 DTSC approved the Notice of Determination for a series of RAPs including the Lagoon Study
Area Final Amended RAP, the Northern Shops Study Area Final RAP, the Car Shop Nine Study
Area Final RAP and the Central Corridor Study Area Final RAP.

The remediation effort is independent from the proposed Railyards Specific Plan project (though
neither proceeds in a vacuum). The remediation effort has been ongoing since 1988 when Southern
Pacific Transportation Company entered into an Enforceable Agreement with DTSC (Draft EIR
p. 6.5-3). During the 1992-94 timeframe, the staging and manner of the remediation was designed
to accommodate the development plans in a way that did not sacrifice the remediation goals. During
1995-2005 when there were no development plans the remediation efforts continued, with all
appropriate CEQA review by DTSC. While the current development plans, i.e. the proposed project,
will certainly require coordination with, and accommodation of, the remediation effort, they will not
change the requirement to meet the remediation goals, as discussed on page 6.5-13 in the Draft
EIR. Whether there is a project or not, the property will be remediated. Stated another way, the
remediation effort has independent utility separate and apart from the proposed project.

Therefore, it is not appropriate for the Draft EIR to discuss or evaluate the “current suitability of the
site for construction.” The City must consider, however, whether any of the potential approaches that
could be implemented prior to, during, or after construction, as identified in the DTSC-approved
RAPs and subsequent implementation plans, would affect its land use decisions regarding the
proposed project. The environmental consequences of these decisions are provided in Impacts
6.5-1 through 6.5-7 on pages 6.5-31 through 6.5-38 in the Draft EIR.

For purposes of the analysis, it was assumed certification of this EIR could occur as early as 2007.
This would precede completion of some of the remaining work plans for remediation and ongoing
and future implementation of approved work plans. Specific Plan Policies HAZ-1.1, HAZ-3.1, and
HAZ-5.1 address the issue of timing of development relative to the cleanup. Therefore, because it
could not be documented with any certainty that the entire cleanup would be completed before
implementation of the proposed project, if it is approved, the Draft EIR needed to consider the timing
of cleanup relative to the phasing of proposed development.

4.8.11 TRANSPORTATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES THROUGH THE RAILYARDS SPECIFIC
PLAN AREA (DRAFT EIR METHODS OF ANALYSIS AND STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE)

Response to Comments 29-1, 29-3, 29-4, 29-5, 29-7, and 29-8

The City’s approach to the impact analysis and conclusion presented in Impact 6.5-8 is based on
CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15143), which states an “EIR shall focus on the significant effects [of the
project] on [emphasis added] the environment,” and CEQA Guidelines (15064[d]) as follows:

o In evaluating the significance of an environmental effect of a project, the lead agency shall consider
direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project and reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project.

1) A direct physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment which is
caused by and immediately related to the project. Examples of direct physical changes in the
environment are the dust, noise, and traffic of heavy equipment that would result from
construction of a sewage treatment plant and possible odors from operation of the plant.
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2) Anindirect physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment which is
not immediately related to the project, but which is caused indirectly by the project. If a direct
physical change in the environment in turn causes another change in the environment, then the
other change is an indirect physical change in the environment. For example, the construction
of a new sewage treatment plant may facilitate population growth in the service area due to the
increase in sewage treatment capacity and may lead to pollution.

3) Anindirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably foreseeable
impact which may be cause by the project. A change which is speculative or unlikely to occur
is not reasonably foreseeable.

The CEQA Guidelines set forth the extent to which an EIR must evaluate potential impacts of the
project. 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 (CEQA
Guidelines § 15151.)

Development of the proposed project would increase the number of people in the Specific Plan Area.
However, it would not alter the types, frequency, or mode of hazardous substances rall
transportation in the plan area, because the City has no jurisdiction or control over PUC-controlled
freight rail traffic. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the risk for an accidental
release of hazardous substances that could affect the environment. In other words, there would be
no direct physical effect caused by the project. Whether the density of development and types of
uses is likely to increase the potential for terrorist attack in an already heavily urbanized area cannot
be predicted with any degree of accuracy and would be considered speculative. Further, any
terrorist activity would be illegal, and there is no requirement under CEQA to evaluate the effects of
an illegal activity. A terrorist attack has not occurred in the Sacramento area. It is not reasonably
foreseeable that such an attack will occur as a result of the project. Therefore, the Draft EIR's
review of potential environmental impacts resulting from a terrorist attack is proper under CEQA.

The precise information a commenter requested be included in the Draft EIR such as “plume maps,
blast impact zones” is part of local and regional disaster planning both city-wide and regionally. If
the proposed project included activities that could increase the risk to people and the environment
due to hazardous materials releases, and if the types and quantities of such materials were subject
to the kind of reporting and public natification, then such information would have been appropriate
for presentation in the Draft EIR. However, the proposed project does not contain any elements that
would in any way alter the use, storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials that would
materially affect the assumptions used to develop worst-case release scenarios for existing facilities
and for which such data have been prepared, and an evaluation of a worst-case scenario that would
involve speculation is not required under CEQA. Therefore, the exclusion of this information does
not affect the analysis.

CEQA also does not require the Draft EIR to evaluate why state and local legislative bodies have
failed to act in response to a federal regulation (CEQA Guidelines § 15378; Northwood Homes v.
Town of Moraga (1989) 216 Cal. App. 3d 1197). The Draft EIR does not rely on the “assumed
adequacy” of federal regulations. In fact, the Draft EIR focuses much of its discussion in the
“Regulatory Setting” section on state and local regulation and response to hazardous materials.
Specifically, the Draft EIR notes the Cal-EPA Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials
Management Regulatory Program which includes the regulation of hazardous materials, response
plans, risk management and prevention programs (Draft EIR p. 6.5-18) and the State Office of
Emergency Services hazardous response network and the California Public Utilities Commission
General Order’'s coordination of local, state and federal agencies in the even of a hazardous
emergency (Draft EIR p. 6.5-18). On the local level, the Draft EIR incorporates the Sacramento City
Fire Department’s Hazardous Materials Program and the Domestic Preparedness Program which,
together, provide training and response teams for hazardous material emergencies 24 hours of each
day (Draft EIR p. 6.5-21) and the City of Sacramento’s Multi-Hazard Emergency Plan, which
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includes an extensive emergency response to a hazardous emergency and a mitigation plan to
reduce the likelihood and intensity of a hazardous incident (Draft EIR p. 6.2-22).

The Draft EIR clearly and comprehensively describes the potential effects of bringing a new
population into an area where hazardous substances are routinely transported via rail and the
potential threat associated with that. Information used to establish the real threat posed by rail traffic
is cited throughout the analysis. The analysis is supported by substantial evidence available to the
Draft EIR preparers and does not rely on speculation.

The commenter expresses an opinion about the adequacy of federal regulations to provide for safe
rail transport of hazardous materials. The analysis of this issue is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR
and is not relevant to the impact evaluation because the proposed project would not alter the types
and amounts of hazardous substances transported through the Specific Plan Area. Moreover, it is
not within the City of Sacramento’s authority to regulate freight rail transport through the City.
Therefore, it is not necessary to address this issue in the Draft EIR.

Under CEQA, "economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as
significant effects on the environment”]; quoting CEQA Guidelines 8 15064(e). The ability of
railroads to obtain adequate insurance for financial reimbursement from a hazardous materials
emergency is unrelated to implementation of the proposed Railyards Specific Plan, and, therefore,
does not require evaluation in the Draft EIR.

The standard of significance referenced by a commenter applies to future occupants of the project
site, not just existing. The impact statement on page 6.5-36 reads: “Development of the proposed
project would bring new residents [emphasis added] in proximity to existing non-project-related
hazardous substances transportation routes such as I-5 and the UPRR rail lines.” Moreover, the
second full paragraph on page 6.5-38 in the Draft EIR clearly states “new residential uses are
proposed to be developed in close proximity to the relocated main [railroad] line, which would
continue to be used to transport freight through the Specific Plan Area. During the day, a large
number of office workers would also be present in the Specific Plan Area.” As such, the impact
analysis evaluates the extent to which increased population in the project site as a result of the
project could be exposed to hazardous materials releases.

The Draft EIR concluded that the potential impact from a hazardous substances release incident due
to the railroad was less than significant (Draft EIR p. 6.5-42). Because the impacts were not found
to be significant, the Draft EIR is not required to examine mitigation measures (Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1141; CEQA
Guidelines 15126.4 [‘An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant
adverse impacts.”] (emphasis added).). Therefore, CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to consider
re-routing or freight rail carrying hazardous substances as mitigation.

4.8.12 RISKS TO CONSTRUCTION WORKERS DURING EARTH-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES FOR
SPECIFIC PLAN SITE DEVELOPMENT (IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES)

Response to Comments 6-8, 6-24, 25-34, 25-36 through 25-38, 25-89, and 25-90

The locations, depths, and extent of clean soils, artificial soils that do not contain levels of
contaminants in excess of DTSC-approved levels, artificial soils (“fill”) that contain hazardous
substances, and native soils have been thoroughly investigated, documented, and presented to the
DTSC for review and approval. A significant amount of remediation has already occurred, and more
cleanup is planned under the oversight of DTSC.
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During soil remediation activities, air monitoring is performed in accordance with an Air Monitoring
Plan (AMP), Asbestos Contingency Plan (ACP), and Health and Safety Plan (HSP). These plans
are a requirement of the DTSC-approved Remedial Design and Implementation Plan (RDIP). The
AMP and HSP provide guidelines for monitoring and controlling potential exposure to airborne
emissions of VOCs, SVOCs, and airborne-dust containing metals. Air monitoring stations are
located throughout the Railyards cleanup site. “Action levels” for site worker protection and public
protection are also included in the plans. The results of the testing are reported in the annual soil
remediation reports that are submitted to DTSC and RWQCB. For 2003 and 2004 (the most current
reports available), none of the fence-line air monitoring data showed any exceedences of action
levels.

It is the expectation of both the DTSC and the City that remediation will reduce concentrations of
chemicals in soil such that they do not exceed specific risk-based thresholds (remediation goals) that
have been established through a lengthy and ongoing formal regulatory process involving
government agencies and the public, which is described in the Environmental Setting in Section 6.5.
As noted in the analysis on page 6.5-25, second paragraph, the construction worker would be a
greatest risk of exposure as compared to future occupants, if contaminant concentrations are not
reduced through remedial actions [emphasis added]. The results of the health risk assessments
were used to determine the residual levels of contaminants that will be allowed to remain in site soils
that would not present a health risk to the construction workers after remediation is completed for the
specific development site.

No development on the site can occur until a particular development site has been cleaned to DTSC
Target Cleanup Level standards (p. 6.5-25). Absent any controls, workers could be exposed to
residual contaminants in soils during construction. Mitigation Measure 6.5-1 was identified to
address the potential for hazards after a site has been cleaned up to DTSC-approved levels. The
individual measures (a — e) are intended to work in conjunction with each other.

Mitigation Measure 6.5-1(b) specifically indicates that the construction contractor health and safety
plan will be “based on the levels of remediation already performed in each project area.” The
contents of a health and safety plan are mandated under state laws and regulations. The specific
testing protocols would be developed by individuals who specialize in the preparation of health and
safety plans and would take into account each area of disturbance. Under this plan, workers would
be monitored for any potential over-exposure to chemical hazards, should any exist. On-site air
guality monitoring is a component of the construction worker health and safety plan required under
Mitigation Measure 6.5-1(b) and (c) to achieve conformance with OSHA workplace standards. Air
quality monitoring results would be used to determine if conditions are present that could present a
risk to construction workers. If the results of testing during construction indicate a problem,
measures would be implemented immediately to protect the construction worker. This, in turn,
would ensure that conditions, if any, that could present a risk to site occupants are mitigated well in
advance.

One commenter expressed concern that “visual inspection” (of soils) may not be sufficient to check
for contamination at a particular site. However, for the reasons described above, soil cleanup will
have already occurred at a particular work site, so there is the expectation that soil sampling at the
time of site disturbance would be part of routine monitoring, if required by the site health and safety
plan and/or DTSC (e.g., additional confirmatory sampling). At any site that has undergone
remediation, there exists the possibility that something may have been missed, despite all feasible
efforts. The intent of Mitigation Measure 6.5-1(d) is to ensure that the contractors performing work in
remediated areas remain observant so they can report any unusual odors, colors, or conditions that
may require additional evaluation before work can safely proceed.
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As previously stated, no construction (i.e., earth-disturbing activities) would occur in areas of the
Railyards until DTSC-approved Target Cleanup Levels are achieved. This means that a grading
permit cannot be issued to any developer in the project site until the soils have been tested and the
results reviewed and approved by DTSC. Therefore, construction workers would not be exposed to
levels of contaminants that would present a health risk. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 6.5-5 also
directs that if there are changes in land use or cleanup levels, the affected site be re-evaluated
before it is developed.

One commenter suggested that “[construction] workers will feel pressured to continue to work in the
Specific Plan Area even though they may be overexposed to toxins in light of health risk assessment
guidelines.” No documentation was provided to support the basis for this assertion. In Towards
Responsibility in Planning v. City Council of the City of San Jose, supra, 200 Cal.App.3d at 681, the
Court held it is “unnecessary for an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future environmental
consequences.”

In view of the above, Draft EIR does not need to further evaluate potential health risk impacts on
construction workers as a result of project development, and no changes to the Draft EIR are
necessary as a result of these comments.

4.8.13 GROUNDWATER DISPOSAL DURING CONSTRUCTION (IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES)

Response to Comments 6-8, 6-22, 6-28, and 25-86

The Draft EIR describes methods that will be in place to ensure groundwater is managed
appropriately. This occurs in several places in the document. For example, on page 6.5-29, the
Draft EIR notes “groundwater cannot be extracted without DTSC approval.” This would apply to
dewatering. Mitigation Measure 6.5-3(g) states the requirements for dewatering. Section 6.6,
Hydrology and Water Quality, addresses dewatering requirements in greater detail, with specific
references to the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District permitting requirements on pages
6.5-20 in Section 6.5, Hazards and Hazardous Substances, and page 6.6-17 in Section 6.6,
Hydrology and Water Quality. The City’s requirements are stated on page 6.6-17, and Impact 6.6-3
on page 6.6-22 further explains the discharge and permitting requirements.

4.8.14 RISKS TO SPECIFIC PLAN OCCUPANTS (IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES)
Response to Comments 4-5, 6-4, 6-5, 6-9, 6-11, 6-12, 6-19, and 6-25

Impact 6.5-3 on pages 6.5-30 — 6.5-31 in Section 6.5, Hazards and Hazardous Substances,
addresses the potential for vapors from residual volatile organic compounds (VOCSs) in soil to affect
indoor air quality in new construction. Soil vapors emanating from contaminated groundwater could
also occur. DTSC has stated, “VOC vapor migration is an area of major involvement at the site by
the Department as a component of both soil and groundwater cleanup standards, and as a part of
future health-protective land use controls for the property.”

Mitigation Measure 6.5-3(e) states that if required by DTSC (the agency with oversight authority of
the cleanup), buildings shall be designed to prevent the buildup of vapors in enclosed spaces. This
would apply to the existing Sacramento Station and Central Shops buildings. In response to a
comment from DTSC, Mitigation Measure 6.5-3(e) on page 6.5-31 has been revised as follows:

8 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, “Information Regarding Remediation Comments on
Draft Environmental Impact Report, Former Union Pacific Sacramento Downtown Railyards,” letter from
Fernando Amador, Chief, Sacramento Responsible Party Unit, to Scott Johnson, City of Sacramento North
Permit Center, October 15, 2007.
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Mitigation Measures

6.5-3 e€) Compliance with building design requirements, to be included in the building
code ordinance, for preventing the intrusion of subsurface vapors into
buildings and enclosed spaces and the buildup of soil vapors in enclosed
spaces where applicable, shall be required if determined by DTSC to be
necessary.

The proposed project under consideration in this EIR is a land use plan and related entitlements.
Individual building design and sites have not been identified. Prescribing specific building designs
and where land use covenants (“deed restrictions”) should be imposed would be premature. The
land use covenant process, which is under the oversight of DTSC (not the City), is clearly explained
on page 6.5-29 in the Draft EIR. The text further notes, “the property owner, at its discretion, may
remediate specific areas of the project site to accommodate more restrictive use standards, thereby
eliminating the need for a deed restriction.” When a specific development proposal is brought
forward for a specific location in the Plan Area, the City would be responsible under Mitigation
Measure 6.5-3(e), as revised, and 6.5-3(h) for ensuring that all appropriate measures are included in
building design to protect occupants of that site. Inclusion of proper design would need to be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the City prior to issuance of a grading permit, or occupancy for an
existing building. Mitigation Measure 6.5-3(h) also provides a mechanism for the City to reconsider
a land use if the proper level of protection cannot be achieved.

As stated previously, the proposed project evaluated in the Railyards Specific Plan EIR is the
implementation of the land uses and related entitlements for the proposed project. The Draft EIR
does not need to analyze the approved remediation approaches for groundwater, nor the
environmental effects of remediation. However, to that extent that implementation of the Railyards
Specific Plan could interfere with approved and ongoing groundwater remediation effects, this
potential is evaluated in Impact 6.5-4 on pages 6.5-31 and 6.5-32.

4.8.15 POTENTIAL FOR SPECIFIC PLAN DEVELOPMENT TO INTERFERE WITH REMEDIATION
EFFORTS

Response to Comments 4-6, 6-1, and 6-5

Figure 6.6-2 in Section 6.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, shows the location of groundwater
monitoring and extraction wells within the Railyards Specific Plan Area. The analysis in the Draft
EIR (Impact 6.5-4, in particular) considers the extent to which development of the proposed
Railyards Specific Plan could affect these wells and, thus, evaluates the potential effects of
development in conjunction with the ongoing remediation activities. These wells are an integral part
of the cleanup and restoration activities for groundwater contamination, which has been documented
outside the former Railyards site boundaries in the downtown Sacramento area. There are no
aspects of the proposed project that would directly affect monitoring and extraction wells located
outside the project site. Figure 6.6-2 in the Draft EIR sufficiently illustrates the appropriate well sites
that could be directly affected by implementation of the Railyards Specific Plan.

Mitigation Measure 6.5-4 specifically requires coordination with “DTSC and other involved agencies”
(e.g., the RWQCB) to ensure construction does not damage or otherwise interfere with established
soil and groundwater remediation systems and controls. This is equally important for planned and
anticipated remediation systems. For example, as noted by DTSC, remediation efforts for soil vapor
and groundwater near the Central Shops will require below-grade plumbing and above-grade
treatment systems, which have not yet been installed. Further, access for long-term operations and
maintenance of the remedy systems will be necessary. Impact statement 6.5-4 and Mitigation
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Measure 6.5-4 on page 6.5-31 in the Draft EIR have been revised as follows to take into account
planned, but not-yet-constructed, remediation systems:

6.5-4 Construction of site features such as infrastructure and buildings could
interfere with existing and/or planned remediation efforts.

Mitigation Measures

6.5-4 a) Project developers and their contractors shall coordinate with the City of
Sacramento, DTSC, and other involved agencies, as appropriate, to assure
that project construction shall not interfere with any adjacent and/or on-site
existing and/or planned remediation activities or unduly delay any e existing
and/or planned site remediation activities.

4.8.16 POTENTIAL FOR CONTAMINANTS TO ENTER UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINES AS A
DIRECT RESULT OF SPECIFIC PLAN DEVELOPMENT (IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES)

Response to Comments 4-4, 6-25, and 25-39

One comment suggested the wording in Mitigation Measure 6.5-5 requires that “utility corridors at
groundwater levels must remain clean.” This is incorrect. Mitigation Measure 6.5-5 requires that “in
utility corridors, cleanup levels be re-evaluated to ensure construction worker health and safety...”
Impact 6.5-2 addresses groundwater migration into utility corridors. The Draft EIR states on page
6.5-27 that “infrastructure utility lines will be placed above anticipated groundwater levels [at the
site], hence preventing the possible migration of groundwater into utility trenches. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 6.5-2 on page 6.5-30 in the Draft EIR would be necessary to account for
fluctuations in groundwater levels to prevent infiltration of contaminants into water, sewer, or storm
drainage pipelines. The method(s) would require DTSC approval. Monitoring of groundwater levels
and water quality in the pipelines would be routinely performed by the landowners throughout the life
of the project and reported to DTSC and the CVRWQCB. If problems are detected, the City would be
responsible for immediately correcting the condition and apprising DTSC.

Porous utility lines could also be conduits for volatile contaminants in soil vapor. The text on page
6.5-30 in the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this comment made by DTSC, and Mitigation
Measure 6.5-2 is revised accordingly:

Because the development of the proposed Specific Plan would be consistent with the
remediation action plans and land use covenants, the proposed project would not
substantially increase the risk of exposure of construction workers or future occupants to
hazardous substances contamination in soil or groundwater at the project site;. However,
development of the proposed project would include the installation of underground utility
lines. pPorous utility lines could be infiltrated by contaminated groundwater or volatile
contaminants in soil vapor that could contaminate water flowing through the pipes. This is
considered a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure

6.5-2 In areas where the groundwater contamination has the potential to reach water,
sewer or storm drainage pipelines due to fluctuations in the elevation of the
groundwater table, or where volatile contaminants in soil vapor could enter porous
utility lines, measures such as concrete trenches, membrane barriers and venting will
be used to prevent infiltration in accordance with DTSC requirements. Routine
monitoring shall be performed by the landowners, reported to DTSC and
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CVRWOQCB, and corrective actions implemented if the results indicate adverse
changes in water quality.

4.8.17 SCHOOL SITING - PRESENCE OF CONTAMINATED SOILS AND HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES USE AND TRANSPORTATION IN THE SPECIFIC PLAN AREA (IMPACTS AND
MITIGATION MEASURES)

Response to Comments 18-2 through 18-12, 18-21, and 29-5

The proposed project being considered by the City is the adoption and implementation of the
proposed Railyards Specific Plan and approval of related entitlements (Draft EIR p. 1-1). Related
entittements and other agency approvals are listed on page 3-61 in the Draft EIR. The Railyards
Specific Plan indicates that education facilities are allowed under the RCMU, ORMU, and RMU
designations (see Figure 3-5 in the Draft EIR for the locations of these proposed land use
designations within the Specific Plan Area). As stated on page 3-57 in the Draft EIR, “due to its
downtown location, any school facility built within the Specific Plan Area would likely be an ‘urban’
school, and would include characteristics such as compact hardscape recreation areas, multi-story
classroom facilities, and space-saving solutions such as rooftop recreation areas. The specific
location for a school site would depend on many factors, including requirements of the California
Education Code pertaining to hazardous substances contamination and future land use covenants.

The California Education Code prescribes specific studies and investigations that must be
implemented by the school district prior to school site selection and the results submitted to DTSC.
Among the many requirements pertaining to siting are locations of the site relative to contaminated
property, sources of hazardous emissions, or hazards such as high-pressure gas lines. The Draft
EIR explains this process on page 6.5-19 in Section 6.5, Hazards and Hazardous Substances, on
page 6.10-43 in Section 6.10, Public Services, and in Impact 6.10-10 on page 6.10-47. The
requirements in the California Education Code are the direct result legislation enacted by the State
of California to address a problem that occurred with school siting in the Los Angeles Unified School
District (LAUSD). As the only comprehensive school environmental evaluation program in the U.S.,
California9 DTSC'’s School Property Evaluation and Cleanup Division continues to set the national
standard.

The regulations specifically require that DTSC be involved in the review process to ensure selected
properties are free of contamination, or if the property is contaminated, that it is cleaned up to a level
that is protective of students and faculty who will occupy the new school. Public Resources Code
requirements relating to hazardous air emissions are also summarized on page 6.5-19.

Lead, along with all other contaminants of concern identified at the site, would be considered in any
subsequent study prepared for DTSC review of a school site.

No development would be allowed at any location in the Specific Plan until the following has
occurred: (1) remediation is completed to Target Cleanup Level standards, (2) DTSC issues a
certification of completion for the applicable Remedial Action Plan, and (3) records a land use
covenant for the property (Draft EIR, p. 6.5-38). The land use covenant limits uses of the property to
those activities that are consistent with the implemented level of remediation and the approved site-
specific additional measures that would allow for less restrictive use. This would apply to schools.

DTSC has approved soil remediation standards and remedies that are intended to be protective of
construction worker health and groundwater. Levels of contaminants in soils that could remain on-

9 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, “Evaluating and Cleaning Up School Sites”
(http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/Schools/index.cfm#Fact_Sheets_and_General_Information)
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site or would require off-site disposal were determined through RI/FS and RAP process under DTSC
oversight. Pages 6.5-2 — 6.5-13 in the Draft EIR explain the steps that have been implemented for
each area of the site. There is no approved soil remediation approach that is depth-limited.’® Thus,
the Draft EIR does not need to “evaluate the fill material” proposed for any school site that might be
constructed in the Specific Plan because any fill generated on-site would either be soils that do not
contain contaminants or would consist of soils that have been remediated to Target Cleanup Level
standards. Further, DTSC approval of the site would be required in accordance with California
Education Code requirements. A suburban-style school (which typically would involve land clearing
and fill and at-grade structures) would not be possible without additional measures.

If it is determined an on-site school would need to be developed in response to student demand data
(see 5.13, Public Services in the Draft EIR), it could be located in any of the three proposed land use
designations in the Specific Plan Area listed above and described in the Project Description where
there are no land use covenants issued by DTSC prohibiting such use or other constraints that
would made the site(s) unsuitable.

It is not within the City’s authority to determine whether a proposed location for a school site is
appropriate under the provisions of the California Education Code.

Therefore, because the City does not have the authority to approve a specific school site, only the
land use designations that could accommodate a school, the Draft EIR does not need to evaluate in
detail specific environmental issues associated with the site shown in Figure 3-17.

4.8.18 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS USE AT SACRAMENTO WATER TREATMENT PLANT (IMPACTS
AND MITIGATION MEASURES)

Response to Comments 25-30, 25-40, 29-4, and 37-1

The EIR for the WTP stated “the Sacramento County Hazardous Materials Division has determined
that the handling of chlorine at the City’s WTP may pose an acutely hazardous materials accident
risk,” and the EIR included an analysis of potential risks to locations in the vicinity of the plant from a
chlorine release. The EIR setting included information on chlorine releases, noting that an incident
occurred in 1993 but did not result in any releases that affected personnel or the public.

The certified WTP Expansion EIR'! concluded:

The level of risk associated with chlorine handling is reduced to the extent possible by City safeguards for
chlorine handling. These include proper design, effective safety features, safe operation and
maintenance practices, monitoring of process conditions, and detection of deviations. Although the risk of
accidental escape of chlorine cannot be completely eliminated, continued adherence to the Risk
Management and Prevention Program and use of onsite operational guides provide the best available
means of minimizing hazards impacts. Existing City procedures would reduce the level of impact to less-
than-significant.

Because the potential environmental effects of a chlorine release were previously evaluated in a
certified EIR, and there are no aspects of the proposed Railyards Specific Plan project that would
alter the use of chlorine at the WTP, there is no need for further analysis in this EIR. See also
Section 4.8.7, Sacramento Water Treatment Plant, in this Final EIR.

10 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, “Information Regarding Remediation Comments on
Draft Environmental Impact Report, Former Union Pacific Sacramento Downtown Railyards,” letter from
Fernando Amador, Chief, Sacramento Responsible Party Unit, to Scott Johnson, City of Sacramento North
Permit Center, October 15, 2007.

11 City of Sacramento, Water Facilities Expansion Project EIR (SCH # 1998032046), September 2000, page
6-78.
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4.8.19 RIVERFRONT DISTRICT AREA - WEST JIBBOOM STREET PROPERTY (IMPACTS AND
MITIGATION MEASURES)

Response to Comments 6-20, 6-27, 25-29, and 26-20

Impact 6.5-9 in the Draft EIR concludes that because a Phase 2 ESA has not been completed for
the West Jibboom Street property, there may be unidentified contamination. The contamination
could be in the soil, vadose zone, and/or groundwater. Mitigation Measure 6.5-9 requires that a
Phase 2 ESA be completed and the results submitted to DTSC. When the Phase 2 ESA is
prepared, besides soil contamination, it will take into account the potential for vadose zone
contamination and groundwater containing pollutants emanating from the Manufactured Gas Plant
(MGP) within the former Railyards to affect groundwater conditions beneath the West Jibboom
Street Property. This measure further states that development of the parcel will not be allowed until
it is remediated to health-protective levels for the most sensitive land use.

The West Jibboom Street Property is a parcel currently owned by California Department of Parks
and Recreation adjacent to but not within the area subject to investigation and cleanup as part of the
Railyards cleanup. If a more extensive process is required to further investigate and remediate
potential threats to human health or the environment, the appropriate regulatory process would be
followed. If the results of the Phase 2 ESA indicate additional study or remediation is warranted, the
actual process that would need to be followed with the consent of DTSC would be determined at that
time. A RAP may or may not be the appropriate document for that site because it is currently not
subject to the regulatory process that requires a RAP (pp. 6.5-3 and 6.5-4 in the Draft EIR for a
description of the process).

If it is determined remediation would be required at the West Jibboom Street Property, an
environmental document prepared pursuant to CEQA would be required to disclose significant
environmental effects of implementing remediation. Remedial measures, in and of themselves, are
intended to result in a long-term net benefit to human health and the environment. When remedial
actions are designed, the plans must identify measures that will be taken to protect human health
and the environment during remediation. Engineering and environmental controls to minimize the
potential for contaminants to be released outside the cleanup area, to prevent discharges to
waterways, and to monitor air quality would be in place. Remediation workers would be performing
work in accordance with an approved health and safety plan, and various administrative controls
such as site security and personnel monitoring would be used. In addition, if off-site transport and
disposal of contaminated soil or debris is necessary, the materials would need to be disposed of at a
facility permitted to accept such wastes, and all transportation would be required to comply with
federal Department of Transportation (Title 29 CFR) placarding and shipping regulations as well as
state California Highway Patrol regulations pertaining to the transportation of hazardous substances.
Other potential effects of remediation could include noise and traffic generated by remediation itself,
but there are no sensitive receptors at that location, and remediation-related traffic would be
intermittent and throughout the day (i.e., would not contribute substantially to peak-hour conditions at
intersections or freeway segments). There would be no significant effects of implementing a
remedial action that could not be reduced to less-than-significant levels through the existing
regulatory framework.

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

P:\Projects - WP Only\51234.00 Railyards\!FEIR\4.08 Hazards.doc 4 . 8'2 5






4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
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4.9.1 COMMENTS ON STORMWATER COLLECTION, CONVEYANCE, AND TREATMENT

Response to Comments 6-7, 6-29, 6-30, 6-33, 18-22, 25-42, 25-52, 25-80, 25-82, 25-83,
26-21, 26-22, and 26-38

This response addresses comments 6-7, 6-29, 6-30, 6-33, 18-22, 25-42, 25-52, 25-80, 25-82, 25-83,
26-21, 26-22, 26-38 received regarding stormwater collection, conveyance, and treatment. The
Draft EIR described and analyzed the stormwater infrastructure proposed by the project applicant.
Particularly, Chapter 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR described proposed infrastructure to
collect and dispose of stormwater via a system of stormwater collection inlets throughout the site
that would ultimately be conveyed into the proposed cistern and discharged to the Sacramento River
and the City’s Combined Sewer System (CSS). Construction and operation of the stormwater
utilities were analyzed in Section 6.6 - Hydrology and Water Quality and 6.11 — Utilities and the
project will obtain coverage under the State National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Construction Permit. Impacts related to construction of the proposed project were
analyzed throughout the Draft EIR. Further, as stated in Section 6.6, Impact 6.6-1 on pages 6.6-19
through 6.6-21, the City will require all construction contractors to obtain a General Construction
NPDES Permit from the CVRWQCB and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be
prepared identifying BMPs as required prior to construction activities and permit issuance to prevent
construction-related materials from entering stormwater and to meet federal, state, and City
stormwater quality regulations.

Sections 6.6 and 6.11 of the Draft EIR described how the stormwater system infrastructure would be
designed to City design criteria to collect and treat stormwater and achieve City and State water
quality treatment requirements prior to discharging into the Sacramento River and the City's
Combined Sewer System (CSS). As described in the Draft EIR, the majority of the project site is not
currently served by a drainage system, except for the central shops area which drains to the CSS.
Stormwater on the undeveloped portions of the project site currently infiltrates into the ground. The
proposed project would construct a new drainage system to collect and convey a majority of
stormwater runoff to the river, with a small water quality portion to be pumped to the off-site CSS.
Post-project runoff calculations were completed for sizing the on-site stormwater drainage utilities to
meet the City’s design requirements.

The proposed project stormwater system was designed and calculations are included in the City of
Sacramento Downtown Railyards Project Storm Drain System Analysis Technical Memorandum
prepared by Nolte in August 2007 (see Appendix A of this Final EIR). Nolte has submitted this
technical memorandum to the City Department of Utilities (DOU) with the entitlements package for
review and approval. Should the City DOU review and have revisions to the calculations made in
the technical memorandum, the project applicant will revise and resubmit the plan for final approval.
No changes requested by the City DOU are expected to affect the project site layout, utility
alignments, or sizing of the cistern because design and layout of the system was conducted with
respect to City DOU standards.

In order to more fully describe and clarify the operation of the cistern (discussed on pages 3-44
through 3-51, 6.6-21 to 6.6-22, and 6.11-8 of the Draft EIR), the following is paraphrased from the
August 2007 Draft Storm Drain System Analysis Technical Memorandum prepared by Nolte
Associates, Inc. included in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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CISTERN - The term cistern was used to denote an underground detention basin in the Draft EIR,
the Specific Plan, and technical drainage documents. The cistern will be designed to detain the
runoff from the proposed project. The cistern will provide water quality treatment by a combination of
detention time and diversion to the CSS and the Sacramento River. The total detention volume will
consist of two water quality volume components and one peak-shaving volume component. The two
water quality components will be designed using the volume method depth factor from the
Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions (May 2007). The
proposed project site was assumed to be 80-percent impervious for calculating runoff volumes.
Using a 48-hour drawdown, mean storm precipitation depth of 0.55 inches, and the 85-percent
project site imperviousness, the depth of runoff will be 0.714 inches. The water quality volume is this
depth divided by 12, times the 220 acres of the project watersheds, giving volume of stormwater
runoff of 13.09 acre-feet.

A portion of the first flush water quality component will be captured in a compartment of the cistern of
approximately 5 acre-feet and will be pumped to the CSS. This will capture the most heavily
polluted first-flush storm drainage volume and preventing that volume of stormwater from reaching
the balance of the cistern and discharging to the river. When drainage flows exceed the capacity of
this compartment, excess flows will flow over a weir (a chamber wall within the cistern) and be
captured in the second cistern compartment. After detention, the flows will be pumped to the river at
a controlled rate which will discharge 75 percent of the water quality volume in a minimum of 24
hours and the total volume in 48 hours.

DETENTION AND PUMPING OPERATION - The cistern will also reduce high peak storm flows to a
more sustainable rate for pumping to the river. Drainage flows which exceed the water quality
volume (i.e., after the first flush volume is captured by the cistern) will be monitored and will initiate
the large discharge pumps to begin pumping stormwater to the Sacramento River. As described in
the Draft EIR on pages 3-44 to 3-51, 6.6-21 to 6.6-22, and 6.11-10 to 6.11-11 three 40-cfs pumps
are proposed to pump to the river during the design 100-year 6-hour storm, which will require
approximately 13 acre-feet of peak-shaving detention volume plus water quality volume for a total
detention volume of approximately 27 acre-feet. Other combinations of pump capacity and detention
volume may be used. Actual delivery of each pump will vary somewhat with variations in water
levels in the cistern from storm to storm. The first pump would start when the water level in the
cistern rises above the total water quality volume elevation.

Nominal dimensions of a cistern to store this volume could be 2.7 acres in area with a storage depth
of 10 feet. Dimensions may be reduced by accounting for storage in the large diameter pipelines
leading to the cistern is considered, and if regulatory agencies permit infiltration of stormwater for
flow reduction.

A portion of the first-flush fraction of the water quality volume will be pumped to the CSS by at a
controlled rate of five cubic feet per second for a period no longer than 12 hours. This flow rate is
less than the current estimated peak storm flow rate from the existing Railyards pipelines to the
CSS. The City Department of Utilities has indicated that it is necessary to constrain the pump rate
due to limited pipeline capacity downstream in the CSS. The pumping can be controlled by
telemetry to cease operating during brief periods when the CSS in the vicinity of 5" and S Streets is
surcharged during storm peaks.

The pumping station will be either adjacent to or integrated into the cistern, and will handle both the
small and the large discharges to the Sacramento River. This will require special design to
accommodate the location, but design will include the features of a typical city drainage pumping
station.
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The unused year-round capacity of the CSS connection in the existing 3rd Street sewer pipeline
could be used to temporarily accommodate development of up to 2.24 cubic feet per second (cfs)
until the new 3rd Street sewer expansion is in operation.

This determination was complicated by the fact that there is storm drainage entering the existing
sewer, even though it is in a separated area of the city. Nolte met with Bruce Barboza of DOU to
review data on the existing 3rd Street sewer, which was estimated as follows:

e Pipe hydraulic capacity, based on the overall slope: 6.0 cfs (3.8 mgd)
e Existing peak dry weather flow: 0.60 cfs (0.38 mgd)
o Allowance for growth in the adjacent sewer shed: 0.36 cfs (0.23 mgd)

e Allowance for a 10-year 3-hour storm flow: 2.8 cfs (1.8 mgd)

This is based upon runoff from a recent storm metered in Manhole 626. The storm was estimated to
be a 3-year storm, with rainfall of 0.85" in 3 hours, discharging 1.9 cfs.

Extrapolating to a 10-year 3-hour storm using a depth/frequency table gave an estimated 2.8 cfs
(1.8 mgd) storm flow for the 10-year 3-hour storm.

Allowance for an interim detention bleed flow: 1 cfs (0.64 mgd)
Net remaining capacity: 1.24 cfs (0.80 mgd)

Nolte determined the number of ESD's which can be accommodated, using a peaking factor of 2.35
for 0.80 mgd: 800,000/2.35x400 = 869.6 ESD

If all development is multi-residential, this would accommodate 869.6/0.75 = 1159 units

If all development is office/commercial, this would accommodate 869.6/0.2x1000 = 4,348,000 square
feet.

Until the 3" Street sewer line is completed, stormwater runoff from the project is limited to the 1.0 cfs
bleed rate, as noted above, and the sewage flow rate from the project is limited to 1.24 cfs, as noted
above.

Based on the variability of market conditions, it is unclear exactly how development in the proposed
Specific Plan would progress. The maximum contributing flow rate of 9.43 mgd is contingent on the
construction of the 3™ Street sewer line and was used as the benchmark for when the cistern would
need to be built due to this uncertainty. Prior to completing the cistern and discharge to the
Sacramento River, the proposed project would convey stormwater runoff directly to the CSS. Draft
EIR Section 6.11, Impacts 6.11-1 and 6.11-2 on pages 6.11-10 through 6.11-12, analyze impacts
related to the project’s increase in stormwater runoff requiring conveyance and treatment were
analyzed. The Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project’s increase in stormwater runoff would
require mitigation measures to ensure prior to completing the cistern, peak stormwater flows, in
combination with sewer flows, do not exceed existing CSS capacity. The proposed project would be
required to submit drainage and wastewater studies prior to the submittal of improvement plans to
demonstrate the drainage runoff and sewer generation amounts that will contribute towards the
maximum peak flow of 9.43 mgd. Mitigation Measure 6.11-1 dictates that development of the
proposed project would not exceed the 9.43 mgd peak flow.

Railyards Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

P:\Projects - WP Only\51234.00 Railyards\!FEIR\4.09 Hydro.doc 4 9'3
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In order to determine how much of the proposed project could be built without exceeding the
Mitigation Measure 6.11-1 maximum flow of 9.43 mgd (14.7 cfs) to the CSS upon completion of the
3" Street sewer line but before completion of the cistern, the specific land uses and densities of a
proposed partial development will be identified. This maximum flow value contains both sanitary
sewer flow and storm flow. The 10-year storm flows calculated by the method used in the Draft EIR
range from about 0.9 to 1.4 cfs per acre depending the size of the area, with the per-acre flow
decreasing as the area becomes larger. Without sanitary sewage flow, 9.43 mgd (14.7 cfs) would
represent the stormwater flow from approximately 11 acres of urban development. Average daily
sanitary sewer flow from multi-family residential development is relatively high (300 gallons per day
per unit), and that from commercial and office use is relatively low (80 gallons per day per 1,000
square feet). Flows must be multiplied by the peaking factor given in the City’'s Design and
Procedure Manual. The allowable acreage of partial development would be decreased by an
amount which would compensate for the sanitary sewage flow from the mix of land uses proposed to
meet the maximum peak flow (9.43 mgd) into the CSS.

As discussed in the Draft EIR (pages 3-44 through 3-51, 6.6-21 to 6.6-22, and 6.11-8) the cistern
would be designed to provide 100 percent treatment of dry weather flows and a better level of
treatment than standard BMP's as found in the City's Stormwater Quality Design Manual. The
stormwater quality (WQ) volume from the project site will be treated using two systems.
Approximately 35 percent of the WQ volume will be discharged to the CSS for full treatment and the
remaining 65 percent will drain to the cistern and meet the City criteria for water quality detention
time holding the runoff for 24-48 hours). The project would comply with existing water quality
treatment based on the following:

e The City's last discharge characterization showed that 50 percent of all pollutant load is in
non-stormwater discharges. All of this would receive full treatment.

e 35 percent of the WQ volume (up to 216,000 cf) for each storm would include a significant
portion of first-flush pollutants.

e The remainder of the water quality volume would drain to the cistern and be held for 24 to 48
hours per the City’s standard water quality basin design criteria and then discharge to river.

e Volumes over and above the WQ volume would be discharged directly to the river.

If the CVRWQCB requires the project to implement additional treatment controls, prior to or after the
cistern is built, the runoff reduction control measures and treatment control measures contained
within The Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions could
be used for the project. In addition, the City and other Phase | NPDES permittees in the region will
continue to monitor water quality in streams and rivers for effectiveness of urban stormwater quality
BMPs as mandated by State NPDES regulations and policies to prevent water quality degradation in
receiving waters. If it becomes necessary to only use BMP’s that do not infiltrate into the soil, then
the following BMP’s could be used to comply with stormwater quality requirements:

e Porous Pavement (with underdrain)

e Interceptor Trees

e Green Roofs

e Sand Filters

e Stormwater Planters (with underdrain)

o Vegetated Swales (with underdrain)
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Finally, Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 in the Draft EIR, is changed as follows:

“The proposed Specific Plan shall Hmit prohibit discharges to the Sacramento River from the
cistern that do not meet the water quality requirements standards set by the City and the
CVRWQCB. If the cistern cannot meet the required water quality requirements standards,
then the proposed Specific Plan shall incorporate BMPs using-the-best-available-technology
as provided in the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer
Regions (Manual) (May 2007) to reduce urban pollutant discharges to the Sacramento River
to the maximum extent practicable.”

Please note the proposed project no longer includes a marina.

4.9.2 STORMWATER QUALITY
Response to Comments 18-22 and 25-82

This response addresses comments 18-22 and 25-82, which concludes that stormwater quality
BMPs which allow percolation or infiltration should be considered to reduce project site runoff and
improve water quality. The comment is noted as a suggestion because it does not address any
particular analysis in the Draft EIR. Stormwater treatment to meet state and City water quality
criteria was adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, including mitigation measures. Therefore, no
additional mitigation measures are required. Nonetheless, the comments are forwarded to the
decision makers for consideration because the suggested use of additional BMPs would reduce the
less-than-significant impacts on water quality.

Comment 18-22 also asks if revised or updated versions of the City’'s Stormwater Quality
Improvement Plan (SQIP) will apply to the proposed Specific Plan. The City enforces stormwater
quality criteria according to the most updated version of local regulations, and policies, including the
SQIP.

4.9.3 COMMENTS REGARDING DEWATERING AND OTHER EFFECTS ON GROUNDWATER
Response to Comments 6-28, 6-31, 6-32, 18-22. 25-41, 25-42, 25-84, and 25-85

This response addresses comments 6-28, 6-31, 6-32, 18-22, 25-41, 25-42, 25-84, and 25-85
regarding dewatering, groundwater recharge, or other effects on groundwater. The proposed project
may require dewatering activities in areas of construction that encounter groundwater (e.g., trenches
or below-ground foundations). Dewatering was analyzed in Section 6.6 on pages 6.6-22 and 6.6-23
for the project’s impact on groundwater quality, flow of groundwater, and groundwater recharge.
The proposed project would not require permanent dewatering. Rather, dewatering for construction
activities would be short-term and limited to areas of below ground construction. Dewatering
activities in areas where groundwater is potentially contaminated would require approval by the
State Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). In addition, Mitigation Measure 6.5-1, in
Section 6.5 - Hazards and Hazardous Substances, on page 6.5-26 of the Draft EIR provides
mitigation for dewatering activities through DTSC approval. Should dewatering occur, the project
applicant would be required to discharge any treated and dewatered groundwater into the CSS upon
City and Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCS).

Effects on groundwater recharge were addressed in Section 6.6 of the Draft EIR in Impact 6.6-3.
The proposed project would result in an increase in impervious surfaces that would prevent future
percolation of stormwater, thus reducing the potential for influencing the direction, flow, and
movement of current groundwater contamination. Any influence on groundwater quality via
migration of contaminants between underground utilities was analyzed in Section 6.5 of the Draft
EIR. The cistern and other structures which may be in direct contact with groundwater will not be
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