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CHAPTER 1
Introduction and List of Commenters
1.1

Purpose of this Document

This document includes all agency and public written comments received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR, SCH # 2017022048) for the Central City Specific Plan
project (formerly known as the Downtown Specific Plan project). Also included are changes in
the text of the Draft EIR either in response to written comments or initiated by staff.
The Central City Specific Plan and related documents can be found on the City’s website:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Major-Projects/CentralCity-Specific-Plan/Resources
Written comments were received by the City of Sacramento during the public comment period
from September 22, 2017 through November 8, 2017. This document includes written responses
to each comment received on the Draft EIR. This Final EIR document has been prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and together with the Draft EIR
(and Appendices) constitutes the EIR for the proposed Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) that will
be used by the decision-makers during project hearings. The responses and text changes correct,
clarify, and amplify text in the Draft EIR, as appropriate. These changes do not alter the
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

1.2

Summary of the Central City Specific Plan

During the circulation period of the Draft EIR for public comment, the name of the proposed
specific plan was changed from Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) to Central City Specific Plan
(CCSP). The change was made in response to suggestions that the new title would more
accurately reflect the manner in which City staff and the public refer to the area covered in the
plan. All comments referring to the previous project title are considered here, and the change in
project name has no effect on the environmental analysis included in the EIR.
While there are no boundaries between “downtown” and “midtown,” characteristics and
experiences of the neighborhoods in these areas are different. The plan includes strategies to
encourage varied housing options that reflect Sacramento's diversity. The plan strives to maintain
distinctive characteristics of the City's neighborhoods and enhance their livability. The Central
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City Specific Plan offers different strategies for different neighborhoods, and the name change
better reflects those principles.
The Central City Specific Plan would provide an update to existing City planning documents,
including the 2035 General Plan and Central City Community Plan, to facilitate preferred growth
in the central city. The intent of the CCSP is to encourage residential and non-residential growth
within the CCSP area. The CCSP anticipates approximately 13,401 residential units and
3,820,294 square feet (sf) of new non-residential uses in the plan area over the next 20 years. The
new non-residential square footage would be combined with an additional 3,352,650 sf of backfill
non-residential development, which includes new uses that would occur within existing buildings,
for a total development potential of 7,173,044 square feet of non-residential uses. It is assumed
that most of the new housing units within the CCSP area would be multifamily units.
The anticipated growth would be facilitated in part by the establishment of the Central City
Special Planning District (SPD) which provides updates to policies to allow for an intensification
of development in the Central City by expanding allowable heights and densities in specified
zones, emphasizes the importance of transit-oriented development by prohibiting automobile
oriented uses within a half mile of any light rail or streetcar station and establishing parking
maximums for parking districts within the plan area, and providing a different set of open space
requirements for key land uses within the plan area, which would differ from existing citywide
requirements.
The Central City Specific Plan Infrastructure Analysis prepared for the proposed CCSP identifies
potential infrastructure improvements necessary to accommodate the development and
intensification anticipated with implementation of the CCSP. Existing sanitary sewer, storm
drainage, water, electrical power, telecommunications, and natural gas infrastructure capacity
would be provided as needed to adequately serve anticipated demands.
The CCSP will implement the transportation system described in Sacramento Grid 3.0, which is
the City’s plan to integrate planned transportation improvements and programs into the existing
downtown grid. This document provides a transportation framework to support the 2035 General
Plan’s transportation policies to serve future transportation needs and to “create a well-connected
transportation network, support increased densities and a mix of uses in multi-modal districts,
help walking become more practical for short trips, support bicycling for both short- and longdistance trips, improve transit to serve highly frequented destinations, conserve energy resources,
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution, and do so while continuing to accommodate
auto mobility.” The proposed transportation system would include improvements beyond those
described in Grid 3.0, including lane reductions to improve multimodal transportation along key
roadway corridors and the removal of a multimodal connections consistent with the recently
approved Railyards Specific Plan.
The preferred roadway network proposed as part of the CCSP primarily involves re-striping
existing roadways, adding a few blocks of new roadway, converting one-way streets to two-way
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streets, and providing lane reductions along specific travel corridors. Additional facilities and
connections would be made to enhance the pedestrian and bicycle networks. Bike lanes, including
buffered bike lanes along some roadway segments, would be added to roadways where possible
to reduce conflict with buses and reduce higher risk running movements across vehicle lanes,
working toward a goal of establishing a Low Stress Bicycle Network. Reconfiguration of the
roadway network, described in the CCSP, would include provisions for improved transit.
Provisions for transit would include dedicated transit lanes along roadways proposed for 3-lane to
2-lane conversion and enlarged bus stops, which would include design elements intended to
improve the transit-riding experience.
Two hotels are anticipated for development in the CCSP area – one at the northwest corner of 13th
Street and J Street and one at the southwest corner of 15th Street and L Street. While these two
hotels are anticipated under the CCSP, formal applications for these hotels have not been
submitted, and project-specific details are not known. However, the hotel considered for the
southwest corner of 15th Street and L Street is analyzed in a separate EIR, the Sacramento
Convention Center Renovation and Expansion & 15th/K Street Hotel Projects EIR.
The proposed CCSP would provide guidance for the selection of locations for the placement of
public art and types of art displayed, providing for a range of public art media which would be
dependent on opportunities presented by proposed sites and the space requirements for each
category. Types of public artwork described in the proposed CCSP include aerial sculpture,
ground sculpture, light display and sculpture, landscape, infrastructure, temporary, performance,
playground, literary, inhabitable, water, and architecture. The proposed CCSP identifies criteria
for the identification of points of interest and guidance for the siting of public art.
The CCSP proposes the siting of a new fire station to the west of the BNSF rail lines, somewhere
near the R Street corridor, to meet service demands of future projected development in the CCSP
area. The exact location of the new fire station has not been determined at this time and an exact
location is not analyzed in this EIR.
Implementation of the CCSP would include the addition of 4.87 acres of planned neighborhood
parks, 4.87 acres of planned community parks, and 34.56 acres of planned regional parks.

1.3

Project Actions

Adoption of the proposed CCSP is anticipated to include, but may not be limited to, the following
City actions:
•

Certification of the EIR to determine that the EIR was completed in compliance with the
requirements of CEQA, that the decision-making body has reviewed and considered the
information in the EIR, and that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City of
Sacramento;
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•

Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP), which specifies the methods for
monitoring mitigation measures required to eliminate or reduce the project’s significant
effects on the environment;

•

Adoption of Findings of Fact, and for any impacts determined to be significant and
unavoidable, a Statement of Overriding Considerations;

•

Approval of a Water Supply Assessment;

•

Approval of one or more amendments to the 2035 General Plan;

•

Approval of a rezone;

•

Approval of the Central City Specific Plan;

•

Approval of the Central City Special Planning District;

•

Approval of amendments to the Central City Urban Design Guidelines;

•

Approval of one or more amendments to the Planning and Development Code;

•

Approval of removing Chapter 17.308 of the Planning and Development Code relating to the
Building Conservation (BC) Overlay Zone;

•

Approval of removing Chapter 17.324 of the Planning and Development Code relating to the
Midtown Commercial (MC) Overlay Zone;

•

Approval of removing Chapter 17.328 of the Planning and Development Code relating to the
Neighborhood Corridor (NC) Overlay Zone;

•

Approval of removing Chapter 17.344 of the Planning and Development Code relating to the
Urban Neighborhood (UN) Overlay Zone;

•

Approval of removing Chapter 17.444 of the Planning and Development Code relating to the
R Street Corridor Special Planning District; and

•

Approval of removing Chapter 17.408 of the Planning and Development Code relating to the
Central Business District Special Planning District.

Subsequent individual projects implemented under the proposed CCSP would be anticipated to
include, but may not be limited to, the following actions by entities other than the City:
•

Approval of a construction activity stormwater permit, including a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan, from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
(CVRWQCB);

•

Approval of a pre-treatment permit from the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
to allow discharges associated with construction dewatering to the CSS;

•

Approval of a stationary source permit from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD); and
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•

Approval of a water quality certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act by
CVRWQCB.

1.4

Organization of the Final EIR

The Final EIR is organized as follows:
Chapter 1 – Introduction and List of Commenters: This chapter summarizes the project under
consideration and describes the contents of 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, presented in order by agency, organization, individual and date received.
Chapter 2 – Revisions to the Draft EIR: This chapter describes changes and refinements made
to the proposed CCSP since publication of the Draft EIR. These refinements, clarifications,
amplifications, and corrections, which are described as a narrative in the beginning of the chapter,
would not change the environmental analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR for the
reasons discussed in Chapter 2. This chapter also summarizes text changes made to the Draft EIR
in response to comments made on the Draft EIR and staff-initiated text changes. Changes to the
text of the Draft EIR are shown by either strikethrough where text has been deleted, or double
underline where new text has been inserted.
Chapter 3 – Comments and Responses: This chapter contains the comment letters received on
the Draft EIR followed by responses to individual comments. 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 A1 are numbered A1-1, A1-2, A1-3, and so on. Immediately
following the letter are responses, each with binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments.
If the 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 to other comments are provided. In some cases, similar
comments were made in multiple comment letters. To address comments that have similar
themes, master responses are provided at the beginning of the chapter, and individual responses
may refer the reader to the master response(s).
Some comments that were submitted to the City do not pertain to substantial environmental issues
or do not address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Responses to such
comments, though not required, are included to provide additional information. When a comment
does not directly pertain to environmental issues analyzed in the Draft EIR, does not ask a
question about the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, expresses an opinion
related to the merits of the proposed CCSP, or does not question an element of or conclusion of
the Draft EIR, the response notes the comment and may provide additional information where
appropriate. Many comments express opinions about the merits or specific aspects of the
proposed CCSP and these are included in the Final EIR for consideration by the decision-makers.
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Chapter 4 – Mitigation Monitoring Plan: This chapter contains the Mitigation Monitoring Plan
(MMP) to guide the City in its implementation and monitoring of measures adopted in the EIR,
and to comply with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a).

1.5

Public Participation and Review

The City of Sacramento has complied with all noticing and public review requirements of CEQA.
This compliance included notification of all responsible and trustee agencies and interested
groups, organizations, and individuals that the Draft EIR was available for review. The following
list of actions took place during the preparation, distribution, and review of the Draft EIR:
•

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse on
February 15, 2017. The official 30-day public review comment period for the NOP ended on
March 17, 2017 (SCH# 2017022048). The NOP was distributed in particular to governmental
agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the proposed CCSP. The City sent the NOP
to agencies with statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed CCSP with the
request for their input on the scope and content of the environmental information that should
be addressed in the EIR. The NOP was also published on the City’s website and filed at the
County Clerk’s office.

•

A public scoping meeting for the EIR was held on March 2, 2017.

•

A community open house was held on March 20, 2017 to inform the public about the CCSP
and invite public comment on the CCSP and the scope of the EIR.

•

A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were filed with the State
Clearinghouse on September 22, 2017. An official 45-day public review period for the Draft
EIR was established by the State Clearinghouse, ending on November 8, 2017. A Notice of
Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR was published in the Daily Recorder on September 22,
2017 and sent to appropriate public agencies and interested parties. The Draft EIR was also
published on the City’s website at http://www.cityofsacramento.org/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports.

•

Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the following location:
City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

•

Printed copies of the NOA and Draft EIR Executive Summary, as well as the Draft EIR on
CD were provided publicly at the following location:
Sacramento Central Library
828 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

•

An informational open house was held on October 9, 2017 at City Hall, 915 I Street,
Sacramento to give the public an opportunity to visit information stations, learn about the
CCSP, review and provide input on the draft CCSP and Draft EIR, and ask questions.
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1.6

List of Commenters

The City of Sacramento received 40 comment letters during the comment period on the Draft EIR
for the proposed CCSP. Table 1-1 below indicates the numerical designation for each comment
letter, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter.
TABLE 1-1
COMMENT LETTERS REGARDING THE DRAFT EIR
Letter #

Entity

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail

Date of Comment
Letter/e-mail

Agencies – Federal, State, and Local
A1

Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District (Regional San,
SRCSD)

Robb Armstrong, Regional San
Development Services and Plan Check

September 26, 2017

A2

Central Valley Flood Protection Board
(CVFPB)

Andrea Buckley, Environmental Services
and Land Management Branch Chief

September 28, 2017

A3

Sacramento Area Sewer District
(SASD)

Yadira Lewis, SASD Development
Services

October 13, 2017

A4

Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC)

Ruth Cayabyab, Brownfields and
Environmental Restoration Program

October 31, 2017

A5

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

Jefferey Morneau, Branch Chief, Office
of Transportation Planning – South
Branch

November 3, 2017

A6

Sacramento Municipal Utility District
(SMUD)

Beth Tincher, Regional & Local
Government Affairs

November 7, 2017

A7

Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR, State
Clearinghouse)

Scott Morgan, Director, State
Clearinghouse

November 7, 2017

A8

Sacramento City Unified School
District (SCUSD)

Harold M. Freiman, Lozano Smith

November 8, 2017

A9

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD)

JJ Hurley, Associate Air Quality Planner/
Analyst, Land Use & CEQA sectionCommunication, Land Use & Mobile
Sources Division

November 8, 2017

A10

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

Jefferey Morneau, Branch Chief, Office
of Transportation Planning – South
Branch

November 13, 2017

Organizations
O1

Boulevard Park Neighborhood
Association (BPNA)

Eric Knutson, Margaret Buss, Liz
Edmonds, David Herbert, Marjorie Duffy,
and Ty Dockery; BPNA Board of
Directors

November 4, 2017

O2

Friends of Capitol Mansions

Friends of Capitol Mansions Association
Membership and Board

November 7, 2017

O3

Preservation Sacramento

William Burg, Projects Subcommittee
Chair on behalf of Garret Root,
President, Preservation Sacramento
Board of Directors

November 7, 2017

O4

Sacramento Downtown Partnership

Michael Ault, Executive Director

November 7, 2017

O5

Environmental Council of Sacramento
(ECOS)

John Deeter, Co-chair, Transportation,
Air Quality & Climate Change Committee

November 8, 2017
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TABLE 1-1
COMMENT LETTERS REGARDING THE DRAFT EIR
Date of Comment
Letter/e-mail

Letter #

Entity

Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail

O6

House Sacramento

Kevin Dumler, Co-Chair of House
Sacramento

November 8, 2017

O7

Preservation Sacramento (2)

William Burg, Projects Subcommittee
Chair on behalf of Garret Root,
President, Preservation Sacramento
Board of Directors

November 8, 2017

O8

Sacramentans for Fair Planning

William Burg, Executive Committee

November 8, 2017

O9

Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
(SABA)

Jordan Lang, Project Analyst

November 8, 2017

O10

Sacramento Modern (SacMod)

Gretchen Steinberg, President

November 8, 2017

O11

WALKSacramento

Chris Holm, Project Manager

November 8, 2017

I1

Roland Brady

September 25, 2017

I2

Whitney Leeman (1)

September 29, 2017

I3

Alice Levine

October 26, 2017

I4

Travis Silcox

November 3, 2017

I5

Penny Harding

November 6, 2017

I6

David Herbert

November 6, 2017

I7

Whitney Leeman (2)

November 6, 2017

I8

Alix Ogilvie

November 6, 2017

I9

Patrick and Vickie Cosentino

November 6, 2017

I10

Herbert and Barbara Nobriga

November 6, 2017

I11

Sally Flory-O’Neil and Paul O’Neil

November 6, 2017

I12

Sarah Kerber

November 7, 2017

I13

Ned Thimmayya

November 7, 2017

I14

Dylan Wiseman

November 7, 2017

I15

Margaret Buss

November 8, 2017

I16

Karen Jacques

November 8, 2017

I17

Linda Schetter (1)

November 8, 2017

I18

Linda Schetter (2)

November 8, 2017

I19

Jessica Sorenson

November 8, 2017

I20

Susan Valdez

November 8, 2017

Individuals
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CHAPTER 2

Revisions to the Draft EIR
2.1

Introduction

This chapter describes changes made to the proposed projects since the publication of the Draft
EIR as well as text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to a comment letter, initiated
by City staff, or in response to a modification to the proposed CCSP.
Under CEQA, recirculation of all or part of an EIR may be required if significant new
information is added after public review and prior to certification. According to State CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5(a), new information is not considered 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.” More specifically, the Guidelines define significant new information as including:
•

A new significant environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation
measure;

•

A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that would not be reduced to
insignificance by adopted mitigation measures;

•

A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from those
analyzed in the Draft EIR that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project
and which the project proponents decline to adopt; and

•

A Draft EIR that is so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

The changes to the proposed CCSP and text changes described below update, refine, clarify, and
amplify the project information and analyses presented in the Draft EIR. No new significant
impacts are identified, and no information is provided that would involve a substantial increase in
severity of a significant impact that would not be mitigated by measures agreed to by the City. In
addition, no new or considerably different CCSP alternatives or mitigation measures have been
identified. Finally, there are no changes or set of changes that would reflect fundamental
inadequacies in the Draft EIR. Recirculation of any part of the Draft EIR therefore is not required.
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2.2

Changes to the Central City Specific Plan

This section summarizes changes made to the proposed CCSP. The summary included here is
intended to describe changes to the CCSP elements and any changes to maps since publication of
the Draft EIR. Specific text changes to the Draft EIR are noted below in section 2.3, Text
Changes to the Draft EIR. Revised Draft EIR figures are included at the end of this chapter.
These changes are minor and do not change the environmental analysis or significance
conclusions described in the Draft EIR.

Central City Specific Plan
Changes to the description of the proposed CCSP that have occurred since publication of the
Draft EIR include:
•

The name of the proposed specific plan has been changed from Downtown Specific Plan
(DSP) to Central City Specific Plan (CCSP). The term “central city” is intended to include
areas generally identified as “downtown” and midtown.” While there are no boundaries
between downtown and midtown, characteristics and experiences of the neighborhoods in
these areas are different. The plan includes strategies to encourage varied housing options
that reflect Sacramento's diversity. The plan strives to maintain distinctive characteristics of
the City's neighborhoods and enhance their livability. The Central City Specific Plan offers
different strategies for different neighborhoods, and the name change better reflects those
principles.

•

The boundary of the CCSP area has changed slightly at the southwest-most corner. The
CCSP area no longer includes the existing tank farms south of Broadway and west of
Interstate 5 (I-5). Therefore, Broadway is the southern border of the revised CCSP area west
of I-5 all the way to the Sacramento River. Figure S-3 and Figure 2-3 have been revised to
show the new CCSP boundary, and are included at the end of this chapter. No changes in
environmental impact significance conclusions result from the changed boundary.

2.3

Changes to Regulatory Setting

Alhambra Corridor Special Planning District
The Alhambra Corridor Special Planning District (Alhambra Corridor SPD) was adopted in 1992
and included the area bordered by 26th Street and 34th Street from the railroad levee to Highway
50. The intent of the Alhambra Corridor SPD, as codified in Section 17.420.010 of the
Sacramento City Code, is “to assist in the preservation of the neighborhood scale and character,
along with providing additional housing opportunities in the area.” The stated goals of the
Alhambra Corridor SPD are to “[m]aintain and improve the character, quality, and vitality of
individual neighborhoods;” “[m]aintain the diverse character and housing opportunities provided
in these urban neighborhoods;” and “[p]rovide the opportunity for a balanced mixture of uses in
neighborhoods adjacent to transit facilities and transportation corridors.” 1
1 Sacramento City Code, § 17.420.010.
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In September 2016, prior to the publication of the NOP for the proposed CCSP EIR, the City
Council adopted modifications to the Alhambra Corridor SPD “in order to remove regulatory
barriers that could inhibit housing development in the project area.” Among other changes, the
modifications moved the western boundary of the Alhambra Corridor SPD from 26th Street to 29th
Street. The effect of this change was to eliminate any overlap with the proposed boundaries of the
CCSP, and to revert zoning regulations in the affected area between 26th Street and 29th Street to
the base zoning as described in the City’s Planning and Development Code (Chapter 17 of the
City Code).
After publication of the CCSP Draft EIR, the Superior Court of California, in the County of
Sacramento, rendered a January 12, 2018 decision that required the City to rescind the September
2016 modifications, which reestablished the western boundary of the Alhambra Corridor SPD at
26th Street. To comply with the Court’s decision, the City will be repealing the September 2016
modifications to Sections 17.420.010, 17.420.020, and Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code
prior to the adoption of the project. Pursuant to the repeal the following changes have been made:
•

26th Street has been reestablished as the western boundary the Alhambra Corridor SPD;

•

The zoning for the affected parcels from 26th Street to 29th Street reverts to the 1992
Alhambra Corridor SPD zoning for those parcels.

•

Elimination of an exemption from height limits for development located within the area
bounded by I Street to the north, Alhambra Boulevard to the east, N Street to the south, and
30th Street to the west (Height Limit Exemption Area). The parcels within the Height Limit
Exemption Area are again subject to the height limit requirements of the Alhambra Corridor
SPD. This last change is located outside of the area affected by the proposed CCSP and
addressed in the CCSP Draft EIR.

Repeal of the amendments described above, in particular the reestablishment the western
boundary of the Alhambra Corridor SPD at 26th Street and reestablishment of previous Alhambra
Corridor SPD zoning overlaps and creates a potential inconsistency with the proposed CCSP. The
eastern boundary of the proposed CCSP area is 29th Street, within which the proposed CCSP
would establishes zoning designations for parcels west of 29th Street.

Required Changes to Proposed CCSP and CCSP EIR
New Action to Change Alhambra Corridor SPD Western Boundary
To remedy the overlap and zoning inconsistency between the Alhambra Corridor SPD and
proposed CCSP, the City proposes to include a new action to the list of Project Approvals and
Entitlements, in the CCSP Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, to move the western
boundary of the Alhambra Corridor SPD from 26th Street to 29th Street. This action would occur
concurrent with adoption of the proposed CCSP, and would result in rezone of all areas within the
Central City SPD, including the area between 26th and 29th streets, to Central City SPD zoning
designations as previously described in the CCSP Draft EIR. This revision is included in
Section 2.3, Text Changes to the Draft EIR, below.
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This additional action would have no effect on the content of the CCSP Draft EIR. The change in
boundary would bring the conditions of the project area into conformance with the assumed
conditions in the CCSP Draft EIR. There would be no changes to or new impacts of the proposed
CCSP with this change.

Revision to Draft EIR Regulatory Setting
The Regulatory Setting of the Draft EIR is also affected by the Superior Court decision. The
Draft EIR was published prior to the Superior Court’s decision, at which time the western
boundary of the Alhambra Corridor SPD was 29th Street. The Superior Court’s decision and the
subsequent repeal of amendments to City ordinances, described above, alter the existing
regulatory setting that is the existing condition at the time that adoption of the CCSP would be
considered. As described above, zoning designations within the portion of the CCSP area that
overlaps with the Alhambra Corridor SPD are now Alhambra Corridor SPD designations, not the
base zoning designations reflected in the Draft EIR regulatory setting discussion. This revision is
included in Section 2.3, Text Changes to the Draft EIR, below.
Alhambra Corridor SPD zoning designations restrict building heights to 35 feet on property
located within 300 feet of residential zones. This is applicable to all zoning designations within
the Alhambra Corridor SPD. The maximum height within 300 feet of residential uses differs from
the maximum allowable height for base zoning designations, the difference varying by type of
zoning designation. Table 2-1, below, shows the differing maximum allowable heights for each
zoning designation with and without the Alhambra Corridor SPD.
As shown in Table 2-1, parcels between 26th and 29th streets are now subject to Alhambra
Corridor SPD zoning height restrictions, including lower maximum allowable heights, relative to
base zone maximums, if located within 300 feet of residential uses. This would apply to R-4SPD, R-5-SPD, RMX-SPD, C-4-SPD, C-2-SPD, and H-SPD zones, as shown in Figure 2-1.
As described in the CCSP Draft EIR, the proposed project would rezone all parcels within the
plan area to Central City SPD zoning designations, with the exception of the Entertainment and
Sports Center SPD, which is to remain, as described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description. The
proposed project would increase maximum allowable building heights in the C-2, OB, and RMX
zones, relative to the maximum allowable heights for the base zoning and Alhambra corridor
requirements for those zones. Table 2-2 provides a comparison of the proposed increase in
maximum allowable height relative to base zoning requirements and Alhambra Corridor SPD
requirements.
Under the proposed Central City SPD, maximum allowable heights would be increased to 85 feet
in the C-2-SPD zone, 65 feet in the OB-SPD zone, and 65 feet in RMX-SPD zone. As described
above, relative to base zone requirements, Alhambra Corridor SPD zoning requirements have
lower allowable maximum heights, if those parcels are within 300 feet of residential zones. This
is applicable to the C-2-SPD and RMX-SPD zones. Implementation of the proposed CCSP would
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TABLE 2-1
MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE HEIGHTS WITH AND WITHOUT THE ALHAMBRA CORRIDOR SPD ZONING

Base
Zone

Maximum Height
with Alhambra
Corridor SPD
(Within 300 ft. from
residential zone.)

Maximum Height
with Alhambra
Corridor SPD
(Outside of 300 ft.
from residential
zone.)

R-1B

35 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

R-3A

35 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

R-4

35 ft.

45 ft.

45 ft.

R-4PUD

35 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

R-5

35 ft.

240 ft.

240 ft.

RMX

35 ft.

45 ft.

45 ft.

RO

35 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

OB

35 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

C-1

35 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

C-4

35 ft.

75 ft.

75 ft.

C-2

35 ft.

65 ft.

Maximum Height Without Alhambra Corridor SPD

A.

Height. Unless subsection B applies, the maximum
height is 65 ft.

B.

Transitional height. Portions of buildings in the C-2 zone
within certain distances of the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zones
(property line) shall not exceed the following height
limits:
Distance (ft.)
0-39
40-79
80+

H

35 ft.

120 ft.

Height (ft.)
45
55
65

A.

Height. Unless subsections B or C apply, the maximum
height is 120 ft.

B.

Transitional Height. Portions of buildings in the H zone
within certain distances of R-zones (property line) shall
not exceed the following height limits.
Distance (ft.)
0-39
40-79
80-119
120-159
160+

C.

Height (ft.)
45
55
65
90
120

In granting a conditional use permit for a major medical
facility, the planning and design commission may permit
a height exceeding the limits of subsections A and B.

Source: City of Sacramento, 2016. Staff Report for Public Hearing Item 21; Modifications to the Alhambra Corridor Special Planning
District (SPD)(LR16-009) [Noticed 09/16/2016; Passed for Publication 09/20/2016; Published 09/23/2016] (File # 2016-01090.
September 27, 2016. Page 9 of 44.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

2-5

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE 2-2
COMPARISON OF INCREASE IN MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE HEIGHT BETWEEN BASE ZONING, ALHAMBRA
CORRIDOR SPD, AND CENTRAL CITY SPD ZONING
Maximum Allowable Height
Distance From
Residential Zone

Base Zone

Alhambra Corridor SPD

Central City SPD

0 – 300 ft.
300+ ft.

R-1B
35 ft.
35 ft.

R-1B-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

R-1B-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

0 – 300 ft.
300+ ft.

R-3A
35 ft.
35 ft.

R-3A-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

R-3A-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

0 – 300 ft.
300+ ft.

R-4
45 ft.
45 ft.

R-4-SPD
35 ft.
45 ft.

R-4-SPD
45 ft.
45 ft.

0 – 300 ft.
300+ ft.

R-4PUD
35 ft.
35 ft.

R-4PUD-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

R-4PUD-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

0 – 300 ft.
300+ ft.

R-5
240 ft.
240 ft.

R-5-SPD
35 ft.
240 ft.

R-5-SPD
240 ft.
240 ft.

0 – 39 ft.
40 – 79 ft.
80 – 299 ft.
300+ ft.

RMX
45 ft.
45 ft.
45 ft.
45 ft.

RMX-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.
45 ft.

RMX-SPD
45 ft.
55 ft.
65 ft.
65 ft.

0 – 300 ft.
300+ ft.

RO
35 ft.
35 ft.

RO-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

RO-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

0 – 39 ft.
40 – 79 ft.
80 – 299 ft.
300+ ft.

OB
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.

OB-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.

OB-SPD
45 ft.
55 ft.
65 ft.
65 ft.

0 – 300 ft.
300+ ft.

C-1
35 ft.
35 ft.

C-1-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

C-1-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.

0 – 300 ft.
300+ ft.

C-4
75 ft.
75 ft.

C-4-SPD
35 ft.
75 ft.

C-4-SPD
75 ft.
75 ft.

0 – 39 ft.
40 – 79 ft.
80+ ft.
300+ ft.

C-2
45 ft.
55 ft.
65 ft.
65 ft.

C-2-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.
65 ft.

C-2-SPD
45 ft.
55 ft.
85 ft.
85 ft.

R-3A Zones
0-39 ft.
40-79 ft.
80+ ft.
300+ ft.

C-2
45 ft.
55 ft.
65 ft.
65 ft.

C-2-SP
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.
65 ft.

C-2-SPD
45 ft.
65 ft.
85 ft.
85 ft.

0 – 39 ft.
40 – 79 ft.
80 – 119 ft.
120 – 159 ft.
160+ ft.
300+ ft.

H
45 ft.
55 ft.
65 ft.
90 ft.
120 ft.
120 ft.

H-SPD
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.
35 ft.
120 ft.

H-SPD
45 ft.
55 ft.
65 ft.
90 ft.
120 ft.
120 ft.

Source: City of Sacramento, 2016; ESA, 2018
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result in a rezone of C-2-SPD zones (Alhambra Corridor SPD) east of 29th Street to C-2-SPD
zones (Central City SPD) and an increase of maximum allowable height from 65 feet to 85 feet
for existing C-2-SPD zones, if those parcels are outside of 300 feet from residential zones. The
C-2-SPD zones (Central City SPD) would increase allowable height from 35 feet to 85 feet, if
those parcels are within 300 feet of residential zones. For RMX-SPD zones (Alhambra Corridor
SPD) that are within 300 feet of residential zones, implementation of the CCSP would rezone
those parcels to RMX-SPD (Central City SPD) and increase allowable heights from 35 feet to
65 feet. RMX-SPD zones (Alhambra Corridor SPD) beyond 300 feet from residential zones
would be rezoned to RMX-SPD (Central City SPD) which would increase maximum allowable
height for those parcels from 45 feet to 65 feet.

Applicability to Impact Analysis in Draft EIR
The CCSP Draft EIR includes analysis of potential physical impacts of the proposed CCSP from
the increases to maximum allowable heights in the C-2, OB, and RMX zones, relative to existing
conditions. The City action to rescind the 2016 modifications to the Alhambra Corridor SPD
changed the regulatory setting within which the CCSP would be applied. Nevertheless, the
existing building heights in the plan area constitute the existing environmental setting that forms
the baseline for the impact analysis in the CCSP Draft EIR (see CCSP Draft EIR p. 4.1-38).
Table 2-3 identifies the topical areas of the Draft EIR where potential indirect effects could occur
as a result of the proposed plan.
Development pursuant to the proposed CCSP could result in the development of taller structures
than currently exist in the plan area between 26th and 29th streets. The proposed maximum
allowable heights for the proposed CCSP would be the same as were evaluated in the Draft EIR.
As it relates to maximum allowable heights, analysis in the Draft EIR evaluates the potential
physical impacts of development that could occur within the CCSP area, assuming that
development would be constructed to the maximum allowable heights for each zoning
designation. The change analyzed in the Draft EIR is the change from existing building heights to
the maximum allowable building heights for each zoning designation. Changes to the regulatory
setting, based on City actions since publication of the CCSP Draft EIR, do not affect existing
building heights nor the increased maximum allowable heights under the proposed CCSP.
Because the analysis in the Draft EIR considers the effects of the project compared to a baseline
that reflects the existing conditions in the plan area, the change in maximum allowable heights
resulting from implementation of the proposed CCSP does not affect or alter the environmental
impact describe in the CCSP Draft EIR.
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TABLE 2-3
IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL INDIRECT EFFECTS

2.4

Issue

Impact

Draft EIR Page Number

Aesthetic Resources

Impact 4.1-1
Impact 4.1-2
Impact 4.1-3
Impact 4.1-4
Impact 4.1-5
Impact 4.1-6

Page 4.1-38
Page 4.1-40
Page 4.1-43
Page 4.1-44
Page 4.1-46
Page 4.1-47

Air Quality

Impact 4.2-2
Impact 4.2-3
Impact 4.2-4
Impact 4.2-5
Impact 4.2-7
Impact 4.2-8
Impact 4.2-9
Impact 4.2-10

Page 4.2-21
Page 4.2-26
Page 4.2-28
Page 4.2-29
Page 4.2-33
Page 4.2-34
Page 4.2-35
Page 4.2-36

Energy Demand and Conservation

Impact 4.5-1
Impact 4.5-2
Impact 4.5-3

Page 4.5-10
Page 4.5-12
Page 4.5-14

Noise

Impact 4.10-1
Impact 4.10-2
Impact 4.10-3
Impact 4.10-4
Impact 4.10-5
Impact 4.10-6
Impact 4.10-7
Impact 4.10-8

Page 4.10-18
Page 4.10-20
Page 4.10-26
Page 4.10-27
Page 4.10-32
Page 4.10-32
Page 4.10-38
Page 4.10-39

Transportation and Circulation

Impact 4.12-1
Impact 4.12-2
Impact 4.12-8
Impact 4.12-9

Page 4.12-46
Page 4.12-52
Page 4.12-67
Page 4.12-68

Utilities

Impact 4.13-1
Impact 4.13-3
Impact 4.13-5
Impact 4.13-6
Impact 4.13-7
Impact 4.13-8
Impact 4.13-9
Impact 4.13-10

Page 4.13-11
Page 4.13-13
Page 4.13-29
Page 4.13-30
Page 4.13-31
Page 4.13-36
Page 4.13-41
Page 4.13-43

Text Changes to the Draft EIR

This section summarizes text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to a comment
letter, initiated by City staff, or in response to a modification to the proposed CCSP. New text is
indicated in double 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 text revisions provide clarification, amplification, and corrections that have been identified
since publication of the Draft EIR. The text changes do not result in a change in the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR.
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Global Text Changes
Throughout the EIR, the term “Downtown Specific Plan” is revised to read “Central City Specific
Plan.”
Throughout the EIR, the term “DSP” is revised to read “CCSP.”
Throughout the EIR, the term “DSP area” is revised to read “CCSP area.”
Throughout the EIR, the term “Downtown Special Planning District” is revised to read “Central
City Special Planning District.”
Throughout the EIR, the term “Downtown SPD” is revised to read “Central City SPD.”
All maps and figures that show the CCSP boundary are revised to eliminate the tank farm south
of Broadway and west of I-5 from the CCSP boundary, as shown in Figure S-3 and Figure 2-3 at
the end of this chapter.

S, Summary
Page S-17, the first sentence of the third paragraph is revised to read:
Potential exposure to contaminated soil materials (both soil vapor and soil) would only
occur during construction. Once a particular project has been constructed, there would be
no further direct exposure during operations. Vapor intrusion could occur during
construction and operation of a project, depending on the site location and the proximity
to and type of soil contaminants present.
Page S-20, the last paragraph is revised to read:
The analysis looks at existing parks, open space, and recreational facilities in the vicinity
of the DSP CCSP area and examines the potential need to expand or enhance existing
facilities or to construct new facilities. The evaluation addresses potential effects of
implementation of the proposed DSP CCSP on parks and open space resources within the
vicinity of the DSP CCSP area, primarily the Central City, and also analyzes the
proposed DSP’s CCSP’s relationship to applicable goals and policies of local parkrelated plans. The availability of parkland within the CCSP that is not managed by the
City of Sacramento Department of Parks and Recreation, as well as the proximity of
existing parks that are proximate to, but not within, the CCSP area helps alleviate
parkland demand on facilities within the CCSP area. Although new residential
development in the CCSP area would add residents in the CCSP area and result in
increased use of existing parks and recreational facilities, there are sufficient parks within
and immediately adjacent to the CCSP area to serve area residents. As a result,
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development in the CCSP area would not cause or accelerate physical deterioration of the
park facilities, and the impact would be less than significant.
The proposed DSP CCSP would facilitate development of additional housing units and
non-residential space, increased increasing resident populations, and increase the number
of employees employment in the CCSP area. This increase in resident population and
employees would create an additional demand for parks and recreational facilities within
the DSP CCSP area, which could cause the need to provide additional parks and
recreation facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts. Although the CCSP proposes to provide 4.87 acres of community parks,
4.87 acres of neighborhood parks, and 34.56 acres of regional parks, additional land
would be necessary to meet the City’s parkland standards. Therefore, mitigation is
required for development within the CCSP area to comply with the City’s Quimby and
Park Impact Fees (PIF) ordinances to offset the need for additional parkland and to
comply with the City’s parkland standards. Although new residential development in the
DSP area would add residents in the DSP area and result in increased demand and use of
existing parks and recreational facilities, there are enough parks within and immediately
adjacent to the DSP area to serve residents. As a result, development in the DSP area
would not cause or accelerate physical deterioration of the park facilities, and the impact
would be less than significant.
Page S-32, Impact 4.2-5 in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Evaluated
in the Draft EIR, is revised to read:
4.2-5: Implementation
of the proposed DSP
CCSP could result in
short-term and longterm exposure to Toxic
Air Contaminants.

LS

Mitigation Measure 4.2-5

SU

The City shall require implementation of the following mitigation
measures as part of approval of any residences in the DSP area within
500 feet of Business 80, Highway 50 or I-5:
•

Locate sensitive receptors as far as possible from Business 80,
Highway 50 or I-5.

•

Provide vegetative barriers between the source and receptors.
Guidance from the US EPA’s July 2016 Recommendations for
Constructing Roadside Vegetation Barriers to Improve Near-Road
Air Quality or Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District Landscaping Guidance for Improving Air Quality near
Roadways may be incorporated.

•

Install HVAC systems capable of at least MERV 13 in each
proposed building.

•

The ventilation systems installed should be properly maintained,
following standard practices, and as specified by the manufacturer.

•

A fixed notice should be placed on the filter compartment door of
each ventilation unit advising that MERV 13 (or greater) filters shall
be used.
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Page S-39, Impact 4.4-3 in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Evaluated
in the Draft EIR, is revised to read:
4.4-3: The proposed
DSP could cause a
substantial adverse
change in the
significance of historical
resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5.

PS LS

None Required.

LS

Page S-40, Impact 4.5-2 in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Evaluated
in the Draft EIR, is revised to read:
4.5-2: The proposed
DSP CCSP could
result in the wasteful,
inefficient, or
unnecessary use of
energy.

PS LS

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1

LS NA

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-1.
None Required.

Page S-41, Impact 4.7-1 in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Evaluated
in the Draft EIR, is revised to read:
4.7-1: Implementation of
the proposed DSP
CCSP could conflict
with the City of
Sacramento’s Climate
Action Plan.

PS LS

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1

LS NA

Prior to issuance of building permits for new non-residential buildings,
the applicant shall submit to the City of Sacramento Building
Department building design plans demonstrating that the buildings
would exceed the 2016 Title 24 energy standards by 15 percent or
more.
None Required.

Page S-41, Impact 4.8-1 in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Evaluated
in the Draft EIR, is revised to read:
4.8-1: Development
pursuant to the
proposed DSP CCSP
could expose people to
contaminated soil during
construction activities.

PS

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1

LS

If a development site is listed in the Phase I ESA Overview Study as
being of moderate or high potential to have a Recognized
Environmental Condition (REC), the applicant shall conduct a site
specific Phase I Environmental Site Assessment during the entitlement
process in general accordance with the current version of ASTM 1527
Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment Process prior to construction and shall
comply with the recommendations in the report. Recommendations
may include guidance on mitigating hazards from encountering
contaminated groundwater, including measures related to disturbance
of existing treatment systems, drilling, groundwater extraction, or vapor
intrusion.
This requirement does not apply to projects in which excavation would
extend no deeper than 18 inches, including projects that are limited to
installation of a fence, deck, single-family residence, garage or addition
to an existing residence (e.g., room addition), shallow landscaping with
or without irrigation lines, or other minor site improvements, or
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replacement of existing facilities (road signs, sidewalks, pipes, etc.)
where ground disturbance would occur principally in previously
disturbed sediment.

Page S-47, Impact 4.11-3 in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Evaluated
in the Draft EIR, is revised to read:
4.11-3: The proposed
projects CCSP would
increase the demand for
fire protection services.

LS

None Required.

NA

Page S-49, Impact 4.12-3 in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Evaluated
in the Draft EIR, is revised to read:
4.12-3: The proposed
DSP CCSP could
worsen freeway
operations.

PS

Mitigation Measure 4.12-3. Freeway Subregional Corridor
Mitigation Program (SCMP).

LS

Each project developed pursuant to the DSP CCSP, and subject to
mitigation measures of the CCSP EIR, that generates more than 100
vehicular AM or PM peak hour trips that are directed toward the
highway system shall:
•

Remit monetary payment to the I-5 Freeway Subregional Corridor
Mitigation Program (SCMP). This remittance shall be completed
prior to the issuance of building permits.

OR
•

Negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement with Caltrans and the
City.

Projects in the CCSP area that would be exempt from the
implementation of this measure include projects not subject to CEQA
(Public Resources Code (PRC) §21080(b)), projects that are
categorically exempt from CEQA or projects eligible for statutory
streamlining including but not limited to qualified housing projects (PRC
§§21159.21 and 21159.24), affordable low-income housing projects
(PRC §21159.23), and qualifying infill developments (PRC §21094.5
and State CEQA Guidelines §15332), as well as projects that are not
required to address specific or cumulative impacts from cars and lightduty truck trips generated by the project on the regional transportation
network (PRC §21159.28).

Chapter 2, Project Description
Page 2-9, the second paragraph is revised to read:
There are four existing Special Planning Districts (SPDs) within the DSP CCSP area. The
Entertainment and Sports Center SPD provides specific development guidelines for areas
around the Golden 1 Center and Downtown Commons. The Central Business District
(CBD) SPD provides development and urban form development guidance for areas
within the CBD, generally located between F Street, Q Street, 3rd Street, and 16th Street.
The R Street SPD sets development standards for the R Street Corridor bounded by
2nd Street, 29th Street, Q Street, and S Street. The Alhambra Corridor SPD lies mostly
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outside halfway inside of the DSP CCSP area, although a portion is within the plan area.
The Alhambra Corridor SPD is bounded by B Street, US 50, 29th 26th Street, and
34th Street.
Page 2-13, under the Planning and Development Code header, the subheading and the first
paragraph are revised to read:

Downtown Central City Special Planning District
The proposed CCSP DSP would create a new SPD that would apply to the majority of the
CCSP DSP area in order to facilitate housing and non-residential growth, as shown on
Figure 2-6. Currently, there are four existing SPDs within the CCSP DSP area: Central
Business District SPD (City Code Chapter 17.408), R Street Corridor SPD (City Code
Chapter 17.444), Entertainment and Sports Center SPD (City Code Chapter 17.442), and
a portion of the Alhambra Corridor SPD (City Code Chapter 17.420). The Central
Business District SPD would be removed, portions elements of the R Street Corridor SPD
would be incorporated into the Downtown Central City SPD, and the Entertainment and
Sports Center (ESC) SPD and the western portion of the Alhambra Corridor SPD,1 from
26th Street to 29th Street, would remain unchanged be rezoned to be part of the Central
City SPD, moving the western boundary of the Alhambra Corridor SPD, from 26th Street
to 29th Street. The Downtown Central City SPD would cover the entire CCSP DSP area
outside of the ESC SPD and the modified Alhambra Corridor SPD; therefore, the
Downtown Central City SPD and its subsequent regulations do not apply to parcels
located within these two existing SPDs. The following existing requirements found in the
current R Street Corridor SPD2 would be incorporated into the Downtown Central City
SPD:
1

2

The Alhambra Corridor SPD, per Section 17.420.010 of the Sacramento City Code, includes properties
located between 29th 26th and 34th streets from the Union Pacific railroad mainline levee to the W/X
Freeway (US 50).
The R Street Corridor SPD, per Section 17.444.020 of the Sacramento City Code, encompasses 54 blocks
and is bounded by Q Street on the north, S Street on the south, 2nd Street on the west, and 29th Street on
the east.

Pages 2-15 to 2-16, the second paragraph below the C-2 Zone heading, is revised to read:
The provisions for existing transitional height tiering that can be applied to portions of
buildings located in the C-2 zone within specific distances of the R-1, R-1B, and R-2, and
R-3A zones would be modified to accommodate the new maximum height requirement.
When located 0–39 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2, and R-3A zone, the maximum
height limit would remain be 45 feet, consistent with base zoning. From 40–79 feet from
the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would remain be 55 feet,
consistent with base zoning. From 40-79 feet from the R-3A zone, the maximum height
limit would be 65 feet. However, for locations 80 feet or greater from the R-1, R-1B, and
R-2, and R-3A zones, the maximum height limit would be increased from 65 feet to 85
feet. For locations within the existing Alhambra Corridor SPD that are to be subsumed
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into the Central City SPD, the change in maximum allowable height would be from 35
feet to 45 feet, within 40 feet residential zones; 35 feet to 55 feet, within 80 feet of
residential zones; 35 feet to 85 feet, within 300 feet of residential zones; and 65 feet to 80
feet, at 300 feet or greater distances from residential zones.
OB Zone
There are approximately 35.6 acres within the proposed Downtown Central City SPD
that are designated as OB where the maximum height limit would increase from 35 feet
to 65 feet. Within the Downtown Central City SPD, the OB zone is generally
concentrated along portions of G Street and 7th Street near the Alkali Flat neighborhood,
between Q Street and R Street west of 8th Street, and at the intersection of R Street and
16th Street. The OB zone would allow the maximum height limit to be tiered between
45 feet and 65 feet when located in proximity to the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zones. From 0–
39 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would be 45 feet.
From 40–79 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would be
55 feet. From 80 feet or greater from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height
limit would be 65 feet. For locations within the existing Alhambra Corridor SPD that are
to be subsumed into the Central City SPD, the change in maximum allowable height
would be from 35 feet to 45 feet, within 40 feet residential zones; 35 feet to 55 feet,
within 80 feet of residential zones; and 35 feet to 65 feet, at 80 feet or greater distances
from residential zones.
RMX Zone
There are 80.4 acres within the proposed Downtown Central City SPD that are designated
as RMX, and the maximum height limit in this zone would increase from 45 feet to 65
feet. This increase in allowable height from 45 feet to 65 feet applies only to parcels not
located within the existing R Street Corridor SPD Maximum Height Map, as discussed
earlier. Within the Downtown Central City SPD, the RMX zone is generally concentrated
along the entire length of R Street and near the intersection of L Street and 18th Street.
The RMX zone would allow the maximum height limit to be tiered between 45 feet and
65 feet when located in proximity to the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zones. When located 0–39
feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would be 45 feet.
When located 40–79 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit
would be 55 feet. When located 80 feet or greater from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the
maximum height limit would be 65 feet. For locations within the existing Alhambra
Corridor SPD that are to be subsumed into the Central City SPD, the change in maximum
allowable height would be from 35 feet to 45 feet, within 40 feet residential zones;
35 feet to 55 feet, within 80 feet of residential zones; 35 feet to 65 feet, from 80 feet to
300 feet of residential zones; and 45 feet to 65 feet, at 300 feet or greater distances from
residential zones.
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Page 2-28, the second, third, and fourth paragraphs are revised to read:
SMUD estimates that the additional electrical load from anticipated development within
the DSP CCSP area may be 70 to 90 megawatts. A majority of the load would require
adding major components in the DSP CCSP area. With additional transportation
electrification expected to increase with technology trending toward DC fast charging
plazas. Each charging station could require up to 2 MW increasing the overall load
requirements to 94-118 MW. SMUD is currently working to replace the North City
substation with Station E, a 160 MVA facility. This will allow for additional express
feeders mainly to serve the Railyards Specific Plan area (adjacent to but outside of the
DSP CCSP area), and to offload and back up downtown feeders to serve future
development within the DSP CCSP area. An existing North City substation feeder is
being extended to the DSP CCSP area in 2017 and the first express feeder is planned by
2019 when the new Station E is completed.
Anticipated development in the DSP CCSP area will require an additional 40 MVA
substation, with a capacity of at least 80 MVA, along the 7th Street corridor in the
Railyards Specific Plan Area or River District, likely between North B Street and
Richards Boulevard; this could be located anywhere between 7th Street and 10th Street,
North B Street and Richards Boulevard. The substation is more expensive to construct
west of 7th Street and less expensive further east since overhead facilities would need to
be extended from Station E. Although this substation is likely to be located outside of the
DSP CCSP area, it is needed to help supply adequate electricity to uses within the DSP
CCSP area.
Depending on the specific use and intensity of development within the DSP CCSP area
the installation of switches, risers, line reconductors,6 or line extensions to specific
development parcels may be required. Additional major equipment and infrastructure
external to the DSP CCSP area would be required as electrical demand approaches area
electrical capacity. This would require additional duct banks and splice vaults along 5th
and 6th streets. A feeder tie on 7th Street or 12th Street may need to be extended from the
north but this may be external to the DSP CCSP area. These improvements would be
identified in SMUD's five year system plan as the need arises. Extension of the existing
21 kV distribution system would be required to serve the additional development in the
DSP CCSP area. The capacity of this substation would be dependent on the combined
demand of the CCSP, Railyards Specific Plan, and River District Specific Plan.
6

Reconductoring is replacement of the cable or wire on an electric circuit, typically a high-voltage
transmission line, usually to afford a greater electric-current-carrying capability.

Page 2-37, the first paragraph is revised to read:
In addition, SMUD is replacing the existing Station A site (will become Station G) to a
parcel directly north and across Government Alley from the current site to meet current
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safety regulations, to serve the RSP Area, and to continue to provide reliable electrical
service to the DSP CCSP area. SMUD is reserving the existing Station A site for future
21 kV system improvements and a substation. After Station A is decommissioned, this
site would be renamed Station H (21kV) with a planned capacity of 80 MVA. Capacity
would support Railyards development via existing infrastructure on 5th and 6th streets and
Railyards Boulevard.

Chapter 3, Land Use, Population, and Housing
Page 3-23, Paragraphs 3 and 4 are revised to read:
The ESC SPD and Alhambra Corridor SPD11 would remain unchanged. Parcels within
the Alhambra Corridor SPD, from 26th Street to 29th Street would be rezoned to be
included in the Central City SPD. The Downtown Central City SPD would cover the
entire DSP CCSP area outside of the ESC SPD and the Alhambra Corridor SPD, and the
regulations of the Downtown SPD would not apply to parcels located within these two
existing SPDs, and the western boundary of the Alhambra Corridor SPD would be moved
to 29th Street, coterminous with the eastern boundary of the Central City SPD.
11

The Alhambra Corridor SPD, per Section 17.420.010 of the Sacramento City Code, includes properties
located between 29th 26th and 34th streets from the Southern Pacific railroad mainline levee to the W/X
Freeway (US 50).

Maximum Heights
The proposed Downtown Central City SPD would allow for an increase in maximum
height in three of the City’s zoning designations within the CCSP DSP area: the C-2SPD, OB-SPD, and RMX-SPD zones (see Figure 2-6 in Chapter 2, Project Description
for the location of these three zoning designations within the Downtown Central City
SPD). Within the proposed Downtown Central City SPD, the C-2-SPD zone is generally
concentrated along several of the area’s commercial corridors, which include portions of
H, I, J, K, and O streets running east and west and portions of 16th, 19th, 20th, 21st, and 29th
streets running north and south. There are approximately 400 acres within the proposed
Downtown Central City SPD that are designated as C-2, and the maximum height
requirements in this zone would increase from 65 feet to 85 feet. For C-2 zones within
the existing Alhambra Corridor SPD that are to be subsumed into the Central City SPD,
the change in maximum allowable height would be from 35 feet to 45 feet, within 40 feet
residential zones; 35 feet to 55 feet, within 80 feet of residential zones; 35 feet to 85 feet,
within 300 feet of residential zones; and 65 feet to 80 feet, at 300 feet or greater distances
from residential zones.
There are approximately 35.6 acres within the Downtown Central City SPD that are
designated as OB. Within the Downtown Central City SPD, the OB zone is generally
concentrated along portions of G Street and 7th Street near the Alkali Flat neighborhood,
between Q Street and R Street west of 8th Street, and at the intersection of R Street and
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16th Street. The maximum height requirements in this zone would increase from 35 feet
to 65 feet. For OB zones within the existing Alhambra Corridor SPD that are to be
subsumed into the Central City SPD, the change in maximum allowable height would be
from 35 feet to 45 feet, within 40 feet residential zones; 35 feet to 55 feet, within 80 feet
of residential zones; and 35 feet to 65 feet, at 80 feet or greater distances from residential
zones.
There are 80.4 acres within the Downtown Central City SPD that are designated as RMX.
Within the Downtown Central City SPD, the RMX zone is generally concentrated along
the entire length of R Street and near the intersection of L Street and 18th Street. The
maximum height requirements in this zone would increase from 45 feet to 65 feet, but
this increase in allowable height would apply only to parcels outside the existing R Street
Corridor SPD Maximum Height Map. Within the RMX zone maximum height
requirement would be required to be tiered between 45 feet and 65 feet when located in
proximity to the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zones. For RMX zones within the existing Alhambra
Corridor SPD that are to be subsumed into the Central City SPD, the change in maximum
allowable height would be from 35 feet to 45 feet, within 40 feet residential zones; 35
feet to 55 feet, within 80 feet of residential zones; 35 feet to 65 feet, from 80 to 300 feet
of residential zones; and 45 feet to 65 feet, at 300 feet or greater distances from
residential zones.

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare
Page 4.1-36, the C-2 Zone discussion is revised to read:
There are approximately 400 acres within the proposed Central City Downtown SPD that
are designated as C-2, and the maximum height requirement in this zone would increase
from 65 feet to 85 feet, except where existing maximum height requirements are lower.
This would include parcels within the existing Alhambra Corridor SPD, which would
retain their existing underlying zoning, but would be rezoned to the Central City SPD.
Those parcels are subject to existing Alhambra Corridor SPD maximum height
requirements of 35 feet, within 300 feet of residential zones. In those instances,
maximum height requirements for those parcels would be increased from 35 feet to 85
feet under the proposed CCSP, except where limited by transitional height tiering
requirements. Within the proposed Central City Downtown SPD, the C-2 zone is
generally concentrated along several commercial corridors, including portions of H, I, J,
K, and O Streets and portions of 16th, 19th, 20th, 21st, and 29th Streets.
The provisions for existing transitional height tiering that can be applied to portions of
buildings located in the C-2 zone within specific distances of the R-1, R-1B, and R-2
zones would be modified to required transitional height tiering from R-3A zones and,
accommodate the new maximum height requirement. When located 0–39 feet from the
R-1, R-1B, and R-2, and R-3A zone, the maximum height limit would remain 45 feet.
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From 40–79 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would
remain 55 feet. From 40–79 feet from the R-3A zone, the maximum height limit would
be 65 feet. However, for locations 80 feet or greater from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone,
the maximum height limit would be increased from 65 feet to 85 feet, increased from 65
feet in C-2 zones and from 35 feet (if within 300 feet of residential zones) in C-2-SPD
zones within the existing Alhambra Corridor SPD that would be subsumed into the
Central City SPD.
Page 4.1-40, the first paragraph of the discussion under the DSP Elements heading is revised to
read:

CCSP DSP Elements
As discussed above, the proposed CCSP DSP allows for increased development and
resultant physical change within the CCSP DSP area over an anticipated 20-year period.
Specifically, the physical changes would include an increase in the allowable maximum
height in the C-2 zones (from 65 feet to 85 feet or 35 feet to 85 feet, for C-2-SPD zones
in the Alhambra Corridor SPD area to be subsumed, within 300 feet of residential uses),
OB zones (from 35 feet to 65 feet), and RMX zones (from 45 feet to 65 feet or 35 feet to
65 feet, for C-2 SPD zones in the Alhambra Corridor SPD area to be subsumed, within
300 feet of residential uses) zones; placement of public art in multiple locations in the
CCSP DSP area; above-ground infrastructure improvements, including new or extended
overhead electrical transmission lines and street lighting.

Section 4.2, Air Quality
Page 4.2-32, Mitigation Measure 4.2-5 is revised to read:
Mitigation Measure 4.2-5
The City shall require implementation of the following mitigation measures as
part of approval of any residences in the DSP CCSP area within 500 feet of
Business 80, Highway 50 or I-5:
•

Locate sensitive receptors as far as possible from Business 80, Highway 50
or I-5.

•

Provide vegetative barriers between the source and receptors. Guidance
from the US EPA’s July 2016 Recommendations for Constructing Roadside
Vegetation Barriers to Improve Near-Road Air Quality or Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Landscaping Guidance for
Improving Air Quality near Roadways may be incorporated.

•

Install HVAC systems capable of at least MERV 13 in each proposed
building.
o

The ventilation systems installed should be properly maintained,
following standard practices, and as specified by the manufacturer.
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o

A fixed notice should be placed on the filter compartment door of each
ventilation unit advising that MERV 13 (or greater) filters shall be used.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources
Page 4.3-64, the Significance After Mitigation paragraph that follows Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 is
revised to read:
Significance After Mitigation: With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-14,
in combination with CDFW riparian vegetation mitigation requirements, the proposed
projects’ CCSP’s contribution to cumulative impact on bat species within Sacramento
County would be reduced. Project-related disturbance to bat species would be less than
considerable contribution to the cumulative loss of bats within Sacramento County, and
this impact would be less than significant.

Section 4.5, Energy Demand and Conservation
Page 4.5-1, the fifth paragraph is revised to read:
In 20162015, SMUD obtained its electricity from the following sources: large
hydroelectric (238 percent and natural gas (4147 percent).4 Around 1623 percent of
SMUD’s energy resources are from “unspecified sources of power”, which means it was
obtained through transactions and the specific generation source is not traceable.
Approximately 2022 percent of SMUD’s energy portfolio is from eligible renewable
resources, including biomass and waste (11 percent), geothermal (1 percent), eligible
hydroelectric (1 percent), solar (3 percent), and wind (47 percent).
4

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), 2017. 2016 Power Content Label.

Page 4.5-7, the third paragraph is revised to read:
Based on land use projections assumed under the DSP CCSP, SMUD estimates that the
additional electrical load from development within the DSP CCSP area may be 7075 to
90100 megawatts. A majority of the load would require adding major components in the
DSP CCSP area. SMUD is already working on replacing the North City substation
(NCY) with Station E, a 160 MVA facility. Once Station A (network) is replaced with
Station G, and the Station A site is decommissioned, Station A is being planned to add
80 MVA. With the addition of 13,400 units and 3.8 million square feet of commercial
development, another three 40 MVA substations, with capacity of at least 80 MVA,
would be required along the 7th Street corridor in the Railyards or River District,
preferably between North B Street and Richards Boulevard. The capacity of this
substation would depend on the combined demand of the CCSP, Railyards Specific Plan
and River District Specific Plan.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

2-19

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Pages 4.5-12 through 4.5-14, Impact 4.5-2 is revised to read:
Impact 4.5-2: The proposed DSP CCSP could result in the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary use of energy.
Electricity and Natural Gas
Buildings and infrastructure constructed pursuant to the proposed DSP CCSP would
comply with the versions of California Code of Regulations Titles 20 and 24, including
CALGreen, that are applicable at the time that building permits are issued. In addition,
the City’s 2035 General Plan and CAP include policies and programs that seek to reduce
energy consumption. In particular, 2035 General Plan policy LU 2.6.6., Efficiency
through Density, requires the City to increase energy efficiency through increasing
average residential densities; the proposed DSP CCSP would be consistent with this
policy by planning for additional residential uses in the Central City. Further, the City’s
CAP General Plan includes policies that promote energy efficiency and reduction of
energy consumption requires projects to meet standards that would avoid the wasteful,
inefficient or unnecessary use of energy.
More specifically, according to the City’s CAP action: 3.4.1 and 3.4.2, consistency with
the City’s CAP requires a project to demonstrate that it can exceed the current Title 24
building standards by a minimum of 15 percent. To do this, the proposed residential and
non-residential buildings developed pursuant to under the proposed DSP would have to
be constructed to exceed the energy efficiency standards established by the current 2016
Title 24 energy standards by a minimum of 15 percent.
The State has updated the Building Energy Efficiency Standards on an approximate
three-year cycle, with each cycle resulting in increasingly stringent energy requirements.
For example, the 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards went into effect on July 1,
2014 and the 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards went into effect on January 1,
2017. The California Energy Commission has stated that the 2013 Title 24 standards
would use 25 percent less energy for lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, and water
heating than the Title 24 standards used for the City’s CAP (2008 Title 24 standards),23
and that single-family residential built to the 2016 standards will use about 28 percent
less energy for lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation and water heating than those built to
the 2013 standards.24 Energy savings for non-residential buildings are comparable. These
energy improvements enacted by the State and applicable to each building constructed in
the community would prevent the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy.
23

24

California Energy Commission, 2017. 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Building Energy
Efficiency Standards Frequently Asked Questions. Available: www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2013standards/
rulemaking/documents/2013_Building_Energy_Efficiency_Standards_FAQ.pdf. Accessed October 23,
2017.
California Energy Commission, 2017. 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Building Energy
Efficiency Standards Frequently Asked Questions. Available: http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/
2016standards/rulemaking/documents/2016_Building_Energy_Efficiency_Standards_FAQ.pdf.
Accessed October 23, 2017.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

2-20

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

In the future, development pursuant to the proposed DSP CCSP will have to meet the
requirements of increasingly ambitious goals that California has developed for energy
efficiency, including a goal of zero net energy (ZNE) use in all new homes by 2020 and
commercial buildings by 2030. 2325 The ZNE goal means new buildings must use a
combination of improved efficiency and distributed renewable energy generation to meet
100 percent of their annual energy needs. The 2019 Title 24 energy standards are
expected to take the final step to achieve ZNE for newly constructed residential buildings
throughout California. Since the proposed DSP CCSP is not scheduled to be considered
for approval prior to late 2017 or early 2018, a large majority of the residential dwelling
units anticipated to be built under the DSP would be built to 2019 Title 24 energy
standards, which for residential units would clearly be 15 percent more efficient than
units constructed to the 2016 Title 24 energy standards. Irrespective of when ZNE for
non-residential buildings is implemented through Title 24, the City’s CAP policies would
continue to encourage, but not explicitly require, non-residential development to exceed
the 2016 Title 24 energy standards by 15 percent.
2325

California Energy Commission, 2016. 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Frequently Asked
Questions. Available: www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2016standards/rulemaking/documents/
2016_Building_Energy_Efficiency_Standards_FAQ.pdf.

The residential and commercial uses proposed under the DSP CCSP will be constructed
to meet the latest Title 24 energy standards and would not result in wasteful or
unnecessary use of energy. However, since it is possible that the non-residential buildings
developed pursuant to the proposed DSP may not exceed the 2016 Title 24 energy
standards by 15 percent, the proposed DSP may not be consistent with the CAP Actions
3.4.1 and 3.4.2 and could result in inefficient use of energy. Therefore, this impact would
be considered potentially less than significant.
Operational and Construction Transportation
Based on Table 4.5-2, it is estimated that 125,237 gallons of diesel fuel and 14,124,000
gallons of gasoline would be consumed for the DSP CCSP operational uses.
Transportation energy would be used efficiently due to the location, density, and mix of
planned uses in the DSP CCSP area. As discussed in section 4.12, Transportation and
Circulation, the proposed DSP CCSP land use design, roadway system, and mobility
network were developed in accordance with Sacramento Grid 3.0, which would result in
an average VMT per capita and average VMT per employee below the regional and
countywide averages calculated by SACOG. Mixed-use developments, such as the
proposed DSP CCSP, provide an opportunity for people to live, work, shop, and find
recreation opportunities within one community. This allows people to travel shorter
distances between their origins and destinations. These shorter travel distances reduce
vehicle trip lengths and make walking and bicycling more viable travel options. In
addition, the regionally central location of the DSP CCSP area means that trip lengths
would be shorter than if the proposed land uses were developed elsewhere in the region.
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This reduction in trip making and trip lengths would have a commensurate reduction in
transportation fuel consumption.
As explained above in Impact 4.5-1, construction of development and infrastructure
pursuant to the proposed DSP CCSP would require the use of fuels for operation of
construction equipment, construction vehicles, and construction worker vehicles. Direct
energy use would also include the use of electricity required to power construction
equipment. As shown in Table 4.5-3, for the construction of the proposed DSP CCSP, it
is estimated there would be approximately 3,141,833 gallons of diesel fuel and 1,188,373
gallons of gasoline consumed. Notably, construction activities are temporary and would
be spread over a period of two decades or more. Since the use would be temporary, it
would not result in a long-term increase in demand for fuel. Thus, construction and
operation of development undertaken pursuant to the proposed DSP CCSP would not
result in a wasteful or unnecessary use of energy. Therefore, this impact would be
considered less than significant.

Summary
The proposed DSP CCSP, would be designed and operated to minimize the use of
electrical, natural gas, and transportation fuel energy to the extent feasible. Development
proposed in the CCSP area would be required to comply with the versions of California
Code of Regulations Titles 20 and 24, including CALGreen, that are applicable at the
time that building permits are issued. It is currently unknown if the 2019 Title 24 energy
standards for non-residential buildings will exceed the most current 2016 Title 24 energy
standards by 15 percent as required under the City’s CAP Actions 3.4.1 and 3.4.2. By
meeting all sustainability features required under the future 2019 24 Title 24 energy
standards, it is clear that residential development would be energy efficient and consistent
with the City’s CAP actions. Energy savings for non-residential buildings would be
comparable., however it cannot be demonstrated that the non-residential uses proposed
under the DSP would be able to exceed the current 2016 Title 24 energy standards by 15
percent as required under the City’s CAP Actions 3.4.1 and 3.4.2. Therefore, the
proposed DSP CCSP would not could result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary use of
energy. Therefore, this impact would be considered potentially less than significant.
Mitigation Measure
None required.
Mitigation Measure 4.5-2
Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-1.
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2
would insure that development under the proposed DSP would be consistent with
CAP Actions 3.4.1 and 3.4.2 by requiring the applicant design any proposed nonresidential buildings to exceed the 2016 Title 24 energy standards by a minimum
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of 15 percent. By demonstrating consistency with the City’s CAP, the project
would not result in an inefficient use of energy. Therefore, after mitigation this
impact would be less than significant.

Section 4.7, Global Climate Change
Page 4.7-19, question 2 text is revised to read:
2.

Would the proposed DSP CCSP incorporate traffic calming measures (Applicable
CAP Action: 2.1.1)?

Page 4.7-20, question 3 text is revised to read:
3.

Would the proposed DSP CCSP incorporate pedestrian facilities and connections
to public transportation consistent with the City’s Pedestrian Master Plan
(Applicable CAP Action: 2.2.1)?

Page 4.7-20, question 4 text is revised to read:
4.

Would the proposed DSP CCSP incorporate bicycle facilities consistent with the
City’s Bikeway Master Plan and meet or exceed minimum standards for bicycle
facilities in the Zone Code and CALGreen (Applicable CAP Action: 2.3.1)?

Pages 4.7-21 through 4.7-23, the discussions under questions 5 and 6, summary, and mitigation
measures are revised to read:
5.

Would the proposed DSP CCSP include on-site renewable energy systems (e.g.,
solar photovoltaic, solar water heating, etc.) that would generate at least
15 percent of the project’s total energy demand (CAP Actions 3.4.1 and 3.4.2)?

In lieu of installing on-site renewable energy systems that would generate 15 percent of
the project’s total energy, Sacramento’s CAP checklist also considers projects as
consistent if they would exceed the current Title 24 building standards by a minimum of
15 percent. To do this, the proposed residential and non-residential buildings developed
pursuant to the proposed DSP would have to be constructed to exceed the energy
efficiency standards established by the 2016 Title 24 energy standards by a minimum of
15 percent.
The proposed CCSP would not require new uses within the CCSP area to generate
15 percent of each use’s energy demand on-site. However, development under the
proposed CCSP would be designed in compliance with the 2016 Title 24 Building
Energy Efficiency Standards, effective January 1, 2017.
The CAP Consistency Review Checklist was based on improving efficiency by
30 percent above the requirements of the 2008 Title 24 standards (effective January 1,
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2010). Since setting that standard, the State has updated the Building Energy Efficiency
Standards on an approximate three-year cycle, with each cycle resulting in increasingly
stringent energy requirements. For example, the 2013 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards went into effect on July 1, 2014 and the 2016 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards went into effect on January 1, 2017. The California Energy Commission has
stated that the 2013 Title 24 standards would use 25 percent less energy for lighting,
heating, cooling, ventilation, and water heating than the Title 24 standards used for the
City’s CAP (2008 Title 24 standards),33 and that single-family residential built to the
2016 standards will use about 28 percent less energy for lighting, heating, cooling,
ventilation and water heating than those built to the 2013 standards.34 Energy savings for
non-residential buildings are comparable. These energy improvements enacted by the
State and applicable to each building constructed in the community would satisfy the
reduction requirements that are identified in the City’s CAP.
33

34

California Energy Commission, 2017. 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Building Energy
Efficiency Standards Frequently Asked Questions. Available: www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2013standards/
rulemaking/documents/2013_Building_Energy_Efficiency_Standards_FAQ.pdf. Accessed October 23,
2017.
California Energy Commission, 2017. 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Building Energy
Efficiency Standards Frequently Asked Questions. Available: http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/
2016standards/rulemaking/documents/2016_Building_Energy_Efficiency_Standards_FAQ.pdf.
Accessed October 23, 2017.

California has developed a goal of zero net energy (ZNE) use in all new homes by 2020
and commercial buildings by 2030.3335 The ZNE goal means new buildings must use a
combination of improved efficiency and distributed renewable energy generation to meet
100 percent of their annual energy needs. The 2019 Title 24 energy standards are
expected to take the final step to achieve ZNE for newly constructed residential buildings
throughout California. A large majority of the proposed residential dwelling units will be
built to 2019 Title 24 energy standards, which for residential units would clearly be 15
percent more efficient than the 2016 Title 24 energy standards. It is currently unknown if
the 2019 Title 24 energy standards for non-residential buildings will exceed the 2016
Title 24 energy standards by 15 percent. Therefore, the impact would be less than
significant.
3335

California Energy Commission, 2016. 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, Building Energy
Efficiency Standards Frequently Asked Questions. Available: www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2016standards/
rulemaking/documents/2016_Building_Energy_Efficiency_Standards_FAQ.pdf.

Since the proposed non-residential buildings may not exceed the 2016 Title 24 energy
standards by 15 percent, the proposed DSP may not be consistent with the CAP Actions
3.4.1 and 3.4.2. Therefore, the impact is potentially significant.
6.

Would the proposed DSP CCSP comply with minimum CALGreen Tier 1 water
efficiency standards (CAP Action: 5.1.1)?
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As discussed above pertaining to 2035 General Plan Policy U 2.1.10, the proposed DSP
CCSP acknowledges the importance of water conservation in both residential and nonresidential development and landscaping. It would include a commitment to a series of
water conserving landscape requirements that involve the use of drought-resistant
landscaping and water-conserving irrigation methods to reduce water waste. The
proposed DSP CCSP would include a commitment to achieve, at a minimum, the
CALGreen Tier 1 water efficiency standards. Consequently, the DSP CCSP would be
consistent with this CAP energy efficiency and renewable energy requirement.
The proposed DSP CCSP would be consistent with five of the all six applicable CAP
consistency questions described above. Therefore, the impact would be considered less
than significant. Since it is possible that the non-residential buildings proposed under the
proposed DSP would not exceed the 2016 Title 24 energy standards by 15 percent, this
impact would be considered potentially significant.

Summary
As described above, the proposed DSP CCSP would require future development in the
DSP CCSP area to be consistent with and conform to each of the applicable criteria to
establish consistency with the City’s CAP, except for CAP Action 3.4.1 and 3.4.2. As
established in CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5(b), because the City has determined that
these projects would be consistent with the City’s CAP, the proposed DSP CCSP
contribution to cumulative GHG emissions is considered less than significant.
Mitigation Measure
None required.
Mitigation Measure 4.7-1
Prior to issuance of building permits for new non-residential buildings, the
applicant shall submit to the City of Sacramento Building Department building
design plans demonstrating that the buildings would exceed the 2016 Title 24
energy standards by 15 percent or more.
Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1
would insure that development under the proposed DSP would be consistent with
CAP Action 3.4.1 and 3.4.2 by requiring the applicant design any proposed nonresidential buildings to exceed the 2016 Title 24 energy standards by a minimum
of 15 percent. As a result, the proposed DSP as mitigated would be consistent
with CAP Action 3.4.1 and 3.4.2. Therefore, after mitigation this impact would
result be less than significant.
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Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Beginning on page 4.8-18, Impact 4.8-1 and Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 are revised as follows:
Impact 4.8-1: Development pursuant to the proposed DSP CCSP could expose
people to contaminated soil during construction activities.
Exposure to contaminated soil materials (both soil vapor and soil) would only occur
during construction. Once a particular project has been constructed, there would be no
further exposure during operations. Therefore, only construction impacts are analyzed
below.
Construction
As described in Subsection 4.8.1, the DSP CCSP area was developed beginning in the
1800s and has evolved over the years to include, at various times, a wide range of
commercial, industrial, and residential uses, including manufacturing, fueling stations
and vehicle repair, dry cleaning, and landfills. As identified in the Phase I ESA Overview
Study and summarized in the environmental setting, within the DSP CCSP area, 26 sites
are currently considered to have a high potential for RECs (impacts or hazardous
materials exist on the site) and 35 have a moderate potential (impacts or hazardous
materials may exist on the site). Because of the long history of development, ubiquitous
environmental issues may exist throughout the DSP CCSP area. In addition to the
specific issues identified in the Phase I ESA Overview Study for individual sites, these
ubiquitous environmental issues may include lead in soil from deteriorated LCP on
existing or former structures and pesticides in soil around structures.
Some of the sites identified in the Phase I ESA Overview Study may be susceptible to
vapor intrusion from contaminated soils. If contaminated groundwater is encountered
during construction activities, compliance with DTSC regulations regarding the treatment
of contaminated groundwater would be required. However, vapor intrusion from
contaminated groundwater could result in the release of VOCs.
In addition, the closed landfills located in the northeast portion of the DSP CCSP area
would present risks if construction were to occur there. Although the landfills were not
permitted to accept liquid or hazardous waste, the decomposition of the solid waste can
result in the generation of hazardous materials, as evidenced by the detection of
contaminants in groundwater beneath and south of the landfills and the generation of
methane gas within the waste footprints.
Note that the Phase I ESA Overview Study evaluated conditions as of June 2017 and the
identified active hazardous materials sites will continue to undergo investigation and
cleanup as required by regulatory agencies. At the future time when a given particular
property is redeveloped, conditions would be different by then and the particular property
may or may not have been cleaned up. In addition, unknown hazardous materials may be
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present in soil or other hazardous materials releases may occur between now and then at
other properties. The investigation and cleanup responsibilities for each hazardous
materials property would be with the property’s responsible party, as designated by the
overseeing regulatory agency, but may be incomplete at the time of redevelopment.
Consequently, the excavation of contaminated soils during construction and operation
could expose people to associated health risks. This is considered a potentially
significant impact.
Mitigation Measure
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1
If a development site is listed in the Phase I ESA Overview Study as being of
moderate or high potential to have a Recognized Environmental Condition
(REC), the applicant shall conduct a site specific Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment during the entitlement process in general accordance with the
current version of ASTM 1527 Standard Practice for Environmental Site
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process prior to
construction and shall comply with the recommendations in the report.
Recommendations may include guidance on mitigating hazards from
encountering contaminated groundwater, including measures related to
disturbance of existing treatment systems, drilling, groundwater extraction, or
vapor intrusion.
This requirement does not apply to projects in which excavation would extend no
deeper than 18 inches, including projects that are limited to installation of a
fence, deck, single-family residence, garage or addition to an existing residence
(e.g., room addition), shallow landscaping with or without irrigation lines, or
other minor site improvements, or replacement of existing facilities (road signs,
sidewalks, pipes, etc.) where ground disturbance would occur principally in
previously disturbed sediment.
Significance after Mitigation: With the implementation of Mitigation Measure
4.8-1 listed above, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
because the Phase I assessment would identify the presence of potential or actual
hazardous materials, which, if identified, would then require further investigation
and cleanup in compliance with applicable regulations, if needed.
Page 4.8-4, the last sentence of the first paragraph is revised to read:
Cleanup activities are largely complete in the RSP Area and the remaining hazardous
materials issues are largely limited to localized land use restrictions that are unlikely to
affect the DSP Area CCSP area. Groundwater remediation in the RSP Area and in
portions of the CCSP area are ongoing.
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Page 4.8-16, the first paragraph is revised to read:

Railyards Project Soil and Groundwater Management Plan
The RSP Area is adjacent to and northwest of the DSP CCSP area. Ongoing cleanup
activities may overlap the northwestern portion of the DSP CCSP area (e.g.,
groundwater). In the event that contaminated groundwater originating from the RSP Area
is encountered during projects in the DSP Area, the requirements of the The Railyards
Projects Soil and Groundwater Management Plan or SGMP, approved by DTSC in 2015,
would apply applies only to properties within the RSP Area, and does not directly apply
to properties outside of the RSP Area.12 The SGMP was prepared for use with each
development project to be constructed within the RSP Area that requires special handling
of soil and/or groundwater to ensure compliance with regulatory requirements and other
obligations set forth in the SGMP. In particular, However, projects within the DSP Area
CCSP area are not permitted to interfere with ongoing cleanup activities within the RSP
Area.
12

Stantec, 2015. Railyards Projects Soil and Groundwater Management Plan, Sacramento Railyards,
Sacramento, California, December.

Section 4.11, Public Services
Page 4.11-32, the last sentence of the fourth paragraph is revised to read:
Another dog park in the DSP CCSP area is located at Sutter Landing Regional Park.
Page 4.11-39, policy ERC 2.4.4 is corrected to read:
ERC 2.4.4

Park Acreage Service Level Goal. The City shall strive to develop and
maintain 5 acres of neighborhood and community parks and other recreational
facilities/sites per 1,000 population. Setbacks from Rivers and Creeks. The
City shall ensure adequate building setbacks from rivers and creeks, increasing
them where possible to protect natural resources.

Page 4.11-40, the language for policy ERC 2.5.1 is incorrectly numbered. The policy numbering
and text is revised to read:
ERC 2.5.4 2.5.1 Capital Funding. The City shall fund the costs of acquisition and
development of City neighborhood and community parks, and community and
recreation facilities through land dedication, in-lieu fees, and/or development
impact fees.
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Section 4.12, Transportation
Page 4.12-60, Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 and the text following the mitigation measure are
revised to read:
Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure 4.12-3. Freeway Subregional Corridor Mitigation
Program (SCMP).
Each project developed pursuant to the DSP CCSP, and subject to mitigation
measures of the CCSP EIR, that generates more than 100 vehicular AM or PM
peak hour trips that are directed toward the highway system shall:
•

Remit monetary payment to the I-5 Freeway SCMP. This remittance shall be
completed prior to the issuance of building permits.

OR
•

Negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement with Caltrans and the City.

Projects in the CCSP area that would be exempt from the implementation of this
measure include projects not subject to CEQA (Public Resources Code (PRC)
§21080(b)), projects that are categorically exempt from CEQA or projects
eligible for statutory streamlining including but not limited to qualified housing
projects (PRC §§21159.21 and 21159.24), affordable low-income housing
projects (PRC §21159.23), and qualifying infill developments (PRC §21094.5
and State CEQA Guidelines §15332), as well as projects that are not required to
address specific or cumulative impacts from cars and light-duty truck trips
generated by the project on the regional transportation network (PRC
§21159.28).
Significance After Mitigation: On April 5, 2016, the City approved the I-5
SCMP and certified its Supplemental EIR (SCH #2011012081). The SCMP
would reduce auto travel on study area freeways by providing funding towards a
diverse list of multimodal transportation improvement projects, including a new
bridge across the American River, two new bridges across the Sacramento River,
a streetcar system that would serve the study area, and new high occupancy
vehicle (HOV) lanes on I-5.
The SCMP provides the option for development projects to monetarily contribute
to the program, which would constitute mitigation for a project’s impacts to the
area’s freeway system. To reduce the Plan’s freeway impacts shown in
Table 4.12-11, the Plan would participate in the SCMP through Mitigation
Measure 4.12-3. As stated in Resolution 2016-0109, certain projects would be
exempt from the I-5 Subregional Corridor Mitigation Fee Program; projects that
are statutorily or categorically exempt from CEQA would also be exempt from
the fee program. Therefore, the Plan would not have significant impacts to
freeway facilities in the area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-3
would reduce this impact to less than significant under CEQA.
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Section 4.13, Utilities
Page 4.13-41, the text under the Methodology and Assumptions header and the first paragraph
under Impacts and Mitigation Measures are revised to read:

Methodology and Assumptions
The following impact analysis evaluates the potential for DSPCCSP-related development
to result in changes to existing infrastructure and supply relating to solid waste. The
analysis focuses on wastes generated by the development anticipated under the proposed
DSP CCSP and potential impacts to solid waste handling and disposal facilities located
outside of the DSP CCSP area. Potential changes in solid waste generation are evaluated
using waste generation factors shown in Table 4.13-6. Estimated solid waste generation
for the DSP CCSP was also calculated based on factors shown in Table 4.13-6. Existing
waste generation was subtracted from anticipated waste generation to identify the net
increase in waste associated with the CCSP.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact 4.13-9: The collection or disposal of additional solid waste generated under
the proposed DSP CCSP would result in adverse physical environmental effects.
Construction
Construction in the DSP CCSP area would result in the generation of various
construction waste including scrap lumber, scrap finishing materials, various scrap
metals, and other recyclable and non-recyclable construction related wastes.
identify the net increase in waste associated with the DSP.

Chapter 6, Alternatives
Page 6-10, the fourth paragraph of the Alternative 1 (No Project) description is revised to read:
Alternative 1 would implement the 2035 General Plan and Central City Community Plan
in their present form. Development parameters would not be increased within the zones
specified above; therefore, growth throughout the CCSP DSP area would be anticipated
to proceed in a less-concentrated way than would be anticipated to occur under the CCSP
DSP. Under Alternative 1, the western boundary of the Alhambra Corridor SPD would
remain at 26th Street and all parcels, within the area of the SPD to be subsumed into the
proposed Central City SPD, would be subject to Alhambra Corridor SPD zoning
requirements, including a maximum allowable height of 35 feet, if located within 300
feet of residential zones. Those parcels would be subject to Alhambra Corridor SPD
zoning. In addition, the proposed transitional-height-tiering requirements for C-2 zones in
the vicinity of R-3A zones, would not be implemented.
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Page 6-14, the second paragraph under the Land Use and Zoning heading is revised to read:
The Reduced Heights Alternative would retain the same distribution of land use and
zoning designations as are described in the proposed DSP CCSP, as described in the
Policy Changes subsection of Section 3.2, Land Use, but would not increase maximum
allowable heights in the Central City SPD area for C-2, RMX, or OB base zones.
Table 6-1 provides the existing maximum allowable heights for the base zones above,
and maximum allowable heights for the proposed Central City SPD, as described in
Chapter 2, Project Description.
TABLE 6-1
ALLOWABLE DEVELOPMENT HEIGHTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Existing Base Zone
Maximum Height
(Alternative 1)

Maximum Height
Under Alternative 2
(Same as Existing
Base Zoning)

Maximum Height
Under DSP CCSP

C-2

65 feet

65 feet

85 feet

RMX

45 feet

45 feet

65 feet

OB

35 feet

35 feet

65 feet

Zone

Changes to Figures
All revised Draft EIR figures are included at the end of this chapter.
Figure S-2, Project Vicinity, is revised to show the revised CCSP boundaries, specifically the
change to remove the existing tank farms south of Broadway and west of I-5 from the CCSP area.
Figure S-3, Downtown Specific Plan Area, is revised to show the revised CCSP boundaries,
specifically the change to remove the existing tank farms south of Broadway and west of I-5 from
the CCSP area. Additionally, the figure name is revised to Central City Specific Plan Area to
reflect the specific plan name change.
Figure 2-2, Project Vicinity, is revised to show the revised CCSP boundaries, specifically the
change to remove the existing tank farms south of Broadway and west of I-5 from the CCSP area.
Figure 2-3, Downtown Specific Plan Area, is revised to show the revised CCSP boundaries,
specifically the change to remove the existing tank farms south of Broadway and west of I-5 from
the CCSP area. Additionally, the figure name is revised to Central City Specific Plan Area to
reflect the specific plan name change.
Figure 2-6, Special Planning Districts, is revised to show the revised Alhambra Corridor SPD
boundaries, specifically the change to the western boundary of the existing Alhambra Corridor
SPD from 29th Street to 26th Street.
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Changes to Appendices
The title page for Appendix C2, Air Quality Mitigation Plan, was incorrectly labeled as Global
Climate Change Data. The title page is updated to reflect the correct title. Additionally, references
in Appendix C2 to the Downtown Specific Plan were changed to Central City Specific Plan,
consistent with the global changes described in this Final EIR. The complete, revised Appendix
C2 is included here for reference.
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Introduction
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) has developed
guidance to mitigate operational emissions for projects subject to the California Environmental
Quality Act. 1 SMAQMD’s guidance recommends that project applicants prepare an Air Quality
Mitigation Plan (AQMP) for all projects that exceed SMAQMD’s operational significance
thresholds of 65 pounds per day for reactive organic gases (ROG) and/or 65 pounds per day for
nitrogen oxides (NO x ).
If a project exceeds these thresholds, mitigation must be identified to reduce on-road mobile
source emissions by 15 percent if the project is within the current State Implementation Plan
(SIP), or by 35 percent if not within the SIP. Since the proposed Central City Specific Plan
(CCSP) is included within the SIP, the 15 percent reduction applies to this project. 2

SMAQMD Guidance
The following steps are used to determine if a project meets the 15 percent reduction goal. The
first step involves estimating total unmitigated ROG and NOx emissions using CalEEMod default
values. Since this project includes a traffic analysis, the second step involves estimating mitigated
ROG and NOx emissions using CalEEMod but adjusted for the vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
estimates included in the project traffic report. Then, the decrease in ROG and NO x mobile
source emissions between unmitigated and mitigated is calculated, and the difference is converted
to NOx equivalents or NO x e. NO x e is the sum of NOx reductions plus one-seventh of ROG
reductions. If the project meets the 15 percent NO x e reduction goal, it is considered consistent
with the SIP.

CCSP Emission Reductions
CCSP Unmitigated Emissions
Unmitigated CCSP ROG and NO x emissions from mobile sources were estimated using the
CalEEMod model (2016.3.1 version), which can be found in Table C2-1. With one exception, the
unmitigated emissions have been estimated using CalEEMod default values. The only exception
is that the daily trip generation rates are based on the trip rates included in the traffic study.

CCSP Emissions after Implementation of all Design Features
The mitigated emission estimates were also estimated using CalEEMod, except that trip lengths
were adjusted so that the CCSP’s VMT estimates match those in the project traffic analysis. This
approach matches SMAQMD’s Off-Model Measure (TS: Traffic Study (meta-measure)) included

1
2

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. Recommended Guidance for Land Use Emission
Reductions, Version 3.3 (for Operational Emissions). Accessed May 2, 2017.
City of Sacramento, 2015. City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (SCH
No. 2012122006). Certified March 3, 2015.
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in SMAQMD’s AQMP guidance. The result of mitigated emission estimates can be found in
Table C2-1.
TABLE C2-1
CCSP PERCENT REDUCTION OF MOBILE EMISSIONS OF NO XE
WITH AND WITHOUT MITIGATION1
Unmitigated Emissions
(ppd)
Project
CCSP

Mitigated Emissions
(ppd)

ROG

NOx

NOxe2

ROG

NOx

NOxe2

Percent
Reduction

Exceed
15%?

302

1,179

1,222

65

260

269

78%

Yes

1. Operational emissions estimates for summertime conditions were made using CalEEMod 2016.3.1. See Appendix C1 for details.
2. NOxe as defined by the SMAQMD is the reduction in ROG divided by 7 plus the reduction in NOx.

The traffic study (meta-measure) recognizes that site-specific information is better than
information generated from a statewide model. Consequently, it recommends that if a project has
a traffic study, then that study should be used in lieu of the CalEEMod model defaults to estimate
unmitigated emissions. 3 SMAQMD’s guidance states that traffic studies typically include
calculations of internal trip capture, the mix of land uses, distances to job centers, and transit,
walking, and cycling information. In lieu of using CalEEMod’s built in mitigation measures,
SMAQMD recommends that the project traffic study should be used instead. To do this,
CalEEMod’s default values (typically trip generation rates and trip lengths) are adjusted so that
its VMT estimates are consistent with the traffic study, and adding any mitigation not accounted
for in the traffic study. The VMT estimates for the CCSP were modeled using the Sacramento
Area Council of Government’s (SACOG) SACMET travel demand model. 4 SACMET accounts
for several factors that reduce project VMT. These include:
•

job accessibility (within a 30-minute drive or transit travel time),

•

proximity to transit (distance to nearest light rail or bus station, in miles),

•

availability of Class 1 and 2 bike lanes within and adjacent to the project,

•

parameters that effect walking, including sidewalks and pedestrian paths and distances to
transit, commercial, and related destinations,

•

job and housing density (dwelling units and jobs per acre), and

•

jobs and housing mix.

The CalEEMod default estimate of total VMT was revised to be consistent with the projectspecific VMT estimates. Within CalEEMod, VMT estimates for each land use type are the
product of trip generation rates times trip lengths. CalEEMod’s default trip lengths were adjusted
so that its VMT matched the project specific estimates.

3
4

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. Operational Emissions Mitigation.
http://www.airquality.org/businesses/ceqa-land-use-planning/mitigation. Accessed May 2, 2017.
DKS Associates, 2017. Sacramento Downtown Specific Plan Traffic Study. March, 2017.
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AQMP Effectiveness
After modeling the unmitigated project emissions, SMAQMD recommends applying all feasible
project mitigation and recalculating the daily summer emissions as NO x e. The effectiveness of
the mitigation plan is then calculated as a percentage reduction from the unmitigated project,
defined as follows:
AQMP Effectiveness = ((Unmitigated Project NO x e – Mitigated Project NO x e)/
Unmitigated Project NO x e) x 100
Using the SMAQMD Recommended Guidance for Land Use Emission Reduction, 5 the percent
reduction of mobile emissions of NO x e after mitigation for the CCSP is presented in Table C2-1.
The average daily trip lengths for each prosed land use were adjusted in the each mitigated
CalEEMod run until the annual VMT matched those provided by DKS Associates for the CCSP.
As shown in Table C2-1, the CCSP would result in a 78 percent reduction in NO x e emissions
after mitigation, respectively. The CCSP would achieve a 15 percent emission reduction/
mitigation guideline established by the SMAQMD and would be consistent with the SIP.

5

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 2016. Recommended Guidance for Land Use Emission
Reductions Version 3.3 (for Operations Emissions). September 26, 2016.
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CHAPTER 3
Comments and Responses
3.1 Introduction
This section contains the comment letters that were received on the Draft EIR. Following each
comment letter is a response by the City intended to supplement, clarify, or amend information
provided in the Draft EIR or refer the reader to the appropriate place in the document where the
requested information can be found. Comments that are not directly related to environmental
issues may be discussed or noted for the record. Where text changes in the Draft EIR are
warranted based upon comments on the Draft EIR, those changes are generally included
following the response to comment. However, in some cases when the text change is extensive,
the reader is instead referred to Chapter 2, Text Changes to the Draft EIR, where all the text
changes can be found.
Occasionally, a response to a comment provides a cross-reference to another response to comment.
This occurs when the same, or very similar, comment was made or question asked, and an
appropriate response was included elsewhere.

3.2

Master Responses

This section presents responses to environmental issues raised in multiple comments. Rather than
responding individually, master responses have been developed to address such comments
comprehensively and these master responses are organized per topic in this section. The master
response number is then identified in the individual response to comment so that reviewers can
readily locate all relevant information pertaining to the following issues of concern.
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Master Response 1: Planning-Related Issues
Floor Area Ratio
Several comments noted that there was an inconsistency between the CCSP and the CCSP EIR
regarding the allowance of a floor area ratio (FAR) deviation. Policy LU 1.1.10 in the 2035
General Plan currently states:
LU 1.1.10

Exceeding Floor-Area-Ratio. The City may allow new development to exceed
the maximum allowed FAR or density if it is determined that the project
provides a significant community benefit. (RDR)

CCSP Draft EIR page 2-21 explains that General Plan Policy LU 1.1.10 would be modified to
allow new development to exceed the required FAR by up to 20 percent if it is determined that
the project provides a significant community benefit.
A similar discussion regarding the potential change to General Plan Policy LU 1.1.10 was not
provided in the CCSP or the Draft Ordinance because the policy change is not proposed to be
included in CCSP. The CCSP does, however, explain that General Plan policies and CCSP
policies will guide development in the CCSP area. Instead of being addressed as part of the
CCSP, the policy change would have been proposed as a general plan amendment. On CSSP
Draft EIR page 2-58, approval of one or more amendments to the 2035 General Plan is a
requested City action.
General Plan Policy LU 1.1.10 refers to a “significant community benefit” which is typically
determined on a case-by-case basis dependent on the merits of each project and whether the
project furthers the goals of the City.
The City has found that the current maximum FAR for various general plan land use designations
are too low, in some cases not allowing the maximum building envelope permitted in the
proposed Central City Special Planning District. Amendments to general plan land use
designations would have citywide impacts and would be better addressed in the upcoming
General Plan Update. During the General Plan Update, the City will also consider amending
Policy LU 1.1.10 to allow new development to exceed the required FAR by up to 20 percent if it
is determined that the project provides a significant community benefit.

Height Limits and Transitional Zones
Various comments have expressed concern about changes to height limits in C-2 zones from 65
to 85 feet. The increased heights are moderated by transitional height standards that require that
the height is stepped down to 55 and 45 feet depending on the distance from R1/R1A or R2/R2A
zones. However, the proposed Central City Special Planning District does not require transitional
height when a development is near R-3, R-3A, or R-4 zones.
Since the comments were submitted the City has agreed to require transitional height standards
for when a C-2 zoned property is within 80 feet of the R-3A zone. If a portion of a building or
structure is within 39 feet of the R-3A zone the height is restricted to 45 feet. If a portion of the
building or structure is within 79 feet from the R-3A zone the height is restricted to 65 feet. The
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R-3 and R-4 zones do not require transitional height standards because they are rarely found in
the Central City and none could be found adjacent to the C-2 zone.

Policy Language
Several comments refer specifically to CCSP Policy LU 5.1 which states, “Consistent Standards
and Guidelines. Maintain clear and consistent development standards and design guidelines that
are user friendly, remove barriers for Central City projects, and provide adequate flexibility to
react to changing market opportunities.” Some comments suggest that the City’s proposed policy
is contradictory by striving for “clear and consistent development standards” while allowing
“flexibility” in development.
The City recognizes the importance of establishing clear development standards and guidelines to
foster consistent, predictable growth in the CCSP area. By establishing minimum and maximum
densities, maximum allowable building heights, minimum and maximum floor-area-ratios, and
parameters around urban design elements, the CCSP outlines the basic requirements for
development in the CCSP area. Those considering development opportunities in the CCSP area
will be better able to understand which policies apply to their project or project site by following
the policies and guidelines in the CCSP, eliminating complicated overlapping of zoning,
guidelines, initiatives, development standards and other regulations.
However, each development project in the CCSP area is unique due to the size and location of the
project site, access to the transportation network, land use adjacency considerations, and the like.
To that end, the CCSP is intended to establish goals and policies that foster growth and allow for
some flexibility, within established parameters, for development to occur, with a recognition that
market considerations have a substantial role in driving development decision-making. Providing
policies that are prescriptive, rigid, and absolute, and that do not consider unique or individual
development or site circumstances, removes a developer’s ability to suggest creative solutions to
challenges, and compels the City to approve or deny projects based on preconceived, formulaic
requirements. In addition, all projects calling for new construction, design changes to existing
buildings or demolitions are subject to the City’s site plan and design review process, which is
premised on ensuring that all such proposed development is compatible with existing
development. Explicitly recognizing the need to allow for flexibility to react to changing market
opportunities allows the development community to design projects that capitalize on
opportunities as they arise.

Master Response 2: Historic Resources
Several comments were received that related to historic resources in the specific plan area and the
potential for such resources to be affected by activities associated with the specific plan. This
master response sets forth the City’s response generally to the issues presented.

R Street Historic District
Several comments were received regarding the methodology behind the R Street Corridor
Historic District Survey, which can be located at the project website:
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http://www.cityofsacramento.org/-/media/Corporate/Files/CDD/Planning/Downtown-SpecificPlan/News-And-Updates/R-St-Corridor-Historic-District-Survey.pdf?la=en.
The goal of the R Street Corridor Historic District Survey Report was to update the existing
historic district record. The City’s consultant surveyed all of the buildings in the R Street Corridor
for possible inclusion in the existing R Street Historic District under the already established
Historic Contexts and Period of Significance. The report did not evaluate any of the buildings or
structures in the R Street Corridor for individual eligibility or as potential contributors to any
other existing or potential districts. The findings of this report, however, do not preclude the
possibility that some of the resources in the R Street Corridor are eligible for listing either
individually as landmarks or as contributors to another potential historic district. In fact, page 39
of the report under Recommendations notes:
A large number of historic-age commercial and industrial buildings are present in the
R Street Corridor. However, only a small portion of those fit within the Agricultural and
Railroad contexts. ESA recommends that an industrial/commercial context be developed
and applied [to] the R Street Corridor Study Area to determine if a larger historic district
exists.
While the study did not fully research this possibility, the City’s consultant architectural
historians believe that a larger historic district is likely to exist along the R Street Corridor under
a different, or expanded, period of significance under the theme of industrial and/or commercial
development. In recognition of this fact, the report was revised to include the following additional
recommendation:
Resources in the R Street Corridor were not evaluated for individual eligibility as
a part of this effort. There are many historic-age buildings and structures in the
R Street Corridor that, with additional research and evaluation, could be
individually eligible historic resources and/or contributors to other potential
historic districts not yet identified. Historic-age resources in the R Street Corridor
that have not been previously evaluated should be evaluated for individual
eligibility as well as inclusion in a potential historic district.
As noted, the focus of the study in question was to evaluate the existing R Street Historic District,
not to determine if any new potential districts exist.

Identification/Evaluation of Historic Resources on Opportunity Sites
Comments have been received expressing opposition to the CEQA streamlining described in the
CCSP EIR and concern that not all of the historic-age buildings and structures on the Opportunity
Sites were evaluated. Commenters expressed concern that if not all of the buildings on
Opportunity Sites, or in some cases throughout the CCSP area, are evaluated as part of the CCSP
then future projects would not comply with CEQA. These comments appear to be based on a
concern that the CCSP EIR would be the only CEQA document that would be prepared for any
potential project on Opportunity Sites.
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The City has adopted clear policy guidance relating to the preservation of historic resources. The
2035 General Plan, for example, provides that demolition of historic resources should be
considered only as a “last resort” when rehabilitation is not feasible, or if the public health, safety
and welfare is endangered, or the public benefits outweigh the loss of the resources. (2035
General Plan, Policy HCR 2.1.15.) Demolition of a historic resources would not be consistent
with the Secretary of the Interior Standards, and would not be covered by the principle that
compliance with those standards is treated as mitigating impacts to a less-than-significant level.
(CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(3).) As a result, the City would require further CEQA
review for such a project.
The general plan also establishes clear policy direction regarding the review of projects that might
affect historic resources. These policies call for early project consultation (HCR 2.1.9),
enforcement of City procedures relating to historic preservation (HCR 2.1.8), and consideration
of compatibility with historic context in reviewing new development, alterations and
rehabilitation projects (HCR 2.1.11). Appropriately, the general plan calls for the City’s planning
studies and documents, such as the Central City Specific Plan, to take historical resources into
account in preparing such documents and plans (HCR 2.1.6).
The City Code includes extensive provisions regarding the processes that must be followed in
dealing with historic resources. Importantly, the City Code establishes clear responsibility for
compliance. City Code section 17.604.100 sets forth the responsibilities of the Preservation
Commission, Preservation Director and Preservation staff.
The general plan identifies resources 50 years and older as deserving close attention (Policy HCR
2.1.2.). Sacramento City Code Sec. 17, Article VI (17.604.600) sets forth the process for the
review of all permits that involve demolition or relocation of buildings and structures 50-yearsold or older, triggered when a project proposes to demolish 50-linear feet of exterior wall or
50-percent of the building’s footprint and the building or structure had not been previously
evaluated. Using the established criteria, the Preservation Director makes a preliminary
determination regarding eligibility for listing on the Sacramento Register. The building would
then be nominated for listing. Once nominated for listing, protections pursuant to Sec. 17, Article
IV (17.604.400) are triggered which would make review of a demolition permit a discretionary
action and require preparation of a CEQA document, possibly an EIR should the applicant chose
to proceed with demolition. In addition to any City regulation, CEQA establishes requirements
for impact analysis of historic resources that the City would be required to implement in any
event.
Table 2 in Appendix D of the CRSIR provides information on architectural resources in the
specific plan area, broken down by parcel number including the acreage, address, and year built
as well as notes regarding current eligibility status and recommended eligibility. This information
was intended to provide City staff with basic information to support a decision as to the next steps
needed for environmental compliance with regards to historic resources when a project is first
proposed. The CRSIR was provided in the CCSP EIR as Appendix E. Implementing Action HR-2
from the CCSP reinforces this identification requirement and states:
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Conduct Historic Resource Investigations. Complete historical resource investigations
for projects where no historical studies have been prepared for buildings 50 years or
older.
While the technical reports for the CCSP, the R Street Corridor Historic District Survey Report,
and the Cultural Resources Survey and Inventory Report (CRSIR) provide valuable information
for property owners, developers, and other seeking to successfully implement projects in the
Central City, the CCSP EIR is not the final CEQA review or evaluation for projects on
Opportunity Sites with significant impacts on historic resources. The presence of general plan
policies, City Code provisions and requirements of CEQA ensure that historic resources would be
identified and any project impacts evaluated, as part of City review.
There are many options that developers may consider using, consistent with the Central City
Specific Plan and Central City Specific Plan Draft EIR, to develop projects that include historic
resources to avoid significant historical resource impacts. For example, adaptive re-use is
recognized as a project approach that, when successful, provides for continued economic
relevance while protecting the important historic resource. Where feasible and appropriate,
redevelopment projects could incorporate historical features located on the project site into the
proposed development project or, alternatively, such projects could propose relocating an onsite
historical resource to a new location.
Relocation is also a recognized strategy, in appropriate cases, for avoiding significant adverse
effects to historic resources. The California Office of Historic Preservation has indicated as
follows:
Moved buildings, structures, or objects. The SHRC [State Historical Resources
Commission] encourages the retention of historical resources on site and discourages the
non-historic grouping of historic buildings into parks or districts. However, it is
recognized that moving an historic building, structure or object is sometimes necessary to
prevent its destruction. Therefore, a moved building, structure or object that is otherwise
eligible may be listed in the California Register if it was moved to prevent its demolition
at its former location and if the new location is compatible with the original character and
use of the historical resource. A historical resource should retain its historic features and
compatibility in orientation, setting and general environment.
Similarly, the City of Sacramento City Code acknowledges that relocation of historic structures
may be appropriate. Chapter 17 of the Sacramento City Code includes a provision for moving
listed structures to retain their eligibility if the structure is significant primarily for its
architectural value or it is the most important surviving structure associated with a historic person
or event. City staff and the Historic Preservation Commission would evaluate any proposed move
to ensure a listed structure would retain its eligibility for listing on the Sacramento Register. (See,
e.g., City Code section 17.604.210.C.2.)
Where relocation is proposed and the surroundings help convey the resource’s historical
significance, the distance the resource is relocated from its original surroundings is one of the
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factors that may affect the determination as to whether the relocation preserves the historic
integrity of the building or structure. As noted above in the statement from the Office of Historic
Preservation, the key issues for determination in a relocation project are retention of historic
features and compatibility in orientation, setting and general environment. In most cases
relocation within the immediate vicinity is more likely to satisfy these standards than removal of
the resource from its immediate surroundings.
While the City has identified “opportunity sites” in the specific plan, the particular location, and
particular timing, of any specific development is unknown. Given the uncertainty in this regard,
and the presence of City policies and code provisions, it would be speculative to attempt to
predict which resources may be proposed for future demolition or otherwise adversely altered
with respect to the physical characteristics that convey the resource’s historical significance.
Thus, the Draft EIR concluded correctly that, through compliance with City policies and code
provisions, impacts on historic resources would be less than significant.

Infill Development in Historic Districts/Design Guidelines
Several comments revolved around infill development in historic districts, asserting there is
insufficient design guidance and review required for these projects to ensure that infill projects
have minimal impacts to historic districts. As described above, the City has a process for
evaluating historic resources to ensure their continued integrity. The City is considering changes
to this process in the future, but the specific plan does not create any deficiency requiring further
analysis. In Section 3.6.5 Historic Resources Implementing Actions of the CCSP, it states:
In addition to adherence to CCSP policies pertaining to historic resources, new
development in the CCSP area will be subject to the applicable policies of the General
Plan, the City Planning and Development Code (including the requirements of Chapter
17.604, Historic Preservation), and the City’s site plan and design review process, which
ensure that new development is consistent with applicable plans and design guidelines
and is compatible with surrounding development.
In addition, the City’s Central City Urban Design Guidelines include a number of
provisions that address the protection of historic resources in the CCSP area.
Implementing Action HR-3 will be implemented in 2018 and states:
Design Standards for Alley Infill. Develop design standards for alley infill projects in
listed Historic Districts informed by the Preservation Commission’s Interim Principles
for the Protection of Historic Districts and Landmarks with Respect to Infill Development
within the Central City.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-8

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

3. Comments and Responses

Implementing Action HR-4 will be implemented starting in 2018 and anticipated to be completed
in 2021 and states:
Context Statements and Design Guidelines. Develop context statements and design
guidelines for each listed Historic District that are tailored to the unique characteristics of
those districts in order to preserve the context of the historic resources.
Implementing Action HR-5 concerning the City’s Mills Act program states:
Mills Act. Implement the Mills Act, allowing owners of historic properties to offset
rehabilitation expenses via lowered property taxes.
The Mills Act program is a financial incentive program that grants property tax reductions to
owners of property listed in the Sacramento register (individually listed or contributors to historic
districts), the National Register of Historic Places, or the California Register of Historical Places.
Current policy: Sacramento City Code 17.604.100 (C):
1. …The preservation commission’s role in reviewing development projects shall be
limited to hearing projects of major significance and appeals of the preservation
director’s decisions as set forth in this chapter.

Mitigation Measures
Comments have been received expressing concern that there are no mitigation measures in the
CCSP EIR with regards to historic resources. This is partially likely due to a typo in Table S-1
that indicates that the Impact 4.4-3 is Potentially Significant (PS) prior to mitigation and Less
than Significant (LTS) after mitigation. This clerical error has been corrected in Chapter 2 of the
Final EIR.
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Letter A1
September 26, 2017
Mr. Scott Johnson
City of Sacramento – Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor
Sacramento CA 95811
Subject:

Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Downtown Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Johnson,
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional San) has reviewed the
subject Draft Environmental Impact Report and has the following comments.
Regional San is not a land-use authority. Projects identified within Regional San
planning documents are based on growth projections provided by land-use authorities.
Sewer studies will need to be completed to assess the impacts of any project that has
the potential to increase wastewater flow demands. Onsite and offsite impacts
associated with constructing sanitary sewer facilities to provide service to the project
should be included within this environmental impact report.

1

Customers receiving service from Regional San are responsible for rates and fees
outlined within the latest Regional San Ordinances. Fees for connecting to the sewer
system are set up to recover the capital investment of sewer treatment facilities that
serves new customers. The Regional San ordinance is located on the Regional San
website at: http://www.regionalsan.com/ordinances-agreements.

2

Local sanitary sewer service for the proposed project site will be provided by the City of
Sacramento’s local sewer collection system. Ultimate conveyance to the Sacramento
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP) for treatment and disposal will be
provided via Sump 2/2A and the Regional San City Interceptor system. Cumulative
impacts of the proposed project will need to be quantified by the project proponents to
ensure that both wet and dry weather capacity limitations within Sump 2/2A and the City
Interceptor system are not exceeded.

3

On March 13, 2013, Regional San approved the Wastewater Operating Agreement
between the Sacramento Regional San County Sanitation District and the City of
Sacramento. The following flow limitations are outlined within this agreement:
Service Area
Combined Flows from Sump 2 and Sump 2A
Combined flows from Sumps 2, 2A, 21, 55, and 119
Total to City Interceptor of combined flows from Sumps 2, 2A, 21,
55, 119, and five trunk connections

Flow Rate (MGD)
60
98

4

108.5

Any proposed groundwater remediation work anticipated to occur as part of the project
and proposed to be discharged into Regional San facilities will require the necessary
discharging permit from Regional San. Permitting will be handled through Regional
San’s Wastewater Source Control Section (WSCS). The City must abide by the
Regional San Ordinance as well as the requirements contained in a wastewater
discharge permit.

5

Letter A1
Mr. Scott Johnson
September 26, 2017
Page 2
The SRWTP provides secondary treatment using an activated sludge process. Incoming wastewater flows
through mechanical bar screens through a primary sedimentation process. This allows most of the heavy
organic solids to settle to the bottom of the tanks. These solids are later delivered to the digesters. Next,
oxygen is added to the wastewater to grow naturally occurring microscopic organisms, which consume the
organic particles in the wastewater. These organisms eventually settle on the bottom of the secondary
clarifiers. Clean water pours off the top of these clarifiers and is chlorinated, removing any pathogens or
other harmful organisms that may still exist. Chlorine disinfection occurs while the wastewater travels
through a two mile “outfall” pipeline to the Sacramento River, near the town of Freeport, California. Before
entering the river, sulfur dioxide is added to neutralize the chlorine. The design of the SRWTP and collection
system was balanced to have SRWTP facilities accommodate some of the wet weather flows while
minimizing idle SRWTP facilities during dry weather. The SRWTP was designed to accommodate some
wet weather flows while the storage basins and interceptors were designed to accommodate the remaining
wet weather flows.

6

A NPDES Discharge Permit was issued to Regional San by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Water Board) in December 2010. In adopting the new Discharge Permit, the Water Board
required Regional San to meet significantly more restrictive treatment levels over its current levels. Regional
San believed that many of these new conditions go beyond what is reasonable and necessary to protect
the environment, and appealed the permit decision to the State Water Resources Control Board (State
Board). In December 2012, the State Board issued an Order that effectively upheld the Permit. As a result,
Regional San filed litigation in California Superior Court. Regional San and the Water Board agreed to a
partial settlement in October 2013 to address several issues and a final settlement on the remaining issues
were heard by the Water Board in August 2014. Regional San began the necessary activities, studies and
projects to meet the permit conditions. The new treatment facilities to achieve the permit and settlement
requirements must be completed by May 2021 for ammonia and nitrate and May 2023 for the pathogen
requirements.
Regional San currently owns and operates a 5-mgd Water Reclamation (WRF) that has been producing
Title 22 tertiary recycled since 2003. The WRF is located within the SRWTP property in Elk Grove. A
portion of the recycled water is used by Regional San at the SRWTP and the rest is wholesaled to the
Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA). SCWA retails the recycled water, primarily for landscape
irrigation use, to select customers in the City of Elk Grove. It should be noted that Regional San currently
does not have any planned facilities that could provide recycled water to the proposed project or its vicinity.
Additionally, Regional San is not a water purveyor and any potential use of recycled water in the project
area must be coordinated between the key stakeholders, e.g. land use jurisdictions, water purveyors, users,
and the recycled water producers.
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at (916) 876-6104 or by email:
armstrongro@sacsewer.com.
Sincerely,

Robb Armstrong
Regional San Development Services & Plan Check
cc: SASD Development Services
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Letter A1
Response

Robb Armstong, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
(Regional San, SRCSD)
September 26, 2017

A1-1

The City acknowledges that the Sacramento County Regional Sanitation District
(Regional San) is not a land use authority and does not generate growth projections
for its service area. As discussed in section 4.13, Utilities, of the Draft EIR, the
proposed CCSP would not connect directly to Regional San sewage collection
facilities, but would instead connect to the City’s existing combined sewer system
and Storm Drainage Basin 52. Construction of on-site sanitary sewer systems, and
connection to the City’s sewer system, are discussed in the impact assessment in
section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIR, and throughout other environmental impact analysis
sections of the EIR, as relevant to each CEQA resource area. Please refer to these
sections of the Draft EIR for more information.

A1-2

The comment refers to Regional San ordinances that establish rates and fees for
sewer system connections and service. The comment does not address the
environmental impact report for the proposed CCSP. The comment is noted and will
be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

A1-3

As discussed in Impact 4.13-1 on pages 4.13-11 through 4.13-12 of the Draft EIR,
peak wastewater flows from the CCSP area to the SRWWTP would be
approximately 2.52 million gallons per day (mgd). This amount of wastewater would
not exceed the current excess capacity of approximately 75 mgd at the SRWWTP.
During storm events, flow rates in the CSS can increase by a factor of approximately
2 to 3, and system capacity y can be exceeded, particularly during peak flows.
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would administer measures
to manage wastewater, drainage and dewatered groundwater flows in a manner that
would not exceed the existing capacity of the CSS and Basin 52 systems during
storm events.
Cumulatively, the proposed CCSP’s contributions to cumulative scenario impacts
would be less than one percent of the SRWWTP’s total capacity. The CCSP would
increase wastewater requiring treatment by 2.52 mgd (ADWF); the CCSP is
consistent with the growth projections used to prepare the Regional San’s 2020
Master Plan.
There are approximately 2,682 acres in the CCSP area served by the CSS system. Of
this area, approximate 61 acres (or approximately two percent) are considered
pervious or raw land. Conversion of the 61 acres to impervious surfaces would result
in an increase in stormwater runoff during storm events to the CSS. During these
periods, the project contribution to cumulative increases in the CSS from stormwater
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runoff, wastewater, and construction dewatering could exacerbate the lack of
capacity in the system.
The Central City Infrastructure Analysis and CSSIP identify a number of
improvements to the drainage and sewer systems in the vicinity of the CCSP area, as
listed on page 4.13-3 of this EIR. If these improvements were fully implemented,
there would be additional capacity within the system, which would reduce the
potential for existing and future flows to exceed system capacity. There are
approximately 294 acres within the CCSP area served by Basin 52. Of that area, only
3.6 acres are pervious or raw land. Development of this limited amount of pervious
land would not result in a significant increase in stormwater runoff within the Basin
52 area.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1 would fully offset the project
contribution to the sewer and wastewater systems by requiring that the applicant
construct appropriate facilities to delay discharge of wastewater, groundwater and/or
stormwater or pay the applicable fee to the City to make necessary localized or
system-wide improvements. This management of wastewater and stormwater flows
from the CCSP area would ensure that existing CSS capacity would not be exceeded,
and the CCSP would not contribute additional flows to the sewer system during high
capacity periods. Thus the proposed CCSP would not contribute to exceedance of
capacity of Sump 2, 2A, or the City Interceptor system during major storm events.
Additionally, the City would continue to manage stormwater and wastewater flows in
accordance with the current Wastewater Operating Agreement between the City and
SRCSD. During dry weather, the City would manage discharges from the CCSP area
within capacity limitations specified in that agreement. During high flow events, the
proposed projects would not contribute sewage to the system, as discussed
previously. Therefore, the CCSP would not contribute to cumulatively considerable
impacts on the SRCSD’s wastewater collection and conveyance facilities.
A1-4

The comment includes excerpted information from the Wastewater Operating
Agreement between Regional San and the City of Sacramento. As noted in section
4.13 of the Draft EIR, the City has entered into a contract with the SRWWTP to
convey up to a total capacity of 108.5 mgd of wastewater combined from Sumps 2,
2A, 21, 55, and 119. These flows would be routed along Regional San’s Interceptor
pipeline for conveyance to Regional San’s treatment facility, and ultimate treatment.
Wastewater, drainage, and dewatered groundwater flows from the CCSP area would
be required to be managed so as to not exceed the agreed upon limitation. The
comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

A1-5

As discussed on page 4.8-11 of the Draft EIR, dewatered groundwater discharges to
the City’s sewer system would be regulated and monitored by the City's Utilities
Department pursuant to Department of Utilities Engineering Services Policy No.
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0001, adopted as Resolution No. 92-439. The City requires that any short-term
discharge be permitted, or an approved memorandum of understanding (MOU) for
long-term discharges be established, between the discharger and the City. Short-term
limited discharges of seven-days duration or less must be approved through the City
Department of Utilities by acceptance letter. The MOU must specify the type of
groundwater discharge, flow rates, discharge system design, a City-approved
contaminant assessment of the proposed groundwater discharge indicating tested
levels of constituents, and a City-approved effluent monitoring plan to ensure
contaminant levels remain in compliance with State standards or Regional San and
Regional Water Board-approved levels. All groundwater discharges to the sewer
must be granted a Regional San discharge permit.
As a standard precautionary action, the Regional Water Board would be notified by
the City or project applicants prior to beginning any site preparation or grading and
the applicant would adhere to all requests and recommendations from the Regional
Water Board. Prior to discharge, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit would be required that would specify standards for testing,
monitoring, and reporting, receiving water limitations, and discharge prohibitions.
Compliance with all applicable laws and regulations at the federal, State, and local
levels would prevent the exposure of individuals and the environment to hazards
associated with contaminated groundwater by ensuring that contaminated
groundwater is routed to the Regional San treatment system and that dewatering
activities do not interfere with ongoing groundwater cleanup in the RSP Area, if any.
A1-6

The comment describes the process for providing secondary treatment for
wastewater. The comment also describes Regional San’s negotiation with the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board over the specification of the NPDES
Discharge Permit issued in 2010. The comment does not address the environmental
impact report for the proposed projects. The comment is noted and will be conveyed
to the City Council for its consideration.

A1-7

The City of Sacramento does not supply recycled water to the CCSP area. Recycled
water facilities or infrastructure are not proposed as part of the CCSP and would have
no impact on Regional San’s existing recycled water facilities or conveyance.
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Letter A2
Response

A2-1

Andrea Buckley, Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB)
September 28, 2017

The comment describes CVFPB jurisdiction and authority to enforce Title 23
requirements. The comment describes applicable Title 23 requirements for projects
that may construct, reconstruct, remove, or abandon various elements within CVFPB
jurisdiction. CVFPB and other federal, state, and local agency permits may be
required for projects constructed pursuant to the CCSP. The comment provides links
and contact information for additional information regarding CVFPB permit
applications, jurisdiction, and Title 23 regulations. CCSP impacts on cumulative
flood risk are discussed in Impact 4.9-6. Development projects pursuant to the CCSP
would not be approved unless flood risk is consistent with plans that are aimed to
provide a 200-year flood protection standard for the entire city (Policy EC 2.1.11)
and would be consistent with on-going planning associated with the CVFPB.
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October 13, 2017
Scott Johnson
City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
Subject:

Notice of Availability (NOA) – Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP)

Dear Mr. Johnson,
The Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD) has reviewed the Notice of Availability - Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the subject project.
The project site is located within the City of Sacramento’s Central city community. The DSP area is
bounded by the American River, the River District Specific Plan Area, and Railyards Specific Plan
Area to the north; the Sacramento River to the west; the southern portions of parcels fronting the south
side of Broadway to the south; and Business 80 to the east.
It is anticipated that the amount of development that would occur over the next 20 years would be
generally consistent with what has been assumed to occur over that timeframe under the Sacramento
2035 General Plan. It is anticipated up to 13,401 new housing units, approximately 3.8 million square
feet of new non-residential uses, and 750 hotel rooms would be built in the DSP area. There would
also be an additional 3.3 million square feet of backfill non-residential development, which includes
new uses that would occur within existing buildings and, in turn, allow for a total development potential
of 7.1 million square feet of non-residential uses when combined with the new growth. It is assumed
that most of the new housing units projected in the DSP area would be multifamily units.
The subject project is outside the boundaries of SASD but within the Urban Service Boundary and
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional San) boundaries as shown on the
Sacramento County General Plan. The Sacramento City Utilities Department will be providing local
sewage services at the site with Regional San conveying the sewage from city collector to the
Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call me at 916-876-6336 or call Dillon
Miele at 916-876-6480.
Sincerely,

Yadira Lewis
Yadira Lewis
SASD Development Services

1
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Letter A3
Response

A3-1

Yadira Lewis, Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD)
October 13, 2017

The comment describes SASD interpretation of the proposed CCSP. The comment
describes the CCSP area as outside the boundaries of the SASD but within the urban
service boundary and Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Regional
San) boundaries. The comment identifies the Sacramento City Utilities Department
as provider of sewage services to the CCSP area and Regional San as conveyer of
sewage from the city collector to the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment
Plan (SRWTP). The comment does not address the environmental impact report for the
proposed CCSP. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its
consideration.
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter A4
Response

A4-1

Ruth Cayabyab, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
October 31, 2017

The comment notes specific sites within the CCSP area that are subject to
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversight. Draft EIR Appendix H,
Hazards, presents findings from the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA)
Overview Study prepared for the CCSP area, with a specific emphasis on identifying
known hazards on City-identified Opportunity Sites in the CCSP area. As shown in
Draft EIR Appendix H, Tier 1 Opportunity Sites table, Opportunity Site 96 consists
of multiple parcels, including the Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) site on Front Street.
As shown in the Tier 1 Opportunity Sites table, Opportunity Site 9 recognizes that the
Sacramento Plating site at 2809 S Street is located down- or cross-gradient of
Opportunity Site 9. The Railyards Specific Plan Area is not within the CCSP area,
but the South Plume is recognized as an existing condition that radiates south of the
Railyards and into the downtown area. The South Plume is noted in the Tier 1
Opportunity Sites table as a cleanup site approximately 2,300 feet northwest of
Opportunity Site 67.
As described in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Land Use, Population, and Housing, the CCSP
is consistent with the goals and policies of the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan.
The Railyards Specific Plan Area is not within the boundaries of the CCSP, but the
Railyards Specific Plan and CCSP are both consistent with the City of Sacramento
2035 General Plan and the SACOG MTP/SCS.

A4-2

As noted in the in Draft EIR Appendix H, Tier 1 Opportunity Sites table, some of the
Opportunity Sites are known to have a Recognized Environmental Condition (REC)
such as volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil vapor. As such, page S-17, the
first sentence of the third paragraph is revised to read:
Potential exposure to contaminated soil materials (both soil vapor and soil)
would only occur during construction. Once a particular project has been
constructed, there would be no further direct exposure during operations. Vapor
intrusion could occur during construction and operation of a project, depending
on the site location and the proximity to and type of soil contaminants present.
Impact 4.8-1 on page 4.8-18 is revised to read:
Impact 4.8-1: Development pursuant to the proposed DSP CCSP could
expose people to contaminated soil during construction activities.
Exposure to contaminated soil materials (both soil vapor and soil) would only
occur during construction. Once a particular project has been constructed, there
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would be no further exposure during operations. Therefore, only construction
impacts are analyzed below.
Construction
As described in Subsection 4.8.1, the DSP CCSP area was developed beginning
in the 1800s and has evolved over the years to include, at various times, a wide
range of commercial, industrial, and residential uses, including manufacturing,
fueling stations and vehicle repair, dry cleaning, and landfills. As identified in the
Phase I ESA Overview Study and summarized in the environmental setting,
within the DSP CCSP area, 26 sites are currently considered to have a high
potential for RECs (impacts or hazardous materials exist on the site) and 35 have
a moderate potential (impacts or hazardous materials may exist on the site).
Because of the long history of development, ubiquitous environmental issues
may exist throughout the DSP CCSP area. In addition to the specific issues
identified in the Phase I ESA Overview Study for individual sites, these
ubiquitous environmental issues may include lead in soil from deteriorated LCP
on existing or former structures and pesticides in soil around structures.
Some of the sites identified in the Phase I ESA Overview Study may be
susceptible to vapor intrusion from contaminated soils. If contaminated
groundwater is encountered during construction activities, compliance with
DTSC regulations regarding the treatment of contaminated groundwater would
be required. However, vapor intrusion from contaminated groundwater could
result in the release of VOCs.
In addition, the closed landfills located in the northeast portion of the DSP CCSP
area would present risks if construction were to occur there. Although the
landfills were not permitted to accept liquid or hazardous waste, the
decomposition of the solid waste can result in the generation of hazardous
materials, as evidenced by the detection of contaminants in groundwater beneath
and south of the landfills and the generation of methane gas within the waste
footprints.
Note that the Phase I ESA Overview Study evaluated conditions as of June 2017
and the identified active hazardous materials sites will continue to undergo
investigation and cleanup as required by regulatory agencies. At the future time
when a given particular property is redeveloped, conditions would be different by
then and the particular property may or may not have been cleaned up. In
addition, unknown hazardous materials may be present in soil or other hazardous
materials releases may occur between now and then at other properties. The
investigation and cleanup responsibilities for each hazardous materials property
would be with the property’s responsible party, as designated by the overseeing
regulatory agency, but may be incomplete at the time of redevelopment.
Consequently, the excavation of contaminated soils during construction and
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operation could expose people to associated health risks. This is considered a
potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measure
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1
If a development site is listed in the Phase I ESA Overview Study as
being of moderate or high potential to have a Recognized Environmental
Condition (REC), the applicant shall conduct a site specific Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment during the entitlement process in general
accordance with the current version of ASTM 1527 Standard Practice
for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment Process prior to construction and shall comply with the
recommendations in the report. Recommendations may include guidance
on mitigating hazards from encountering contaminated groundwater,
including measures related to disturbance of existing treatment systems,
drilling, groundwater extraction, or vapor intrusion.
This requirement does not apply to projects in which excavation would
extend no deeper than 18 inches, including projects that are limited to
installation of a fence, deck, single-family residence, garage or addition
to an existing residence (e.g., room addition), shallow landscaping with
or without irrigation lines, or other minor site improvements, or
replacement of existing facilities (road signs, sidewalks, pipes, etc.)
where ground disturbance would occur principally in previously
disturbed sediment.
Significance after Mitigation: With the implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.8-1 listed above, this impact would be reduced to a lessthan-significant level because the Phase I assessment would identify the
presence of potential or actual hazardous materials, which, if identified,
would then require further investigation and cleanup in compliance with
applicable regulations, if needed.
A4-3

The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 4.8-4 is revised to read:
Cleanup activities are largely complete in the RSP Area and the remaining
hazardous materials issues are largely limited to localized land use restrictions
that are unlikely to affect the DSP Area CCSP area. Groundwater remediation in
the RSP Area and in portions of the CCSP area are ongoing.

A4-4

The comment explains that the Railyards Projects Soil and Groundwater
Management Plan or SGMP, approved by DTSC in 2015, is applicable only to those
properties within the RSP Area, and does not extend to areas outside of the RSP
Area. As a result of this clarification, the first paragraph on page 4.8-16 is revised to
read:
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Railyards Project Soil and Groundwater Management Plan
The RSP Area is adjacent to and northwest of the DSP CCSP area. Ongoing
cleanup activities may overlap the northwestern portion of the DSP CCSP area
(e.g., groundwater). In the event that contaminated groundwater originating from
the RSP Area is encountered during projects in the DSP Area, the requirements
of the The Railyards Projects Soil and Groundwater Management Plan or SGMP,
approved by DTSC in 2015, would apply applies only to properties within the
RSP Area, and does not directly apply to properties outside of the RSP Area.12
The SGMP was prepared for use with each development project to be constructed
within the RSP Area that requires special handling of soil and/or groundwater to
ensure compliance with regulatory requirements and other obligations set forth in
the SGMP. In particular, However, projects within the DSP Area CCSP area are
not permitted to interfere with ongoing cleanup activities within the RSP Area.
12 Stantec, 2015. Railyards Projects Soil and Groundwater Management Plan, Sacramento
Railyards, Sacramento, California, December.

As described in Response to Comment A4-2, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 is revised to
clarify that recommendations provided in site-specific Phase I Environmental Site
Assessments may include specific guidance related to the handling of contaminated
groundwater, if encountered, in the CCSP area.
A4-5

The comment concurs with the analysis presented under Impact 4.8-3 that,
“…construction dewatering activities could extract groundwater that contains
elevated level of contaminants potentially exposing the environment, construction
workers, and/or the public to adverse effects. The dewatering of contaminated
groundwater could therefore present risks to public health and safety, and the
environment, if the contaminated dewatered groundwater is not handled properly. …
In addition, groundwater dewatering in locations adjacent to the RSP Area could
pump contaminated groundwater and interfere with ongoing RSP groundwater
cleanup activities. As specified in the Railyards Projects - Soil & Groundwater
Management Plan, groundwater may not be extracted, treated or discharged in any
way without an approved plan submitted to DTSC, RWQCB, property owner(s), and
project proponent.”
Please also see Response to Comment A4-4.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-32

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

Letter A5

1

Letter A5

2

3

Letter A5

3
(cont.)

4

3. Comments and Responses

Letter A5
Response

Jefferey Morneau, California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans)
November 3, 2017

A5-1

The commenter is generally supportive of the proposed improvements, and of the
projected increases in the use of multimodal and active transportation systems. No
further response is required.

A5-2

The commenter describes the I-5 Subregional Corridor Mitigation Program (SCMP),
which is identified as project mitigation under Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 in the
CCSP Draft EIR. The commenter is concerned about impacts not covered by
participation in the I-5 SCMP, including operational impacts at ramp terminal
intersection and off-ramp queueing. The commenter suggests language be added to
Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 that distinguishes between operational impacts that can be
mitigated through the I-5 SCMP and impacts that cannot be mitigated through the I-5
SCMP.
The commenter rescinds and clarifies this comment in Comment Letter A10. Refer to
Responses to Comment Letter A10 for further information.

A5-3

The commenter states that the construction of the 29th and 30th streets couplet at the
SR 99/Broadway interchange, conversion of P Street to a two-way facility, lane
reductions on L Street and J Street, and any other construction or traffic control that
would encroach on to the State Right of Way (ROW) will trigger a Caltrans
Encroachment Permit application process. The commenter provides a link to the
encroachment permit application.
Future construction projects with the potential to impact State ROW will apply for a
Caltrans Encroachment Permit during the individual environmental clearance
process.

A5-4

The comment requests that the City provide copies to the commenting organization
for future actions regarding the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not require
modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.
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Letter A6
Response

Beth Tincher, Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD)
November 7, 2017

A6-1

The comment summarizes the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) service
area, which includes the CCSP area and the greater Sacramento region. The comment
also describes the SMUD role as a responsible agency for the limitation of potential
significant environmental effects on SMUD facilities. SMUD has reviewed the Draft
EIR for the CCSP and provides comments related to the text of the Draft EIR. This
comment, while noted, does not require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

A6-2

The comment advises that if more extensive development occurs in areas subject to
the CCSP that were not considered for development in the Draft EIR, it could affect
the load requirements on specific SMUD infrastructure. The comment further
describes that phasing of development could impact when infrastructure impacts
would occur. The comment advises that SMUD would take City goals and policies
into consideration when planning for infrastructure improvements and has internal
processes for specific planning and funding of system improvements. This comment,
while noted, does not require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of
significance.

A6-3

The comment describes SMUD support for the provision of shade and energy
efficiency through the placement of trees as a goal. SMUD identifies potential
conflict from the placement of trees and utility poles. The comment advises that
SMUD would work with the City’s Urban Forrester to develop a collaborative plan
that addresses both agency concerns. This comment, while noted, does not require
modifications to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

A6-4

The comment advises that the location where utility infrastructure would be placed
for each project pursuant to the CCSP may affect the cost to the developer.
Infrastructure placed below ground or in alleys would be preferable but may occur at
increased cost. The comment advises that applicants for projects pursuant to the
CCSP shall coordinate with SMUD for the relocation or removal of SMUD
infrastructure. Impacts from construction

A6-5

The comment identifies suggested revisions to the Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, Project
Description. Page 2-28 of the Draft EIR describes the estimated additional electrical
load from development pursuant to the CCSP. However, information that was
included in the CCSP regarding electric vehicles charging and the additional
electricity load required for those uses, was not fully described in the Draft EIR. Page
2-28, paragraph 2, is revised to read:
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SMUD estimates that the additional electrical load from anticipated development
within the DSP CCSP area may be 70 to 90 megawatts. A majority of the load
would require adding major components in the DSP CCSP area. With additional
transportation electrification expected to increase with technology trending
toward DC fast charging plazas. Each charging station could require up to 2 MW
increasing the overall load requirements to 94-118 MW. SMUD is currently
working to replace the North City substation with Station E, a 160 MVA facility.
This will allow for additional express feeders mainly to serve the Railyards
Specific Plan area (adjacent to but outside of the DSP CCSP area), and to offload
and back up downtown feeders to serve future development within the DSP
CCSP area. An existing North City substation feeder is being extended to the
DSP CCSP area in 2017 and the first express feeder is planned by 2019 when the
new Station E is completed.
Page 2-28, the third paragraph is revised to read:
Anticipated development in the DSP CCSP area will require an additional 40
MVA substation, with a capacity of at least 80 MVA, along the 7th Street corridor
in the Railyards Specific Plan Area or River District, likely between North B
Street and Richards Boulevard; this could be located anywhere between 7th Street
and 10th Street, North B Street and Richards Boulevard. The substation is more
expensive to construct west of 7th Street and less expensive further east since
overhead facilities would need to be extended from Station E. Although this
substation is likely to be located outside of the DSP CCSP area, it is needed to
help supply adequate electricity to uses within the DSP CCSP area.
Page 2-28, the fourth paragraph is revised to read:
Depending on the specific use and intensity of development within the DSP
CCSP area the installation of switches, risers, line reconductors,6 or line
extensions to specific development parcels may be required. Additional major
equipment and infrastructure external to the DSP CCSP area would be required
as electrical demand approaches area electrical capacity. This would require
additional duct banks and splice vaults along 5th and 6th streets. A feeder tie on
7th Street or 12th Street may need to be extended from the north but this may be
external to the DSP CCSP area. These improvements would be identified in
SMUD's five year system plan as the need arises. Extension of the existing 21 kV
distribution system would be required to serve the additional development in the
DSP CCSP area. The capacity of this substation would be dependent on the
combined demand of the CCSP, Railyards Specific Plan, and River District
Specific Plan.
6

Reconductoring is replacement of the cable or wire on an electric circuit, typically a highvoltage transmission line, usually to afford a greater electric-current-carrying capability.
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Page 2-37, the first paragraph is revised to read:
In addition, SMUD is replacing the existing Station A site (will become Station
G) to a parcel directly north and across Government Alley from the current site to
meet current safety regulations, to serve the RSP Area, and to continue to provide
reliable electrical service to the DSP CCSP area. SMUD is reserving the existing
Station A site for future 21 kV system improvements and a substation. After
Station A is decommissioned, this site would be renamed Station H (21kV) with
a planned capacity of 80 MVA. Capacity would support Railyards development
via existing infrastructure on 5th and 6th streets and Railyards Boulevard.
A6-6

The comment advises that placement or replacement of SMUD power lines and
equipment are not subject to the City’s design review process. The first paragraph on
page 4.1-38 of the Draft EIR describes infrastructure improvements, such as new or
extended overhead electrical transmission lines, as having potential to affect views of
important scenic resources. The City does not anticipate that development pursuant to
the CCSP would add a substantial amount of new overhead lines and associated
infrastructure, such that views of scenic resources would be adversely impacted. New
development in the CCSP area would be anticipated to include in-ground electrical
infrastructure where feasible and new electrical infrastructure would be anticipated to
be similar to existing facilities throughout the CCSP area.

A6-7

The Draft EIR provided a summary of the type and percentage of electricity provided
by SMUD in 2015. The comment provides a link to this same information for 2016.
The fifth paragraph on page 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR is revised to read:
In 20162015, SMUD obtained its electricity from the following sources: large
hydroelectric (238 percent and natural gas (4147 percent).4 Around 1623 percent
of SMUD’s energy resources are from “unspecified sources of power”, which
means it was obtained through transactions and the specific generation source is
not traceable. Approximately 2022 percent of SMUD’s energy portfolio is from
eligible renewable resources, including biomass and waste (11 percent),
geothermal (1 percent), eligible hydroelectric (1 percent), solar (3 percent), and
wind (47 percent).
4

A6-8

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), 2017. 2016 Power Content Label.

The comment identifies revisions to be made to page 4.5-7, based on suggested
revisions to the project description. The third paragraph on page 4.5-7 is revised to
read:
Based on land use projections assumed under the DSP CCSP, SMUD estimates
that the additional electrical load from development within the DSP CCSP area
may be 7075 to 90100 megawatts. A majority of the load would require adding
major components in the DSP CCSP area. SMUD is already working on
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replacing the North City substation (NCY) with Station E, a 160MVA facility.
Once Station A (network) is replaced with Station G, and the Station A site is
decommissioned, Station A is being planned to add 80 MVA. With the addition
of 13,400 units and 3.8 million square feet of commercial development, another
three 40 MVA substations, with capacity of at least 80 MVA, would be required
along the 7th Street corridor in the Railyards or River District, preferably between
North B Street and Richards Boulevard. The capacity of this substation would
depend on the combined demand of the CCSP, Railyards Specific Plan and River
District Specific Plan.
A6-9

The comment advises that SMUD requests to be informed of any anticipated project
related impacts on existing or future SMUD facilities. The comment also advises that
the City include potential impacts to SMUD facilities in the Project Description,
Utilities, Hazards and Hazardous Materials and cumulative impact sections. The
Draft EIR includes all known or anticipated elements of anticipated development
pursuant to the CCSP, describing them as a necessary in the sections described
above. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its
consideration.

A6-10

The comment requests that the City continue to coordinate with SMUD staff
regarding the proposed energy delivery assumptions associated with projects
developed pursuant to the CCSP. SMUD identifies subsequent specific project
environmental documents as providing analysis of proposed on- and off-site energy
infrastructure improvements needed to construct and operate each project developed
pursuant to the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not require modifications to
the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

A6-11

The comment advises the City and project applicants to consult with SMUD if proper
clearances from proposed roadway widening, lane extensions, auxiliary lanes, bike
paths, or structure replacements cannot be maintained. The City/project applicants
would need to work with SMUD to relocate and/or underground those facilities. This
comment, while noted, does not require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

A6-12

The comment describes the design and construction requirements around SMUD’s
transmission right-of-ways and refers the City and project applicants to SMUD’s
Guide for Transmission Encroachment for additional information. This comment,
while noted, does not require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of
significance.

A6-13

The comment requests that the City and project applicants include SMUD in the
conversations regarding potential impacts to SMUD facilities from the proposed
projects, pursuant to the CCSP. The comment further requests that the City provide
information provided in SMUD’s comment letter to appropriate project applicants.
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This City would continue to consult with SMUD for projects that would occur
pursuant to the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not require modifications to
the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.
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Letter A7
Response

Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR, State Clearinghouse)
November 7, 2017

A7-1

The comment acknowledges that the City complied with CEQA requirements for
State Clearinghouse review of draft environmental documents. According to the
attached State Clearinghouse Data Base Document Details Report, the Draft EIR was
distributed for review to the following State agencies: Resources Agency; Central
Valley Flood Protection Board; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 2;
Department of Parks and Recreation; California Highway Patrol; Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), District 3 S; Office of Emergency Services, California;
Department of Housing and Community Development; State Water Resources
Control Board, Division of Drinking Water; Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Region 5 (Sacramento); Delta Protection Commission; Delta Stewardship Council;
Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; and State
Lands Commission. The Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) letter
attached to the comment letter from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
is included in this Final EIR as Comment Letter A2. Responses to the CVFPB
comments are addressed in Response to Comment A2-1. The comment is noted.

A7-2

This comment is duplicative of Comment Letter A2. Please see Response to
Comment A2-1.
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Letter A8
Response

A8-1

Harold M. Freiman and Lozano Smith, Sacramento City Unified
School District (SCUSD)
November 8, 2017

Contrary to the comment, the City has prepared the Draft EIR, combined with this
Final EIR, in full compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et. seq.) and the State CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et. seq.).
Pursuant to CEQA and the Guidelines, the focus of an EIR is on the physical effects
of a proposed project on the environment. Social and economic effects have only
limited consideration under CEQA, as articulated in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15131, which articulate that such effects are only relevant insofar as they may form a
link in a chain of effects between a project and the physical environment (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a)), as a matter of establishing the significance of a
physical environmental effect (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(b), or as a
consideration in determining the feasibility of a mitigation measure or alternative
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(c)). The courts have reinforced this
interpretation by directing that the physical effects of a project on schools are limited
to the physical effects that would result from the construction of schools, and that
school overcrowding, per se, is not considered a physical effect on the environment.
This was further reinforced and limited through California Government Code Section
65996 (adopted as part of SB 50) which limits the mitigation of schools impacts
under CEQA to statutorily established impact fees, and provides that such impact
fees are “deemed to provide full and complete school facilities mitigation” (see
Government Code Section 65996(b)).
The lack of available sites in the CCSP area to provide future schools, if they were
needed, as pointed out in the comment, is a factor of the requirements of the State
and the SCUSD. The CCSP area is the oldest part of Sacramento and has long been
substantially built out. Development pursuant to the proposed CCSP would occur on
an incremental basis, in response to market demand. Mechanisms to acquire and
agglomerate parcels in the CCSP area do not exist as a practical matter. As is noted in
Response to Comment A8-4, the City’s past experience and research on the student
generation from downtown housing in other California cities suggests that there is
considerable uncertainty about the potential student generation from future
downtown housing, and that the estimates presented in the Draft EIR are well within
the range of potential forecasts of future student enrollment. Please see additional
detailed information in Responses to Comments A8-2 through A8-45.

A8-2

The Draft EIR analyzes the physical environmental impacts of increased SCUSD
enrollment due to implementation of the proposed CCSP in section 4.11, Public
Services, subsection 4.11.3, Public Schools. Student generation as a result of the
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proposed CCSP is calculated, analysis is provided regarding the capacity of existing
schools to accommodate future student enrollment, and the required payment of
Level 1 fees pursuant to California Government Code Section 65996 as established in
the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50), which is statutorily
established as full mitigation for increased student enrollment, is discussed in that
portion of the Draft EIR.
The proposed CCSP would include policies aimed toward increasing the number of
housing units, diversifying the types of housing constructed, and encouraging more
family-oriented housing in the CCSP area. Specifically, CCSP policy H.1.3, Variety
of Housing Types, states, “H.1.3 Variety of Housing Types. Encourage projects that
provide a variety of housing types and sizes, including those that serve individuals,
families, seniors and persons living with disabilities.” Additionally, policy H.1.7,
Family Housing, states, “H.1.7 Family Housing. Encourage the construction and
preservation of family housing (homes with two or more bedrooms and not restricted
to seniors), sited in proximity to necessary services and amenities (e.g., grocery
stores, schools, after school programs, parks, etc.).”
With the addition of housing units to the CCSP area, including the development of
units of sufficient size to accommodate families, school-aged children may be
generated through the provision and occupation of housing in the CCSP area.
Nevertheless, the number of school-aged children that would result from housing
developed pursuant to the proposed CCSP is predicted by the City to be lower on a
per-unit basis than housing in other parts of the community. Past experience in
Sacramento substantiates the reasonableness of this conclusion. The Draft EIR
neither ignores the generation of new students, nor the effects on the environment of
the provision of school services.
The City appreciates the collaborative nature of the SCUSD’s engagement on the
CCSP, and looks forward to further future discussions of how best to accommodate
SCUSD students that live in the CCSP area. The CCSP EIR provides an analysis of
the physical environmental effects of a project. The effects of the project on the
SCUSD students and families, District staff and teachers, and school facilities are
matters that are social and economic in nature, and are properly addressed outside of
the CEQA process. The City looks forward to continuing these discussions with
SCUSD.
A8-3

Impact 4.11-3 and Impact 4.11-4 analyze the reasonably foreseeable project-specific
and cumulative impacts to schools, respectively, including impacts associated with
travel to and from school, and associated effects. See Responses to Comments A8-6
and A8-17 for a discussion of collaboration between the City and the SCUSD with
respect to provision of schools.
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A8-4

During the preparation of the Draft CCSP and CCSP Draft EIR, the City’s
consultants sought information from the SCUSD via telephone and email, and the
City and the City’s planning and environmental consultants met with SCUSD
representatives on July 10, 2017; July 17, 2017; July 31, 2017; and August 28, 2017.
In addition, the City received additional written correspondence from the SCUSD on
September 12, 2017. These meetings provided an opportunity for the City to ask
questions of and request information from the SCUSD, and to receive feedback on
policy and analytical approaches being considered for the Draft CCSP and CCSP
Draft EIR. Examples of information sought from the SCUSD included suggested
student enrollment generation rates, and existing and planned capacity of SCUSD
schools in the vicinity of the CCSP area. Based on information provided by SCUSD,
as well as additional information developed as part of the planning and
environmental review process, the City undertook an independent review of the
appropriate student generation rates in order to inform the policies in the Draft CCSP
as well as the analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis is described further below.
Table 4.11-2 in the Draft EIR provides information provided by the SCUSD about
existing design capacities for SCUSD schools that would serve students from the
CCSP area. As described as a note in that table, the design capacity information is
based upon the assumption that all classrooms at a school site would be used for
classrooms. However, many of the school sites currently have programs that use
classroom space such as an art class, preschool, computer lab, student development
program, etc. These other uses reduce the number of classrooms that are available. It
is understood that design capacity totals shown in Table 4.11-2 also do not provide a
precise grade by grade and year-by-year analysis, and therefore may not accurately
state the true capacity capabilities. 1
The SCUSD provided standard student enrollment generation rates based on overall
City residential uses, both multi-family and single-family. The SCUSD provided
different multi-family student generation rates that serve as their “standard” rates:
0.190 elementary school students per household, 0.030 middle school students per
household, and 0.040 high school students per household. 2
Suspecting that housing in more traditional suburban Sacramento neighborhoods
generates student enrollment at higher rates than housing in Sacramento’s core, the
City sought to understand better the rate of student enrollment from housing in the
CCSP area. The City requested and was provided with student attendance data for the
school year beginning 2016 for students living within the Central City area and
attending schools in the SCUSD. The geographical boundaries of the Central City are

1
2

Javed, Amna. Manager, GIS/Facilities, Sacramento City Unified School District. Personal communication with
Matthew Pruter, ESA, April 19, 2017.
Javed, Amna. Manager, GIS/Facilities, Sacramento City Unified School District. Personal communication with
Matthew Pruter, ESA, April 19, 2017.
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slightly different than the CCSP area, but are similar. That data is shown in
Table A8-1, below. Based on the number of existing households in the CCSP area
and the number of students living in the CCSP area and attending SCUSD schools,
the student generation rates for 2016 equate to 0.031 elementary school students per
household, 0.009 middle school students per household, and 0.014 high school
students per household.
TABLE A8-1
SCUSD STUDENT GENERATION RATES IN THE CENTRAL CITY (2016)
SCUSD Students
Living in Central City1

Households in Central
City2

Student Generation
Rate

Elementary (K-6)

579

18,938

0.031

Middle (7-8)

174

18,938

0.009

High (9-12)

270

18,938

0.014

School Type

SOURCES:
1. Javed, Amna. Manager, GIS/Facilities. Sacramento City Unified School District. Written communication, August 3, 2017.
2. BAE Urban Economics, 2016. Sacramento Downtown Specific Plan Draft Housing Market Analysis, Phase I and
Phase II. November 2016. p. 91, Table 34.

To further its understanding of student generation rates, the City reviewed existing
data about the number of households in the CCSP area and identified data from the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) SACSIM regional model. The
data showed there were 16,619 dwelling units in the CCSP area in 2012. To
determine the number of households, defined as the number of occupied dwelling
units, a 13.1% vacancy rate was reflected, as shown in Table 2. A student generation
rate was then calculated based on the number of students living within the CCSP area
and attending SCUSD schools in 2016 and the number of households in the CCSP
area in 2012. The student generation rates using regional household data resulted in
0.040 elementary school students per household, 0.012 middle school students per
household, and 0.019 high school students per household, as shown in Table A8-2.
TABLE A8-2
STUDENT GENERATION RATES IN THE CENTRAL CITY (2012) – SACSIM DATA
SCUSD Students
Living in Central City1

Households in CCSP
Area2,3

Student Generation
Rate

Elementary (K-6)

579

14,442

0.040

Middle (7-8)

174

14,442

0.012

High (9-12)

270

14,442

0.019

School Type

SOURCES:
1. Javed, Amna. Manager, GIS/Facilities. Sacramento City Unified School District. Written communication, August 3, 2017.
2. Households is defined as the number of occupied dwelling units. The CCSP area had 16,619 dwelling units and a 13.1%
vacancy rate in 2012.
3. SACOG SACSIM data, 2017.
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Based on all of the above information and various student generation rates, the
number of students generated by the CCSP can be calculated for each rate, as shown
in Table A8-3. While the SCUSD’s standard districtwide generation rates suggest a
total student generation from CCSP area housing growth of 3,584 students (and 2,546
elementary students), the generation rates based on current actual CCSP area housing
suggest that the CCSP area housing growth would result in 724 new students
(including 415 elementary students), and generation rates based on SACOG data
result in 951 new students (including 536 elementary students).
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TABLE A8-3
COMPARISON OF STUDENT GENERATION IN THE CCSP AREA
School Type

Number of CCSP
Dwelling Units

SCUSD Standard
Multifamily Rate1

Students
Generated by
CCSP

SCUSD Actual
Central City Rates
(2016)2

Students
Generated by
CCSP

Rates Based on
SACSIM Data
(2012)2

Students
Generated by
CCSP

Elementary School

13,401

0.19

2,546

0.031

415

0.040

536

Middle School

13,401

0.03

402

0.009

121

0.012

161

High School

13,401

0.04

536

0.014

188

0.019

255

Total

13,401

0.26

3,484

0.054

724

0.071

951

SOURCES:
1. Javed, Amna. Manager, GIS/Facilities, Sacramento City Unified School District. Personal communication with Matthew Pruter, ESA, April 19, 2017.
2. Calculated using 2016 data (Javed, Amna. Manager, GIS/Facilities. Sacramento City Unified School District. Written communication, August 3, 2017. BAE Urban Economics, 2016. Sacramento
Downtown Specific Plan Draft Housing Market Analysis, Phase I and Phase II. November 2016. p. 91, Table 34.)
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The City also considered student generation rates in other urbanized school districts
in California cities similar to Sacramento: Oakland Unified School District, San Jose
Unified School District, and San Diego Unified School District. Elementary school,
middle school, and high school student generation rates for those districts are shown
in Table A8-4. These rates were reviewed and provided the City an understanding of
how similar school districts and cities assess potential student generation from
housing, but were not used in calculating student generation for the proposed CCSP.
TABLE A8-4
COMPARISON OF OTHER SCHOOL DISTRICT STUDENT GENERATION RATES
School Type

Student Generation Rate

Oakland Unified School District (2016)1
Elementary (K-6)

0.141

Middle (7-8)

0.060

High (9-12)

0.073

San Jose Unified School District (2016)2
Elementary (K-6)

0.139

Middle (7-8)

0.059

High (9-12)

0.073

San Diego Unified School District (2014)3
Elementary (K-6)

0.032

Middle (7-8)

0.012

High (9-12)

0.015

SOURCES:
1. School Facility Consultants, 2016. School Facility Fee Justification Report for Residential, Commercial & Industrial
Development Projects for the Oakland Unified School District. June. p. 6, Table 1-1.
2. Odell Planning & Research, Inc., 2014. Development Fee Justification Study prepared for San Jose Unified School
District. April. p. B-3, Table B-3.
3. City of San Diego, 2016. Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Uptown Community Plan Update. June
10. p. 6.12-18, Table 6.12-5.

Given the known information about existing enrollment and capacities of potentially
affected SCUSD schools, existing data about the number of students currently
residing in the CCSP area and attending a SCUSD school, and the comparison of
other school districts’ multi-family student generation rates, the City opted to use
student generation rates derived from SACSIM data. Table 4.11-3 of the Draft EIR
demonstrates the student generation rates used and the resulting number of students
expected to be generated under the proposed CCSP.
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TABLE 4.11-3
STUDENT GENERATION IN THE DSP CCSP AREA
Generation Rate

Number of DSP CCSP
Dwelling Units

Students Generated by
DSP CCSP

Elementary
School

0.040

13,401

536

Middle School

0.012

13,401

161

High School

0.019

13,401

255

--

--

951

School Type

Total

SOURCES: SACOG SACSIM data, 2017; BAE Urban Economics, 2016. Sacramento Downtown Specific Plan Draft
Housing Market Analysis, Phase I and Phase II. November 2016. p. 91, Table 34; ESA, 2017.

The analysis in Impact 4.11-5 indicated that should the proposed CCSP be built out
immediately, students generated at the elementary and high school levels could not
be accommodated immediately, and the projected increase in the number of students
would exacerbate existing enrollment conditions. However, the development under
the proposed CCSP is not to be undertaken as a single development over a short
period of time; rather, buildout of the CCSP is anticipated to occur over time, up to
20 years or more at a pace that would be driven by market demand and undertaken by
a multitude of private developers and builders. Because of the uncertain pace and
type of the development that would occur pursuant to the proposed CCSP, on page
4.11-29 of the Draft EIR, the impact discussion clearly points to the City’s
commitment to working with the SCUSD in the future:
The City is committed to working with the SCUSD to provide adequate, high
quality schools to serve the DSP CCSP area. DSP CCSP policy CA 2.1 requires
the City to work closely with SCUSD to determine strategies to serve the
increased DSP CCSP student population in a manner appropriate for an urban
area. DSP CCSP policy CA 2.4 requires the City to work collaboratively with the
SCUSD to regularly monitor existing student generation rates to accurately
determine school facility needs in the future. As new development is built in the
DSP CCSP area, the actual student generation rate per household will be
monitored in order to evaluate and adjust, if necessary, the student projections.
Notwithstanding that commitment for future coordination as conditions evolve and
buildout of the CCSP occurs, the last paragraph on page 4.11-25 of the Draft EIR
states that according to the provisions of SB 50, “payment of developer fees [is]
‘deemed to be complete and full mitigation’ of the impacts of new development, fees
and state funding do not fully fund new school facilities.” SCUSD receives Level 1
fees. SB 50 provides that the impact of a project on school facilities is considered less
than significant if developer fees are to be paid. California Government Code Section
65996(b) states that the payment of school facilities fees is “deemed to provide full
and complete school facilities mitigation,” and that “a state or local agency may not
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deny or refuse to approve a legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not
limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property or any change in
governmental organization or reorganization, as defined in Government Code Section
56021 or Section 56073, on the basis that school facilities are inadequate.” More
specifically, California Government Code Section 65997(a) states that payment of
legislatively established school facilities fees “shall be the exclusive methods of
mitigating environmental effects related to the adequacy of school facilities when
considering the approval or the establishment of conditions for the approval of a
development project,” and Section 56997(b) states conclusively that a state or local
agency may not “deny approval of a project on the basis of the adequacy of school
facilities.”
California law does not provide for the use of CEQA-based mitigation to require the
funding of school construction beyond the payment of established fees. Projects
developed under the CCSP would pay the applicable developer school facility fees,
and no further environmental mitigation can be imposed by the City to address this
issue.
In communication to the City on September 12, 2017, the SCUSD requested that the
City (1) establish a new few program to further fund public schools in the District,
(2) require developers in the CCSP area pay new school fees into the newly created
fund, and/or (3) the City dedicate land in the CCSP area to the SCUSD. The SCUSD
further suggested that individual developers in the CCSP area enter into agreements
with the SCUSD prior to the development of individual projects. These measures are
beyond the requirements of state law, and the City does not believe that the evidence
demonstrates or supports the need for such measures.
The City further notes that the SCUSD is currently dispensing with a number of
SCUSD-owned properties within the CCSP area, including a one-half-block parcel at
1619 N Street, which could be renovated and converted into a school, or existing
structures could be razed and a new school constructed. Such a central location for a
new school could be sufficient to accommodate additional students generated in the
CCSP area. The land and/or existing structure could also be used for other SCUSDsponsored programs or operations such as preschools or student development
programs, freeing up classrooms that exist at existing elementary schools in the
vicinity of the CCSP area. Thus, the City views the constraints to be largely
economic in nature, and with different allocations of space and resources, evidence in
the record supports a conclusion that sufficient school capacity can be made available
to meet school demands without exacerbating physical environmental effects beyond
those described in the Draft EIR.
A8-5

As explained under Response to Comment A8-4, the City recognizes a wide range of
possible outcomes in terms of student enrollment generation as a result of

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-123

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

3. Comments and Responses

implementation of the proposed CCSP. In light of this uncertainty, and the
incremental, market-based implementation of the proposed CCSP that is envisioned,
the City has proposed a policy framework that would allow the economic and
enrollment effects on the SCUSD to be addressed based on actual enrollment trends
rather than what are inevitably speculative estimates of future enrollment.
It is important to note that the level of housing growth provided for in the proposed
CCSP is exactly the amount of growth that was projected under the last two City of
Sacramento General Plans, going back to the 2030 General Plan adopted in 2009.
The 2030 General Plan established new land use designations and fundamentally
changed the projections for growth in Sacramento, with a focus on accommodating
growth within the existing city limits. The current 2035 General Plan is a refinement
of the previous 2030 General Plan, but did not significantly revise growth projections
for the City or individual portions of the City. Both of these plans were publically
available and were subject to evaluation in Master EIRs. The SCUSD did not provide
comment on either the 2030 General Plan Master EIR (publicly circulated from
July 9, 2008 to August 22, 2008) nor the 2035 General Plan Master EIR (publicly
circulated from August 11, 2014 to September 24, 2014).
Development proposed under the CCSP is consistent with the growth and
development assumptions described in the City’s 2035 General Plan, as well as the
SACOG MTP/SCS which makes regional assumptions about growth, including for
the City of Sacramento. To that end, potential impacts to schools, including those
within the SCUSD, have been addressed repeatedly with each round of
comprehensive planning.
While the policy framework of the proposed CCSP anticipates continued
coordination with the SCUSD as development under the proposed CCSP occurs,
analysis of the impact of new development on schools is not deferred until individual
development projects occur within the CCSP area, as is suggested in the comment.
Instead, Section 4.11, Public Services, of the CCSP EIR explicitly describes the
anticipated number of students to be generated by the CCSP and analyzes the impact
comprehensively and in totality.
A8-6

As is explained in detail in Response to Comment A8-4, in the CCSP Draft EIR, the
City carefully examined the potential for increased student enrollment as a result of
the proposed CCSP, and based on substantial evidence in the record determined that
the impact of increased enrollment on the physical environment would be less than
significant. The comment focuses on the Draft EIR conclusion of significance, and
points to specific statements in the Draft EIR discussion. However, the comments do
not accurately reflect the 2035 General Plan and proposed CCSP policies regarding
the commitment of the City to coordinate with the SCUSD to monitor school
enrollment and capacities.
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As presented on page 4.11-27 of the CCSP Draft EIR, the 2035 General Plan
includes the following policies that require the City’s ongoing coordination and
collaboration with local school districts (including the SCUSD):
ERC 1.1.1

School Locations. The City shall work with school districts at the earliest
possible opportunity to provide school sites and facilities that are located in the
neighborhoods they serve.

ERC 1.1.2

Locational Criteria. The City shall continue to assist in reserving school sites
based on each school district’s criteria and the school siting guidelines of the
California Department of Education and on the City’s following location
criteria:

ERC 1.1.3

•

Locate elementary schools on sites that are safely and conveniently
accessible, and away from heavy traffic, excessive noise, and incompatible
land uses.

•

Locate school sites centrally with respect to their planned attendance
areas.

•

Locate schools in areas where established and/or planned walkways,
bicycle paths, or greenways link schools with surrounding uses.

•

Locate, plan, and design new schools to be compatible with adjacent uses.

Schools in Urban Areas. The City shall work with school districts in urban
areas to explore the use of existing smaller sites to accommodate lower
enrollments, and/ or higher intensity facilities (e.g., multi-story buildings,
underground parking, and playgrounds on roofs).

As a tool to implement the goals and policies of the 2035 General Plan, the proposed
CCSP includes policies that build upon and refine the policies of the 2035 General
Plan. As is presented on page 65 of the Draft CCSP, the following public education
policies are proposed:
CA 2.1

Sacramento Unified School District. Work closely with Sacramento Unified
School District to determine strategies to serve the increased CCSP student
population in a manner appropriate for an urban area.

CA 2.2

Partnerships and Joint Use. Encourage partnerships and joint use
opportunities between schools, the City, businesses, and other institutions and
agencies.

CA 2.3

New Educational Facilities. Support the development of new school facilities
to accommodate students of all ages.

CA 2.4

Monitoring. Work collaboratively with the Sacramento City Unified School
District to regularly monitor existing student generation rates to accurately
determine school facility needs in the future.

CA 2.5

Adaptive Reuse. Consider the adaptive reuse of existing buildings for school
use.

In addition, the annual tracking of student enrollment rates from the CCSP area
would be embodied in the plan as an Implementing Action to supplement existing
programs and policies of the City and State regulations, and to assist in the
implementation of the CCSP education goals and policies.
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Implementing Action CA-2
Tracking Student Generation Rates. Track the growth of housing in the Downtown area and
existing student enrollment rates to ensure adequate rates are being used to determine future
school facility needs.
Responsible Entity: Community Development Department
Timeframe: Annually

The City believes that the draft policies and implementing action would provide the
proper framework to facilitate future coordination between the City and the SCUSD
to allow planning for schools based on actual data rather than on the very uncertain
long-term estimates currently in the record.
As explained in Responses to Comments A8-1 through A8-5, the CCSP EIR
comprehensively evaluated the proposed plan’s potential impacts on schools. As
such, this issue has been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. Pursuant to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of a Draft EIR is only required
under certain circumstances where “significant new information” is disclosed
following the publication and circulation of the Draft EIR. Under CEQA, “significant
new information” includes:
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
Based on evidence in the record, the City has not identified significant new
information that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR, in full or in part.
Please see Responses to Comments A8-17, A8-19, A8-23, A8-26, A8-36, A8-37,
A8-40 and A8-41 for the City’s responses to the commenter’s additional requests for
revisions to the Draft EIR.
A8-7

The capacity of schools in the SCUSD was based on information provided by the
SCUSD Facilities Management and Operations Department (April 2017, see
footnotes to Table 4.11-2 in the CCSP Draft EIR). The SCUSD was consulted during
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preparation of the CCSP Draft EIR, and provided information on programming and
other considerations. On page 4.11-28, the Draft EIR acknowledges:
The identified design capacity of a particular school may not accurately predict
the actual maximum capacity that SCUSD could accommodate. As stated in
Table 4.11-2, design capacity totals are calculated on the assumption that every
single classroom at a school site would be used for regular teaching classrooms.
However, many of the school sites currently have programs that use classrooms
for alternative uses that are part of the academic program, including preschool,
computer lab, student development program, etc. Although important academic
functions, these other uses effectively reduce the number of regular teaching
classrooms that are available. Design capacity totals also do not provide a
specific grade-by-grade and year-by-year analysis, and therefore may not
accurately true capacity at any given time.
Further, enrollment levels increase and decrease over time, depending on the
demographics of the residential areas within the boundaries of each school.
Additional factors that can affect a school’s enrollment include families choosing
to send students to public magnet schools, private schools, charter schools, or
open-enrollment schools outside of the district.
The information provided in the Table 4.11-2 Note and the paragraph on page
4.11-28 referenced above directly reflect information provided by the SCUSD. This
information represents the physical capacity of the school facilities at the time that
the NOP was issued, and, thus, is consistent with the requirements of State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125(a) which requires a description of “the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published.”
Further, the Draft EIR notes that SCUSD may need to expand existing facilities or
construct new facilities to accommodate additional students. As stated on page
4.11-29 of the Draft EIR, “If SCUSD were to accommodate [CCSP] area enrollments
by expanding facilities on existing school sites and/or develop new school sites, there
could be additional environmental effects associated with construction and operation
of such schools. The nature and extent of those environmental effects would depend
on the school size, design, location, and other factors. Because these factors are
unknown at this time, it would be speculative to attempt to evaluate such impacts
within the context of this EIR. Expanded and new school facilities would be subject
to environmental review by SCUSD pursuant to CEQA.”
A8-8

School capacity information was provided by SCUSD and is reflected in Draft EIR
Table 4.11-2 at a 24:1 student:teacher ratio for elementary schools and at a 33:1
student:teacher ratio for middle and high schools. The City used the SCUSD school
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capacity information in the Draft EIR analysis of school enrollment effects. It is also
explicitly acknowledged in Draft EIR Table 4.11-2 that “the design capacity totals
shown are calculated on the assumption that every single classroom at a school site
would be used for classrooms. However, many of the school sites currently have
programs that use classroom space such as an art class, preschool, computer lab,
student development program, etc. These other uses reduce the number of classrooms
that are available. Design capacity totals also do not provide a precise grade by grade
and year by year analysis, and therefore may not accurately true capacity
capabilities.”
The City understands that SCUSD evolves its use of physical school facilities over
time based on enrollment demand, statutory requirements, funding availability, and a
multitude of other factors. In light of the long-term nature of the CCSP, the City
determined that it was most appropriate to consider the physical capacity of the
school facilities as they exist today irrespective of this year’s programmatic uses.
Please also see Response to Comment A8-9.
A8-9

The information provided in the Draft EIR regarding school capacity represents the
conditions that were present at the time the analysis was prepared, based on the best
information available to the City. As is discussed in Response to Comment A8-8,
school capacity is subject to change over time based on evolving statutory or policy
objectives (e.g., classroom size), increases or decreases in student enrollment,
changes to school operations or curricula, changes to school service area boundaries,
and other factors. As an example, prior to the Great Recession, local school districts
implemented class size reduction; these reductions were rescinded during the
recession years, but have recently been incrementally implemented based on
available funding. Thus, capacity of local schools has evolved based on economic
conditions and policy direction.
The SCUSD’s status as an open enrollment district and the provision of specialty
programs such as STEAM (science, technology, engineering, art, and mathematics)
education or other specialized education programs, along with demographic and other
changes that affect school enrollment, must be considered and balanced by the
SCUSD as part of short- and long-term planning. According to the California
Department of Education Data Reporting Office, enrollment in SCUSD schools has
dropped considerably in the last 15 years, from a high of approximately 53,400 K-12
students in the 2001-02 school year, to a low of 46,643 students in 2015-16. This
decrease of over 6,000 students would affect some schools more than others, and it is
reasonable to assume there are now some schools that are under capacity that could
absorb additional students should the SCUSD decide to redistribute enrollment.
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As described in Response to Comment A8-8, a 24:1 student:teacher ratio is already
reflected to calculate elementary schools’ design capacity (including for grades K-3),
thereby reflecting and complying with California Education Code Section 42238.02
and California Code of Regulations, Title 5, Section 15498. Please see Response to
Comment A8-8 regarding enrollment levels and capacities at these elementary
schools.
A8-10

Please see Response to Comment A8-7.

A8-11

The comment states that residents would be added to the CCSP area with “no
addition of parkland,” and suggests that such a condition would affect school
facilities, presumably school playfields and open recreational facilities such as
blacktop areas with basketball hoops, which could be used for recreational activities.
The contention of the comment is incorrect, is inconsistent with the analysis of parks
and recreation in the Draft EIR, and makes an unsubstantiated presumption that
recreational facilities on school property would be used by CCSP future residents.
Parks and recreational resources in the CCSP area are described in section 4.11,
Public Services, subsection 4.11.4, Parks and Open Space. As noted in Impact 4.11-8
on page 4.11-45 of the Draft EIR, 4.87 acres of community parks, 4.87 acres of
neighborhood parks, and 34.56 acres of regional parks would be constructed as part
of the proposed CCSP. As shown in Table 4.11-6, the proposed CCSP would need an
additional 1.96 acres of community parks to offset the deficit for community and
neighborhood parks. This additional acreage is incremental in relation to the CCSP
area, and it would be provided over the course of the buildout of the proposed CCSP.
Impact 4.11-8 notes, however, that there would be a shortfall of regional parkland,
which is intended to serve the entire City and region. As a result, Mitigation Measure
4.11-8 requires that projects within the CCSP area comply with the City’s Quimby
and Park Impact Fee (PIF) ordinances.
For clarification, the last paragraph on page S-20 revised to read:
The analysis looks at existing parks, open space, and recreational facilities in the
vicinity of the DSP CCSP area and examines the potential need to expand or
enhance existing facilities or to construct new facilities. The evaluation addresses
potential effects of implementation of the proposed DSP CCSP on parks and
open space resources within the vicinity of the DSP CCSP area, primarily the
Central City, and also analyzes the proposed DSP’s CCSP’s relationship to
applicable goals and policies of local park-related plans. The availability of
parkland within the CCSP that is not managed by the City of Sacramento
Department of Parks and Recreation, as well as the proximity of existing parks
that are proximate to, but not within, the CCSP area helps alleviate parkland
demand on facilities within the CCSP area. Although new residential

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-129

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

3. Comments and Responses

development in the CCSP area would add residents in the CCSP area and result
in increased use of existing parks and recreational facilities, there are sufficient
parks within and immediately adjacent to the CCSP area to serve area residents.
As a result, development in the CCSP area would not cause or accelerate physical
deterioration of the park facilities, and the impact would be less than significant.
The proposed DSP CCSP would facilitate development of additional housing
units and non-residential space, increased increasing resident populations, and
increase the number of employees employment in the CCSP area. This increase
in resident population and employees would create an additional demand for
parks and recreational facilities within the DSP CCSP area, which could cause
the need to provide additional parks and recreation facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts. Although the CCSP
proposes to provide 4.87 acres of community parks, 4.87 acres of neighborhood
parks, and 34.56 acres of regional parks, additional land would be necessary to
meet the City’s parkland standards. Therefore, mitigation is required for
development within the CCSP area to comply with the City’s Quimby and Park
Impact Fees (PIF) ordinances to offset the need for additional parkland and to
comply with the City’s parkland standards. Although new residential
development in the DSP area would add residents in the DSP area and result in
increased demand and use of existing parks and recreational facilities, there are
enough parks within and immediately adjacent to the DSP area to serve residents.
As a result, development in the DSP area would not cause or accelerate physical
deterioration of the park facilities, and the impact would be less than significant.
Contrary to the comment, the proposed CCSP would provide for additional
neighborhood and community parks, and provides a mitigation measure intended to
support the addition of regional parks resources that would meet the needs of CCSP
area residents and the community at large. No evidence is provided that would
suggest that a shortfall of parks and recreation facilities would contribute to future
use of such facilities on school properties.
The comment also criticizes the discussion of the Regulatory Setting related to school
siting criteria established in State law and regulation. If SCUSD decides to identify a
location for a new school facility, SCUSD would be required to comply with
applicable laws, regulations, and guidelines for the appropriate siting of school
facilities. The Regulatory Setting subsection of the Public Schools discussion, pages
4.11-25 to 4.11-27 of the Draft EIR, provides an overview discussion of the
provisions of the California Education Code and the California Code of Regulations
that affect the siting of schools. Because the proposed CCSP does not involve the
identification of a school site, the City determined that it was not appropriate to
provide an overly detailed description of siting laws, policies, and regulations. The
City chose to identify the California Department of Education’s “School Site
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Analysis and Development” guidebook, and CCR, Title 5, Division 1, Chapter 13,
Subchapter 1, Article 2, Section s14010 and 14011 as examples of the regulatory
structure surrounding selection of public school sites. This is consistent with the
CEQA requirement that the emphasis of an EIR should be on significant effects on
the environment (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15143).
The siting of new schools facilities is not proposed under the CCSP, and it is
unknown whether school facilities would be expanded or new school facilities
constructed to serve District enrollment. As stated on page 4.11-29 of the Draft EIR,
“Because these factors are unknown at this time, it would be speculative to attempt to
evaluate such impacts within the context of this EIR. Expanded and new school
facilities would be subject to environmental review by SCUSD pursuant to CEQA.”
A8-12

As is described in Response to Comment A8-4, the student generation rates used by
the City in the Draft EIR were selected after the City examined several methods of
calculating future student generation, including calibration based on SCUSD data for
student enrollment from current housing in the CCSP area. The existing housing
stock in the CCSP area is a mix of single family and multi-family housing, and, in
fact, can be considered potentially conservative in light of the City’s expectation that
nearly all housing constructed in the CCSP area would be multi-family. The SCUSD
generation rates that are based on City-wide multifamily housing student generation
are clearly inconsistent with the current and foreseeable pattern of housing to be
constructed within the CCSP area, and are thus reasonable for a basis of analysis in
the EIR.
As noted in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, “Disagreement among experts
does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of
disagreement among the experts.” The Draft EIR provides information about a range
of methods of projecting student generation, and acknowledges the SCUSD standard
rates. Nevertheless, the City, as CEQA Lead Agency, has the discretion to use
student generation rates that it believes most accurately describe the future
conditions. Acknowledging the relative uncertainty about student generation from
CCSP area housing, CCSP policies and an implementing action have been included
in the Draft CCSP which provide for annual monitoring of student generation, and
regular coordination between the City and the SCUSD. In the event that future
enrollment from CCSP area housing exceeds the capacity of the local schools, the
policy framework would allow future decisions on student distribution to be based on
actual public school enrollment conditions in the future. Please see Response to
Comment A8-4 for a discussion of how student generation rates were calculated for
use in the CCSP Draft EIR, and for SCUSD-provided information regarding current
(2016) student attendance levels for students residing within the CCSP area and
students attending SCUSD schools.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-131

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

3. Comments and Responses

A8-13

Contrary to the comment, the analysis provided in the CCSP Draft EIR is not
dependent on either the SCUSD amending school district boundaries to balance
student enrollment at particular schools, nor on parents choosing to send their
children to schools other than SCUSD public schools to which they would otherwise
attend. Rather, the Draft EIR acknowledges that SCUSD policies and programs may
affect capacity at individual schools. School enrollment programs, such as STEAM
(science, technology, engineering, art, and mathematics) education or other
specialized education programs, could affect enrollment at some schools
accompanied by changes in available enrollment capacity.
As an example of how SCUSD policies and decisions affect school capacity, over the
last 20 years, the Washington School has been a regular elementary school, closed,
and reopened as a STEAM magnate school; under each scenario the capacity of the
school to accommodate elementary school students was different based on the
programmatic decisions of the SCUSD. At the same time, to the extent that
specialized programs decrease capacity at some schools, there would be
corresponding reductions in enrollment and capacity increases at other schools.
Similarly, students from the CCSP area could be participants in such programs that
could affect the levels of enrollment demand on schools in the vicinity of the CCSP
area, or, since the SCUSD is an open enrollment district, parents may choose to
enroll their children at a school outside of their geographic attendance area for a
multitude of reasons. Further, the Draft EIR acknowledges the recent trends in
education that create opportunities for students and their families to choose
educational opportunities that are outside of the SCUSD, either through private
schools, on-line education, or home schooling. These continued trends will affect
public school enrollment, and are acknowledged but not assumed in the future.
Rather, the City’s selected student generation rates were applied to the total housing
increase anticipated under the proposed CCSP and presented as so in the Draft EIR,
thus providing what the City believes is a conservative estimate of demand.

A8-14

The comment suggests that disagreement between the City, as Lead Agency, and the
SCUSD over the estimation of future student enrollment growth is an “inaccuracy”
that results in the EIR failing as an informational document. To the contrary, as is
explained above in Response to Comment A8-12, under CEQA, there can be a
disagreement among experts. More specifically, State CEQA Guidelines Section
15151 states that “[a]n EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to
provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of
the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.”
The section goes on to indicate that “[t]he courts have looked not for perfection but
for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” The Draft
CCSP EIR fully explores the physical environmental effects of the proposed CCSP,

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-132

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

3. Comments and Responses

and recognizes that in a number of areas, including the estimation of school
enrollment changes and associated physical effects due to the provision of school
services, there are alternative methods of estimating impacts. It documents the
substantial evidence upon which the City has based its analysis, and provides a
comprehensive, accurate, and adequate assessment of the physical environmental
impacts of the proposed CCSP.
Please also see Response to Comments A8-4 and A8-7 regarding methods used to
estimate student enrollment changes due to the proposed project, including
coordination and communication between the SCUSD and the City to establish
existing conditions such as school capacity.
A8-15

As explained in Impacts 4.11-5 and 4.11-6 of the Draft EIR, buildout of the CCSP
would result in the generation of additional students within the SCUSD. The method
of analysis is explained in the Draft EIR and further expanded upon in Responses to
Comments A8-4 and A8-8 of this document. As explained in Response to Comment
A8-14, the City has based the analysis in the Draft EIR on a methodology that is
based on actual data for student enrollment from housing in the CCSP area rather
than suggested citywide enrollment generation rates that it feels are not an accurate
description of the future enrollment patterns reasonably expected to come from future
development in the CCSP area. As explained above, the Draft EIR meets the
standards of adequacy established under CEQA. Please also see Responses to
Comments A8-4 and A8-7.
Please see Response to Comment A8-1 and Draft EIR page 4.11-25 of the Draft EIR
regarding the applicability of Government Code Section 65996 to provide full and
complete school facilities mitigation related to enrollment. As explained in the Draft
EIR, the focus of analysis is on the physical environmental effects of the proposed
project. This would be inclusive of any physical environmental effects of the
construction of schools or related facilities as a result of the project. Based on the
analysis presented in the Draft EIR, the student enrollment generated by development
pursuant to the proposed CCSP would not result in reasonably foreseeable physical
changes that would result in significant impacts. Had such impacts been identified in
the Draft EIR, additional mitigation would have been identified. Although the
comment speaks in concept to the need for analysis of the impacts of schools, and the
requirement for mitigation where a significant impact is identified, it does not
describe, nor provide any substantial evidence that supports an argument that there
would be a significant impact that was not disclosed in the Draft EIR.

A8-16

Please see Responses to Comments A8-1 and A8-15.

A8-17

The City of Sacramento is supportive of coordination between land use and school
facility planning consistent with the respective responsibilities of the City and the
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SCUSD. As is described in Response to Comment A8-4, the City initiated
coordination with the SCUSD during preparation of the proposed CCSP and the
CCSP Draft EIR, resulting in numerous meetings between the two parties. Further, as
described in Response to Comment A8-6, the City has proposed policies in the
proposed CCSP that would provide for on-going coordination between the City and
the SCUSD during the period of implementation of the proposed CCSP.
The comments regarding the coordinated planning of school sites are noted.
However, the commenter’s reference to Government Code Sections 65352 and
65352.2 as a critique of the Draft EIR are inaccurate and misplaced. Government
Code Section 65352 is a provision of the Government Code intended to facilitate
coordination between land use agencies and other related agencies, including school
districts, during the preparation of an update to or substantial amendment of a general
plan. The statute requires that the land use agency provide a copy of the proposed
action to the school district (see Government Code Section 65352(a)), and then the
school district has up to 45 days to provide comment to the land use agency (see
Government Code Section 65352(b)). The proposed CCSP is not an update of the
City’s General Plan, nor does it include or represent a substantial amendment of the
City’s General Plan. In fact, as noted elsewhere in this Final EIR, the type and
amount of development provided for in the proposed CCSP is identical to that
planned for in the City’s 2035 General Plan, adopted in February 2015. The proposed
CCSP is a Specific Plan that would be adopted pursuant to California Government
Code Sections 65450 to 65454.
It should be noted that during the preparation of the 2035 General Plan and 2035
General Plan Master EIR, the City circulated a copy of the draft plan and MEIR to
the SCUSD for review. No comments were received from the SCUSD on either the
Draft 2035 General Plan or Draft 2035 General Plan Master EIR.
Government Code Section 65352.2 is a statute that seeks improved coordination
between cities and school districts related to planning for school sites. The provisions
of this code section:
•

As part of the coordination pursuant to Government Code Section 65352,
allow a school district to request a meeting with the city to discuss
coordination of school facility planning, design, and construction;

•

Require the school district to provide the city with a copy of any school
facilities needs analysis, master plan, or other long range plan that relates to
the expansion of school sites within its jurisdiction, and then provides that
the city may request a meeting.

Because the current process of consideration of the proposed CCSP and its related
Draft EIR relates to the adoption of a Specific Plan, and not a general plan update or
substantial amendment, or a long range school facility plan, the provisions of
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Government Code Section 65352 or Section 65352.2 are not applicable. As stated in
the comment, through these sections of the Government Code, the Legislature
intended that cities and school districts should coordinate land use and school facility
planning. However, it is clear that the intent of the Legislature was that such
coordination should occur at the time that cities consider and adopt their general
plans and/or school districts adopt long range facility plans. The CCSP is simply a
planning tool to implement the City’s general plan, and does not represent new land
use policy. The time for the Legislature’s intended coordination was when it provided
the SCUSD a copy of the Draft 2035 General Plan and General Plan Master EIR.
While the City implemented its statutorily-required coordination, the SCUSD did not
provide comments as provided for in the Government Code. Nevertheless, the City
initiated numerous meetings with the SCUSD as part of the CCSP process. While the
City respectfully disagrees with the SCUSD about the future student generation rates,
it has embodied its commitment to long-term coordination in policies included in the
Draft CCSP (see Response to Comment A8-6).
A8-18

Under CEQA mitigation is only required where a significant impact is identified. In
the case of school-related impacts, the Draft EIR provides substantial evidence that
there would not be a significant physical environment impact related to the provision
of school services, and thus there is no need for mitigation. The Draft EIR, page
4.11-31, explains that with General Plan Policies ERC 1.1.1 through ERC 1.1.3, and
proposed CCSP policies CA 2.1 and CA 2.4, combined with the implementation of
the fees required under Government Code 65996 (SB 50 fees), the impact related to
schools would be less than significant. The provisions for the proper deferral of
mitigation are only relevant in situations where under CEQA mitigation is required to
avoid or reduce the magnitude of a significant impact. Similarly, in light of the fact
that the impact would be less than significant, the City cannot have improperly
delegated authority to mitigate to developers. Please see Response to Comment A8-4.

A8-19

Please see Response to Comment A8-4 regarding the availability of land to the
SCUSD in the CCSP area. As described in Response to Comment A8-1, the City is
precluded from requiring additional mitigation for the impact on school facilities.
This would include mitigation requiring land dedication. Further, as described in
Response to Comment A8-18, the impact of the proposed CCSP related to provision
of school services was determined to be less than significant. As such, there is no
requirement or basis for imposition of mitigation under CEQA. The provisions of
Government Code Section 65995 addresses establishment of impact fees for school
facilities, and not CEQA mitigation.
Government Code Sections 65970 through 65978 establish procedures wherein a
school district can officially determine that overcrowding exists (see Section 65971),
setting in motion a series of actions which, pursuant to Section 65972, require the
local agency to either approve an ordinance requiring developers to make land
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dedications or pay additional fees to the school district (see Section 65974), or make
findings that there are overriding considerations that would benefit the local agency.
To the City’s knowledge, the SCUSD has not made findings of overcrowding
pursuant to Section 65971. In fact, as noted in in Response to Comment A8-9, the
enrollment in the SCUSD has fallen by approximately 6,000 students between the
2001-2002 and 2015-2016 school years. Therefore, reference to the provisions of
Government Code Section 65970 through Section 65978 is not relevant to the
proposed CCSP.
A8-20

Development under the CCSP is anticipated to occur over time and has a development
horizon of 2036. Development projects would largely be initiated and sponsored by
private development entities, with the City acting as a regulatory agency. Therefore,
development under the CCSP would occur incrementally, consistent with market
demand and within the overall growth projections embodied in the 2035 General Plan
and SACOG MTP/SCS. The multitude of private parcels and the market-based nature
of plan implementation make an overall CCSP phasing program infeasible. However,
to reflect the incremental and somewhat unpredictable nature of the development
process over time, the City provided for annual monitoring of school enrollment from
the CCSP area, and regular coordination over time between the City and the SCUSD
to allow planning in response to growth patterns and rates.

A8-21

The comments regarding the Chawanakee Unified School District v. County of
Madera (196 Cal.App. 4th 1016) case (Chawanakee) are noted. The present situation
with the proposed CCSP is demonstrably different than the conditions that were
present in the Chawanakee case. In that situation, Madera County adopted a specific
plan for an urban development of a previously undeveloped part of Madera County.
That plan called for the development of substantial amounts of housing years before
the provision of any school facilities, with a plan for interim provision of school
services from an existing school several miles from the new development. In that
case there was no existing schools to serve the new development, and the plan
identified the schools that would serve in the interim period. In Chawanakee, the
Court of Appeal directed that CEQA required the analysis of transportation and
related impacts associated with travel from the new development to the current
existing schools.
The Chawanakee case is differentiated from the present situation in that the CCSP
Draft EIR considers impacts of all development activities within the CCSP area,
including transportation and circulation effects on the local and regional roadway and
highway system. It is additionally differentiated in that the infill development
provided for in the proposed CCSP (which is the same development provided for in
the 2015-adopted City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan), is in an urban fabric that is
already served by an existing public school system with numerous schools within the
immediate area.
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Thus, while the Chawanakee case is instructive in establishing the concept that
effects of new development related to the provision of school services are within the
effects to be addressed in a CEQA document, the current situation is materially
different in terms of the predictability of the number, location, or types of
improvements that may be required to accommodate students from future
development in the CCSP area.
The statement in the comments that the CCSP Draft EIR fails to analyze effects of
traffic to and from schools is incorrect. While specific information is not known
about the potential for individual SCUSD school sites to be expanded or newly
developed, the CCSP Draft EIR considers environmental impacts resulting from
development consistent with the CCSP. The indirect effects of CCSP area students
attending schools outside the CCSP area, based on buildout of residential units in the
CCSP area, are addressed in the Draft EIR to the extent practicable in light of the
uncertainties associated with the location, size and enrollment of schools over the
next twenty or more years, as well as the potential changes in delivery of educational
services over that extended timeframe. For example, the transportation analysis
assumes home-to-school and school-to-home trips associated with each residential
unit; since the transportation analysis is the basis of the traffic air emissions, traffic
noise and greenhouse gas emissions analyses in sections 4.2, 4.7 and 4.10 of the
CCSP Draft EIR, these impacts too are considered and disclosed in the CCSP Draft
EIR. Please see Responses to Comments A8-22 through A8-24 for additional
discussion of consideration of school related traffic impacts.
As discussed above, the CCSP would be developed over many years, and there are a
number of different strategies that the SCUSD could use to accommodate students
from the CCSP area. The specific timing, location and design of new school
construction (within or outside of the CCSP area) and school expansions, if any, are
not known at this time. Given that the development under the proposed CCSP would
occur over many years, the then-current state of affairs for SCUSD school facilities is
speculative at this time. The need for new or expanded schools is uncertain at this
time, because the number of residential units, the actual student generation rates from
those units, and the capacity of area schools at that time have yet to be determined.
During the numerous communications and meetings between the City and the
SCUSD during the preparation of the Draft CCSP EIR, the SCUSD did not provide
any information to the City about potential temporary or permanent changes that
would be undertaken at local SCUSD schools which would have allowed the City to
analyze the effects of physical changes at the school sites. In light of the uncertainty
about the number of students that would be generated by development pursuant to the
proposed CCSP, and the lack of planned expansion at SCUSD schools, any further
consideration of such impacts in the CCSP Draft EIR would have been speculative.
Analysis of speculative outcomes of the proposed CCSP would be improper under
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CEQA. As noted in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, “If, after thorough
investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the
impact.”
A8-22

The commenter states that that the Draft EIR traffic analysis is inadequate as it
relates to schools. Please refer to Response to Comment A8-23 which explains how
the traffic analysis captures the full effect of school-related travel, including changes
in the traffic volumes, vehicle-mile of travel (VMT) and travel by non-auto modes in
the CCSP area.
The commenter goes on to correctly state that the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR
uses traffic count data collected between 2011-2015, and states that the data fails to
present an adequate description of the existing traffic setting because it is inconsistent
with Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (2002), which
suggests that data be no more than two years old.
As indicated by the commenter, the Caltrans guidelines “suggest” an appropriate age
of traffic count data, and are not intended to represent an inflexible and required
range irrespective of current conditions present in the project area. The City of
Sacramento regularly and routinely updates traffic counts throughout the City and
maintains a thorough database of traffic counts for use in studies. The CCSP EIR
analysis used the best traffic count information that was available when the NOP was
issued in February 2017.
The CCSP covers a vast transportation network, and the CCSP allows development
to occur anywhere within the CCSP area. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the
CCSP area contained 32,655 residents as of the year 2000. Most recent American
Community Survey (ACS) 3 estimates show that the CCSP area averaged 32,488
residents between 2010 and 2014. This represents a nominal decrease of 167
residents since the year 2000. Similar to the overall population trends experienced in
the CCSP area, since the year 2000, the total number of households also remained
relatively stable. The CCSP area contained 17,771 households in 2000, which
increased to an average of 18,182 households between 2010 and 2014. This
represents an average annual growth rate of 0.2 percent between 2000 and 20102014. Between 2010 and 2015, employment in the CCSP area declined by
9.4 percent, a reduction from 128,370 employees to 116,350 employees.
The use of existing traffic count data was reasonable because population, housing,
and employment numbers have not materially changed in the CCSP area. Thus, the

3

The American Community Survey is an ongoing annual survey by the United States Census Bureau that provides
social and economic information about communities. https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/about.html.
Accessed December 15, 2017.
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evidence in the record supports the City’s conclusion that traffic count data collected
incrementally over a period from 2011 to 2015 is an accurate reflection of current
conditions in the CCSP area, and thus appropriate for use as existing and baseline
conditions in the CCSP Draft EIR.
As discussed on page 4.12-11 of the Draft EIR, all 58 of the intersections evaluated
under existing conditions operate with an average intersection delay of LOS D or
better during both the AM and PM peak hours except for Intersection 1 (J Street/
3rd Street/I-5 Off-ramps), which operates at LOS E during the PM peak hour. As
discussed on pages 4.12-33 and 4.12-34 of the Draft EIR, the City’s significance
criteria allow for LOS F conditions during peak hours at all study locations, provided
that the entire roadway system does not experience “severe gridlock.” Nominal
increases in traffic that may have occurred subsequent to the collection of the traffic
count data would not result in substantially different results to those reported in the
Draft EIR, and would not alter the finding that the CCSP’s impacts to intersection
operations would be less than significant under Existing Plus CCSP conditions.
Because the CCSP does not dictate exactly where development can occur within the
CCSP area, the expectation of the City to recount every intersection in the CCSP area
and surrounding areas would be unreasonable. As described in State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15151, “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a
decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive,
but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably
feasible. … The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” The CCSP Draft EIR made a
good faith effort to use the best information available and made reasonable
assumptions about the data’s applicability. As a result, the data presented in the
CCSP Draft EIR is a reasonable representation of traffic conditions in the CCSP area.
A8-23

The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR traffic analysis does not
specifically account for school trips associated with parents who transport their
children to schools outside of the CCSP area. The commenter also expresses
concerns of safety issues, reduced response times for emergency services, and
gridlock during, before, and after school drop-off and pick-up hours caused by traffic
generated by the CCSP. The commenter states that the CCSP has the potential to
create a necessity for offsite parking. Lastly, the commenter states that the Draft EIR
does not address the impacts that lane reductions will have on traffic, particularly in
areas near schools, or on the safety of students going to or from school, including by
foot or bicycle. The commenter requests that the Draft EIR specifically take the
District and its students into consideration when analyzing traffic and safety impacts.
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The CCSP Draft EIR analyzed impacts to intersections as a measure for roadway
network performance because intersections are typically the most susceptible
locations for delay associated with increased traffic volumes. Page 4.12-33 of the
Draft EIR states that impacts to intersections are considered significant if, “the traffic
generated by the plan degrades the overall roadway system operation to the extent
that the plan would not be consistent with General Plan Policy M 1.2.2 relating to the
City’s Level of Service Policy.” The City’s General Plan Policy M 1.2.2 (a) sets forth
definitions for acceptable LOS within the Plan area, and states, “LOS F is acceptable
at these locations during peak hours, provided that the project (plan) provides
improvements to other parts of the citywide transportation system within the project
site vicinity (or within the area affected by the project’s vehicular traffic impacts) to
improve transportation-system-wide roadway capacity, to make intersection
improvements, or to enhance non-auto travel modes in furtherance of the General
Plan goals. Road widening or other improvements to road segments are not
required.” Page 4.12-34 of the Draft EIR describes the City’s interpretation of
General Plan Policy M 1.2.2: “while LOS F peak hour operating conditions at a
single intersection may be considered acceptable, an entire roadway system that
experiences severe gridlock, and hampers all modes of travel is generally not
considered acceptable. To this end, the evaluation of intersection LOS focuses on the
totality of system operations to assess consistency with General Plan Policy M 1.2.2.”
This text reflects a layered network approach to transportation network
improvements within the Plan area, which applies holistic methods to improve the
transportation system for all travel modes. To this end, the CCSP does not attempt to
prioritize one travel mode, but rather identify improvements that benefit the operation
of the entire system.
The Draft EIR evaluates traffic impacts during the morning peak hour, when students
are arriving at school and, as explained below, adequately reflects the impact of
school-related traffic related to the proposed CCSP. Because school trip traffic is
mixed and often linked with traffic of other trip purposes, it is not possible nor
relevant to identify impacts associated solely with school trips. As required under
CEQA, the traffic analysis considers the effects of all trips generated under the
proposed CCSP, including under cumulative conditions. School trips within the
CCSP area as well as trips outside the area have been considered in the Draft EIR
analysis and identification of impacts. This analysis includes the consideration of
capacity / congestion, safety, and VMT effects, as summarized in the CCSP Draft
EIR. The analysis specifically considers the changes in number of travel lanes
associated with the implementation of circulation improvements provided for in the
proposed CCSP. The following discussion summarizes the travel forecasting
methodology as it applies to an increase of residential units in the CCSP area, the
number of school children associated with the new units, and the assignment of
students to schools both within and outside the CCSP area.
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As discussed on page 4-12-40 of the Draft EIR, the primary tool used for travel
demand forecasting was the SACSIM regional travel demand model developed by
SACOG and used to prepare the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Community Strategy (MTP/SCS). SACSIM simulates the “activities” and travel
behavior for each individual resident in the region on a “typical” weekday when
school is in session. The model inputs include many factors including the
demographics of each “household” in the region, the location of each household (at a
parcel level) and the mix/density of land uses near that household. The model
estimates the travel time by each travel mode to reach any destination in the region
for different times of day and uses detailed information on land uses throughout the
regional to estimate how individuals will travel to satisfy their daily activities.
SACSIM estimates travel “tours” made by each person in a household. A tour is a
chain of trips beginning and ending at the home. The tours are defined by activities
including work, school, shop, meal, personal business, social/recreational, etc. There
are many types of tours but a relevant example would involve a parent driving a child
to school, going to work, picking up the child after work and going shopping before
returning home.
SACOG uses detailed census demographic data to estimate the makeup of each
existing household in the region including household size and income plus the age of
each household member. SACOG then uses a simulation model to estimate the
demographics of each household in its horizon year – currently 2036. Thus the model
inputs include the number of school-age children in each household and the number
of students who are of driving age. The model inputs also include the location and
enrollment for both existing schools plus and new schools that are anticipated by 2036.
The model, which reflects a typical day when school is in session, ensures that all
school trips generated by all of the school-age students are made to a school. SACOG
estimates the number of “person trips” generated by each school-age student and the
number of students who are driven, walk, bike or take transit based on detailed
household survey data. The model assigns most students to the nearest school if there
is capacity in that school. However, the model recognizes that some students will
attend alternative (magnet, private etc.) schools. Thus, the model accounts for schoolrelated travel to distant schools even if there is capacity at the nearest school.
The estimate of total development growth (i.e. change in households, population,
school enrollment, employment, etc.) in the CCSP area included in the Draft EIR is
based on SACOG’s estimated growth through 2036. SACOG estimated that the
number of K-12 school-age (5 through 18 years old) students living in the CCSP
would increase by about 1,540 by 2036 while they estimated that enrollment in all
schools in the CCSP would only increase by 220 by 2036. Recognizing that it may be
difficult to increase the capacity of existing schools in the CCSP, the SACOG model
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assumes only a modest increase in enrollment. The model assumes that some new
schools would be added by 2036 within the City, including in the Railyards area, and
also assumes modest increases in enrollment at some existing schools in the City.
As noted above, based on reasonable assumptions the travel demand model ensures
that all school trips generated by all of the school age students are made to a school.
With the number of K-12 school-age students living in the CCSP area increasing by
more than the increase in enrollment at schools in the CCSP by 2036, the travel
demand model has assigned a higher percentage of the school-related trips generated
by residents of the CCSP to schools outside the CCSP than occurs today. The traffic
assignment process used in the travel demand model for the CCSP also accounts for
the location and availability of parking, both on-street and off-street. Thus, despite
uncertainty about student enrollment increases at specific schools, the travel demand
model reasonably captures the full effect of school-related travel, including changes
in the traffic volumes, vehicle-mile of travel (VMT) and travel by non-auto modes
due to capacity-constrained schools in the CCSP.
Thus, consistent with the findings of the Chawanakee case, the travel demand model
that underlies the impact assessment of for transportation and circulation, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, transportation energy, and transportation noise impacts
provides estimates of the changes in traffic volumes on individual roadway segments
and intersections that stem from projected development in the CCSP, including
traffic traveling to and from schools. In addition, the traffic impact analysis fully
captures the changes in traffic demand that stem from changes in traffic capacity due
to the reduction of travel lanes that are proposed in the proposed CCSP. No traffic
safety related impacts were identified due to the proposed CCSP.
A8-24

The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR traffic analysis does not
specifically account for school trips and that there is no way to separate those trip
types from other vehicle trips in order to meaningfully review their impacts. The
commenter claims that the analysis therefore fails to comply with CEQA.
As discussed in Response to Comment A8-23, the Draft EIR adequately reflects the
changes in traffic volumes on study roadways segments and intersections that would
result from development of all projected land use in the CCSP including schoolrelated traffic.
Please also see Response to Comment A8-21 regarding the factors that differentiate
the conditions that were present in the Chawanakee case and made precise analysis of
impacts of project-related enrollment increases at specific schools, compared to the
conditions that are present with the proposed CCSP, and which make such analysis
speculative at this time.
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A8-25

See Responses to Comments A8-22 through A8-24 regarding the consideration of
school-related traffic. Because school-related traffic was considered and incorporated
into the traffic model, school-related traffic was also analyzed and modeled as part of
the air quality analysis (section 4.2, Air Quality in the Draft EIR) and the greenhouse
gas emissions/global climate change analysis (section 4.7, Global Climate Change in
the Draft EIR).

A8-26

Education Code Section 17620 allows school districts to levy fees on commercial
development, and requires that the school district take into account the effect of
commercial development on schools when setting fees (Section 17621(e)(1)(B)). As
with residential development, the payment of development fees would fully mitigate
the effect on schools of new commercial development. The proposed CCSP would
provide for development of approximately 3,820,294 square feet of non-residential
space. If school fees were required for construction of all CCSP non-residential
development up to approximately $1.9 million in school fees could be generated
under the current fee levels. The SCUSD has established fees for the development of
enclosed commercial/industrial space. These fees likely apply to office, retail, and
mixed use space under the proposed CCSP. Thus the total amount of fees that would
be collected through development of non-residential space in the CCSP area is
approximately $1.9 million.
The comment does not provide evidence that there is anything characteristic of the
non-residential development that would result in greater numbers of employees’
children attending schools in or near the CCSP area than assumed in the SCUSD
findings used to support the adoption of the developer fees for commercial uses. To
the City’s knowledge, the SCUSD does not have and did not provide to the City any
estimates of student generation rates for non-residential development. Therefore, any
precise estimate of new student enrollment associated with increases in nonresidential development under the CCSP would be speculative. Please also see
Response to Comment A8-24 which explains how all trips, including any schoolrelated trips that would link to home-to-work trips for future downtown employees,
are accounted for in the transportation modeling that underlies the transportation and
circulation, transportation air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, transportation noise,
and transportation energy analyses in the CCSP Draft EIR. Thus, even though a
specific estimate of non-residential student generation is not provided, the CCSP
Draft EIR accounted for the indirect effects of any such enrollment increase.

A8-27

When the analysis of air quality impacts was being conducted, one of the first steps
in the analysis was to evaluate the location of the closest sensitive receptors, which
included the locations of future land uses that would be zoned as residences,
schools/daycares, and medical facilities.
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As described on page 4.2-18 of the Draft EIR, the CALINE4 dispersion model is the
preferred method of estimating CO pollutant concentrations at sensitive land uses
near congested roadways and intersections. For each intersection analyzed,
CALINE4 uses traffic volumes, CO emission rates, and receptor locations to estimate
peak hour CO concentrations. For this analysis, CO concentrations were calculated
based on a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure and CO emissions rates for
Sacramento County from the California Air Resources Board’s Emissions Factors
(EMFAC) 2014 model. The model is used to identify potential CO hotspots. The
modeling methodology assumed worst-case conditions to provide a maximum, worstcase CO concentration. To ensure that an adequate margin of safety was used, the
highest 1-hour and 8-hour CO readings from Sacramento County were used as the
background concentration. Year 2016 and 2035 was selected for the baseline and
cumulative analysis, respectively, in order to generate conservative emission factors
and emission estimates. Appendix C1 contains the CO modeling results.
Page 4.2-19 of the Draft EIR explains that although construction activities within the
CCSP area would be ongoing incrementally for several years, construction at any
particular location within the CCSP area would be intermittent and would occur in
different areas for varying durations. Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) emissions
would be spread out geographically over time, reducing exposure at any individual
sensitive receptor. Impact 4.2-5 describes potential short-term and long-term
exposure to TAC, including as sensitive receptors. Although construction activities
within the CCSP could be ongoing incrementally for several years, construction
within the CCSP area would be intermittent and occur in different areas for varying
durations. Thus, TAC emissions would be spread out geographically over time,
reducing exposure at any individual sensitive receptor, and the impact would be less
than significant.
Long-term operation of the CCSP could include the development of stationary
sources that emit TACs. However, any stationary sources that may emit TACs would
be subject to SMAQMD permitting and Toxics Best Available Control Technology
(T-BACT) requirements. SMAQMD would assess such sources for potential health
risk impacts based on their potential to emit TACs. If it is determined that the sources
would be considered a major source of TACs, T BACT would be implemented to
reduce emissions (such as through process changes or control equipment
incorporation) to ensure a level of control that, at a minimum, is no less stringent than
new source maximum achievable control technology. If the implementation of TBACT would achieve the required level of control, then SMAQMD would deny the
required permit. As a result, impacts associated with exposure of sensitive receptors
to substantial toxic air emissions from stationary source operations would be less
than significant.
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The placement of sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a major roadway (Highway
50, Business 80, or I-5) could expose sensitive receptors to high levels of TAC.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-5 would require sensitive receptors to be
placed as far as possible from major roadways. However, the proposed CCSP does
not provide for the location of a new school in the vicinity of a major roadway.
Please see Response to Comment A8-24 regarding the consideration of schoolrelated travel in the analysis of transportation impacts, and Response to Comment
A8-25 regarding analysis of air quality impacts related to school facilities.
A8-28

The commenter is correct that the CCSP Draft EIR evaluates whether the proposed
CCSP would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality
plan. However, the commenter incorrectly states that the analysis does not provide a
meaningful basis from which decision-makers and the public can review and analyze
impacts. As stated in the CCSP Draft EIR section 4.2, Air Quality, the proposed
CCSP would be consistent with the land uses (and transportation network) used to
develop SACOG’s MTP/SCS. The 2013 Revisions to the Sacramento Regional
8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan prepared and
implemented by SMAQMD is based on the land uses and transportation network in
SACOG’s previous 2012 MTP/SCS. Relevant information from the 2012 MTP/SCS
was incorporated into the 2016 MTP/SCS, including land use assumptions for the
CCSP area. Since the CCSP is consistent with the 2016 MTP/SCS, it would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of SMAQMD’s air quality plans.

A8-29

Contrary to the comment, the CCSP Draft EIR provided a thoughtful analysis of
hazards and hazardous materials related impacts of the proposed CCSP on schools in
section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
The Environmental Setting discussion provides identification of all 15 private and
public schools in the CCSP area, as well as two additional schools within one-quarter
mile of the CCSP area (see Draft EIR pages 4.8-9 to 4.8-10). On page 4.8-16, the
CCSP Draft EIR identifies the following threshold of significance:
•

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school.

Impact 4.8-5 addresses this threshold, and addresses both construction-related and
operational exposures of schools to project-related hazards. Regarding constructionrelated hazards, the analysis acknowledges that “the improper handling and transport
of hazardous materials could result in accidental release of hazardous materials near
schools, thereby exposing school occupants to hazardous materials,” the analysis
goes on to reflect the high level of federal, State and local regulation of the handling,
transport, generation, and disposal of hazardous materials. However, noting the

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-145

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

3. Comments and Responses

regulation-required preparation of Hazardous Materials Business Plans (HMBPs),
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs), and associated Best Management
Practices (BMPs), the Draft EIR concludes that “[b]ecause numerous laws and
regulations govern the transportation and management of hazardous materials to
reduce the potential hazards, this impact would be less than significant.”
Regarding operational effects on schools, the analysis recognizes that “[o]peration of
facilities near schools within the [CCSP] would involve the use of small quantities of
common hazardous materials including paints and thinners, cleaning solvents, and
fuels, oils, and lubricants.” The analysis explains the regulation of transportation of
hazardous materials by the United State Department of Transportation as well as
Caltrans, and that “the preparation and implementation of facility-specific HMBPs
would be required of all businesses that handle, generate, and dispose of hazardous
materials.” In light of the numerous laws and regulations that govern the operational
use of the small quantities of hazardous materials associated with types of housing
and non-residential development anticipated under the proposed CCSP, the Draft EIR
concludes that this impact would be less than significant.
Impact 4.8-11 addresses the potential for the proposed CCSP, in combination with
other cumulative development, to create significant impacts on schools. The analysis
of cumulative impacts concludes that the impacts would be less than significant for
the same reasons articulated above for the project-specific analysis.
A8-30

The comment suggests an inadequacy in the Draft EIR because it does not address
the adverse effects of water quality effects on school districts, including students who
could be exposed to such effects. It them makes reference to flooding impacts, with
page references to section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, that are either incorrect
or non-existent. The reference to page 4.9-6 is to a page in the Regulatory Setting
subsection that summarizes relevant provisions of the federal Clean Water Act. The
reference to page 4.9-50 does not exist as the last page of the section is page 4.9-25.
The Hydrology and Water Quality chapter contains analyses of both regional
flooding as well as water quality effects on groundwater and surface water resources.
Project specific and cumulative flooding impacts are determined to be less than
significant because the CCSP area is located in FEMA Flood Zone X, which applies
to areas of minimal flood hazard outside of the 100-year flood hazard zone (see
Impact 4.9-3, page 4.9-21, and Impact 4.9-6, pages 4.9-23 and 24). This would apply
equally to the schools that exist in the CCSP area. Because the proposed CCSP would
not exacerbate the risk of flooding in the area, including flooding to schools, the
impact was determined to be less than significant.
Construction and operational effects on surface water and groundwater quality are
considered in Impacts 4.9-1, 4.9-2, 4.9-4 (Project-specific), and 4.9-5 and 4.9-7 (see
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Draft EIR pages 4.9-18 through 4.9-25). While acknowledging the potential for
uncontrolled runoff from construction sites, the analysis explains how
implementation of the NPDES General Construction Permit, Stormwater Quality
Improvement Plan, Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership Hydromodification
Management Plan, and other related regulations would reduce the potential for
construction related impacts, concluding that the impact of the proposed CCSP would
be less than significant.
Significant operational impacts on surface waters would be avoided through
implementation of the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento
Region, the City’s Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Code, and 2035
General Plan policies related to hydrology and water quality (see page 4.9-20).
Significant groundwater impacts would be avoided through implementation of the
City’s Standard Specification for Dewatering, the CVRWQCB’s General Dewatering
Permit, and NPDES General Construction Permit BMPs would prevent impacts to
groundwater quality during construction, and during project operation, no dewatering
or use of groundwater would occur within the CCSP area, avoiding any impacts to
groundwater (see Draft EIR page 4.9-22).
The analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR are focused on the effects of the
proposed CCSP on surface and groundwater resources, but to the extent that there
could be water-related effects on people or property, the analyses inclusive of any
potential effects on schools, as well as school students, faculty and staff.
A8-31

The Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of noise effects on noise sensitive uses,
which are defined to include “[r]esidences, motels and hotels, schools, libraries,
churches, hospitals, and nursing homes.” The comment notes some of the features of
schools that make them sensitive to noise, confirming the Draft EIR’s identification
of schools as noise sensitive uses. Because of the previously described incremental
nature of the development anticipated to occur pursuant to the proposed CCSP, it is
would be impossible at this time to attempt to articulate the specific effects of a
future project in the vicinity of one of the SCUSD school sites in or near the CCSP
area. Nevertheless, the mitigation measures that are identified for noise, including
measures 4.10-1 (Construction Noise) and 4.10-2 (HVAC and loading dock noise).
In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.10-4(b) would provide protection to buildings,
including historic buildings, from vibration caused by construction activities pursuant
to the CCSP. Each of these measures was designed to mitigation noise or vibration
impacts to existing or future sensitive uses, such as schools.

A8-32

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate the effects of a project on the physical
environment. More specifically, under CEQA, economic and social effects are
relevant only insofar as they may serve as a link in a chain of cause and effect that
may connect the proposed action with a physical environmental effect, or they may
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be part of the factors considered in determining the significance of a physical
environmental effect. The comment includes no discussion or evidence that suggests
a connection between the impacts on staffing requirements and the physical
environmental effects of the proposed CCSP. Furthermore, it would be speculative at
this time to anticipate staffing levels and operational considerations (e.g., staff hours),
because the location, number and other aspects of future schools are unknown. As
such, there is no basis upon which to require the project to implement the measures
suggested in this comment.
The comment does not suggest or provide evidence that economic impacts on the
school district might somehow result in urban decay. With up to 7 million square feet
of non-residential space and up to 13,400 residential units, the proposed CCSP would
generate substantial increases in property tax revenue, a large portion of which would
go to the SCUSD.
For a discussion of traffic impacts, please see Responses to Comments A8-21
through A8-23.
A8-33

Curriculum is not a physical attribute of the environment, and the comment provides
no evidence to suggest that curriculum is connected to or otherwise related to a
physical change in the environment. As such, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131, this issue is not therefore subject to CEQA analysis. Furthermore, the
curriculum and programs that may be offered at a school or schools serving project
children has yet to be determined, so it would be speculative to discuss whether such
programs could have impacts on the environment beyond the impacts already
discussed in the Draft EIR. Please also see Response to Comment A8-1 for a
discussion of CEQA’s consideration of social and economic effects, such as effects to
curriculum.

A8-34

Please see Responses to Comments A8-4 and A8-5 related to student enrollment and
related impacts of the proposed CCSP. Please also see Response to Comment A8-1
regarding the statutory mandate establishing that impacts on school facilities are fully
mitigated by payment of developer fees applies to both existing plus project and
cumulative analyses.

A8-35

Please see Responses to Comments A8-7 through A8-9 regarding the capacity of
school sites. Please also see Responses to Comments A8-21 through A8-23 regarding
the analysis of transportation impacts associated with school-related travel. Although
vague, the reference to other impacts associated with transfer of students between
schools is noted. The City believes that the issues referred to by this comment are
social and economic in nature. Please see Response to Comment A8-1 for a
discussion of the role of social and economic effects under CEQA.
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A8-36

The City concurs with the comment’s summary of the basic requirement for analysis
of a range of reasonable alternatives in an EIR, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6. However, the comment’s assertion that the EIR fails to meet these
requirements is incorrect.
The comment’s single critique of the range of alternatives is the lack of an alternative
“involving reduced density or any similar reduced scope or intensity.” Comparison is
drawn to a case involving a general plan EIR which failed to address reduced density.
Differentiating the CCSP Draft EIR from the case cited in the comment, rather than
being an EIR on a general plan, the CCSP EIR addresses a proposed specific plan
that would implement the policy direction of the City’s existing 2035 General Plan
EIR. As noted by the comment, an EIR is required to explain the basis for
alternatives that were not considered. Thus, on pages 6-4 and 6-5 of the Draft CCSP
EIR, the following explanation is provided for why a “Smaller/Less Growth
Alternative” was not considered in the EIR:
…the Smaller/Less Growth Alternative would fail to accommodate the amount of
growth projected under the 2035 General Plan and SACOG 2016 MTP/SCS,
which would tend to push growth outward from the City core into more suburban
areas. This growth would result in higher vehicle miles traveled (VMT), relative
to the per capita and per employee VMT estimated under the proposed [CCSP],
and would be inconsistent with [CCSP] objectives. Concomitant effects triggered
by increased per capita and per employee VMT would be increased criteria
pollutant emissions and greenhouse gas emissions, increased loss of prime
farmland and habitat for special status species, increased water demand,
increased energy demand, and the like.
The Smaller/Less Growth Alternative would be inconsistent with some of the
most basic objectives of the proposed [CCSP], including (1) encouraging growth
in the City inward and fostering infill development, (2) protecting important
environmental resources and ensuring long-term economic sustainability and
health, (3) creating housing in downtown consistent with the 2035 General Plan,
and (4) diversifying downtown employment opportunities. Because the
Smaller/Less Growth Alternative would fail to meet some of the most basic
objectives of the proposed [CCSP] and would exacerbate a wide range of
environmental effects on a regional basis, it was dismissed from further
consideration.
Because the fundamental goal of the proposed CCSP is to facilitate implementation
of the 2035 General Plan growth for the CCSP area, and because reduction in density
in the urban core of Sacramento would exacerbate the adverse environmental impacts
of future growth in the City and the region, the City of Sacramento determined that
such an alternative was not appropriately included in the range of alternatives
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addressed in the EIR. In order to address some of the adverse impacts of the density
and intensity of development, the CCSP Draft EIR did include consideration of an
alternative that would achieve the planned level of growth in the CCSP area but with
lower heights and densities on individual parcels (see Alternative 2: Reduced Heights
Alternative, CCSP Draft EIR pages 6-14 through 6-17).
The CCSP Draft EIR provides the range of reasonable alternatives required under
CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) and (f).
A8-37

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) states that “[t]he EIR shall discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific
plans, and regional plans.” The CCSP Draft EIR includes a discussion of the project’s
consistency with Goal ERC 1.1, and specifically policies ERC 1.1.1 through ERC
1.1.4 in the 2035 General Plan. Policy ERC 1.1.1 requires the City to work with
school districts to provide schools and school sites in neighborhoods they serve.
Policy ERC 1.1.2 requires the City to assist in the reservation of school sites and
establishes locational criteria for schools that relate to accessibility, safety, and
compatibility with adjacent uses. Policy ERC 1.1.3 requires the City to work with the
school districts to explore use of smaller sites and higher intensity facilities (multistory buildings). Finally, policy ERC 1.1.4 requires the City to work with school
districts to explore opportunities for joint use facilities.
The Draft EIR states that “[t]he Proposed [CCSP] would ensure adequate attendance
of schools within the plan area to meet capacities within the plan area. Consistent
with Policies ERC 1.1.1 through ERC 1.1.3, developers for all of the entitled projects
would coordinate school needs with SCUSD to achieve optimum school siting. In
addition, developers would pay the appropriate fees and consult with the two school
districts to ensure adequate school needs are met.” Related to policy ERC 1.1.4, the
CCSP Draft EIR discussion notes that “[a] joint-use facility could be developed if
consistent with the type of school that would be developed in the [CCSP] area.” The
overall conclusion in the CCSP Draft EIR is that the proposed projects would be
consistent with each of the 2035 General Plan goals and policies related to the
provision of public school services.
Given that the proposed CCSP would ensure that all development in the CCSP area
pays school impact fees at the same level as development from other parts of the
community that generate students at a higher rate than in the CCSP area, funds would
be made available to support school facilities for students within the CCSP area as
well as in other parts of the SCUSD service area, promoting access to educational
services for students throughout the District. Therefore, the CCSP would not result in
inequity with other students.
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A8-38

ERC 1.1.1 through 1.1.4 are 2035 General Plan policies that call for the City to
coordinate and cooperate with the school district in long range planning for school
facilities, and ensuring that school locations take into account student safety and
other relevant considerations. As General Plan policies these identify relevant
aspirations and goals, and the Draft EIR has adequately identified and discussed the
applicable policies (see discussion on pages 4.11-32 and 4.11-33).
The SCUSD assertions regarding communication relating to the project in question
are, in the City's view, inaccurate in terms of the City's commitment to supporting the
school district's efforts to provide adequate facilities and safe locations for schools.
As is described in Response to Comment A8-6, the City engaged in substantial
coordination and multiple meetings with the SCUSD during the development of the
proposed CCSP and the CCSP Draft EIR. To the extent feasible, the City reflected
the input from the SCUSD in the policy framework including in the proposed CCSP,
including the requirement for ongoing coordination between the City and the
SCUSD, and the requirement for annual monitoring of school enrollment from the
CCSP area. Other suggestions of the SCUSD staff, including (1) realignment of the
boundary between the SCUSD and the Twin Rivers USD, (2) reservation of a site for
a new school within the CCSP, including conversation of public parkland for a new
school, and (3) imposition of higher school impact fees were deemed infeasible by
the City. The realignment of school district boundaries is not within the City’s
authority. The reservation of a site within the CCSP is considered not practicable in
that the development pursuant to the CCSP will be undertaken by private entities, and
not the City. The City does not own land that is currently available or would meet the
requirements for school siting. The conversion of parkland in the CCSP area would
adversely affect park resources and is not considered feasible by the City at this time.
Finally, the City determined that imposition of new and separate fees to augment the
SCUSD’s fee structure would be contrary to the goals of the plan to facilitate housing
development in the CCSP area and achieve the Mayor’s Housing Initiative and goals
of the 2035 General Plan.
The Draft EIR adequately identified the issues raised by the school district, and
reasonably concluded that the project as proposed is consistent with the 2035 General
Plan goals and policies cited by the school district. No further response is required.

A8-39

The comment is noted. The school policies of the proposed CCSP are intended to
promote long-term coordination between the City, SCUSD, and the development
community to ensure the provision of high quality schools to meet the needs of future
residents of the CCSP area. Because the impacts related to schools are considered to
be less than significant, these policies are not intended to be CEQA mitigation
measures. Please see Response to Comment A8-6 regarding schools-related policies
of the proposed CCSP. Please also see Response to Comment A8-37 and A8-38 for
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additional discussion of the relationship between the proposed CCSP and the schoolrelated policies of the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan.
A8-40

The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments A8-1 through A8-39. As
is the City’s procedure pursuant to Title 17 of the City Code (Planning and
Development Code), each application for a project under the proposed CCSP would
be reviewed for compliance under CEQA. Such compliance could be in the form of a
CEQA Exemption, a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an
Environmental Impact Report; the proper form of CEQA compliance would be based
on the specific characteristics of the project proposed, and the adequacy of the CCSP
EIR in disclosing the adverse physical environmental impacts of the proposed
project. There is no need to include specific language in the proposed CCSP or CCSP
EIR to require such review for CEQA compliance because it is already required
pursuant to State and City laws and regulations.

A8-41

As described above, the City has determined that the physical environmental impacts
related to the provision of school services that would result from the implementation
of the proposed CCSP would be less than significant. As such, there is no need and
no basis for the imposition of mitigation measures. Pursuant to Guideline Section
15126.4(a)(2), mitigation measures must be “fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.” Further, pursuant to
Guideline Section 15126.4(a)(4), mitigation measures must be consistent with
requirements of the United States Constitution that there be an “essential nexus”
between the measure and the impact, and that the measure be “roughly proportional”
to the impacts of the project. Because the impact was determined to be less than
significant, the City is prohibited from imposing measures such as that suggested by
the SCUSD.
As is described in Responses to Comments A8-6 and A8-17, the City recognizes the
importance of schools as an amenity in the community, and remains committed to
working collaboratively and in coordination with the SCUSD to ensure that high
quality public education is available to future residents in the CCSP area. The
combined effect of the City’s 2035 General Plan policies ERC 1.1.1, 1.1.2, and 1.1.3,
and proposed CCSP policies CA 2.1 through CA 2.5, provides a sufficient framework
to meet the concerns of the City and SCUSD regarding the provision of school
resources for future growth.

A8-42

The comment is noted. Please see Responses to Comments A8-1 through A8-5, A8-7
through A8-16, and A8-18 through A8-31 for discussion of the evaluation of physical
environmental impacts of the proposed CCSP in the CCSP Draft EIR. In summary,
the City has addressed all of the potential physical adverse effects of the proposed
CCSP and disclosed those in the CCSP Draft EIR. As noted in Responses to
Comments A8-6 and A8-17, the City has previously engaged in, and remains
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committed to, active coordination with the SCUSD to ensure the availability of high
quality education for existing and future residents of the CCSP area. The City has
committed to continuation of such coordination throughout the implementation of the
proposed CCSP, and has reflected as such in the school-related policies of the
proposed CCSP.
A8-43

The comment is an attached copy of a Schoolsite Planning and Site Evaluation
Checklist prepared and copyrighted by the law firm Lozano Smith Attorneys at Law.
It provides a summary of a large number of state requirements that affect the
identification and selection of new school sites. As noted on the first page, the list
excludes most CEQA and eminent domain requirements. The attachment was
referred to in Comment A8-11, and is addressed in Response to Comment A8-11.
Because the attachment does not address any specific aspect of the CCSP Draft EIR,
no further response is possible.

A8-44

The attachment is a SCUSD Developer Fee Justification Report, prepared in
September 2015 for the SCUSD Board of Education by SCI Consulting Group. As is
stated on page 4.11-29 of the CCSP Draft EIR, the City would impose on all future
development within the CCSP area any and all school impact fees that have been
adopted by the SCUSD. The attached Developer Fee Justification Report provides
the basis for the current fee, and it is expected that updated versions of the attached
report will be prepared by the SCUSD over time, and may result in updated fees that
the City would apply at the time of a project approval in the CCSP area. There is no
further discussion of the relevancy of the attached report to the Draft CCSP EIR.

A8-45

The attachment is proposed language for the CCSP EIR. As discussed in Response to
Comment A8-4, the City received written correspondence from the SCUSD on
September 12, 2017, and has considered this language from the SCUSD.
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11/8/2017
SENT VIA EMAIL
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
Email: srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org
Subject:

SMAQMD comments on the draft City of Sacramento Downtown Specific Plan
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Johnson,
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (District) thanks you for the opportunity
to comment on the Notice of Availability for the Downtown Specific Plan Draft EIR Plan (DSP). District
comments follow:
1. Consider including CEQA analysis and authorization of projected bicycle lanes on every street
within the Downtown Specific Plan area. District staff do not anticipate that every roadway
within the plan area will the will need a protected bikeway; however we encourage the City to
include full CEQA review of all potential facilities within the DSP as a means of expediting
implementation of cyclist-protective facilities on individual corridors within the plan area in the
future.

1

2. Mitigation measure 4.2-5 requires the City to implement health protective measures within 500
feet of Major Roadway(s). The District recommends including rail-lines in the list of sources
requiring health-protective design features.

2

3. All projects are subject to District rules in effect at the time of construction. A complete listing of
current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by calling (916) 874-4800. A copy of the current
District rule statement is attached to this letter.

3

Please contact me (916) 874-2694 or jhurley@airquality.org with any questions.
Sincerely,

-JJ Hurley
Joseph James Hurley
Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst
Land Use & CEQA section-Communication, Land Use & Mobile Sources Division
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

Letter A9

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
jhurley@airquality.org
916.874.2694

Letter A9

ATTACHMENT
SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement (revised 1/2017)
The following statement is recommended as standard condition of approval or construction document
language for all development projects within the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD):
All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules in effect at the time of construction. A complete listing of
current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by calling 916.874.4800. Specific rules that may relate
to construction activities or building design may include, but are not limited to:
Rule 201: General Permit Requirements. Any project that includes the use of equipment capable of
releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require permit(s) from SMAQMD prior to equipment
operation. The applicant, developer, or operator of a project that includes an emergency generator,
boiler, or heater should contact the SMAQMD early to determine if a permit is required, and to begin
the permit application process. Other general types of uses that require a permit include, but are not
limited to, dry cleaners, gasoline stations, spray booths, and operations that generate airborne
particulate emissions.
Portable construction equipment (e.g. generators, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment, etc.)
with an internal combustion engine over 50 horsepower is required to have a SMAQMD permit or a
California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration (PERP) (see Other Regulations below).
Rule 402: Nuisance. The developer or contractor is required to prevent dust or any emissions from
onsite activities from causing injury, nuisance, or annoyance to the public.
Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust emissions from earth
moving activities, storage or any other construction activity to prevent airborne dust from leaving the
project site.
Rule 414: Water Heaters, Boilers and Process Heaters Rated Less Than 1,000,000 BTU PER Hour. The
developer or contractor is required to install water heaters (including residence water heaters), boilers
or process heaters that comply with the emission limits specified in the rule.
Rule 417: Wood Burning Appliances. This rule prohibits the installation of any new, permanently
installed, indoor or outdoor, uncontrolled fireplaces in new or existing developments.

Letter A9

Rule 442: Architectural Coatings. The developer or contractor is required to use coatings that comply
with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule.
Rule 453: Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials. This rule prohibits the use of certain types
of cut back or emulsified asphalt for paving, road construction or road maintenance activities.
Rule 460: Adhesives and Sealants. The developer or contractor is required to use adhesives and
sealants that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule.
Rule 902: Asbestos. The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of any regulated
renovation or demolition activity. Rule 902 contains specific requirements for surveying, notification,
removal, and disposal of asbestos containing material.
Other Regulations (California Code of Regulations (CCR))
17 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 1, Subchapter 7.5, §93105 Naturally Occurring Asbestos: The developer or
contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of earth moving projects, greater than 1 acre in size in areas
“Moderately Likely to Contain Asbestos” within eastern Sacramento County. The developer or
contractor is required to comply with specific requirements for surveying, notification, and handling soil
that contains naturally occurring asbestos.
13 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 5, Portable Equipment Registration Program: The developer or
contractor is required to comply with all registration and operational requirements of the portable
equipment registration program such as recordkeeping and notification.
13 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 9, Article 4.8, §2449(d)(2) and 13 CCR, Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1,
§2485 regarding Anti-Idling: Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes. These apply to diesel powered off-road equipment and on-road
vehicles, respectively.
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Letter A9
Response

A9-1

JJ Hurley, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD)
November 8, 2017

The commenter requests that the CCSP consider including CEQA-level review of
protected bicycle lanes on every street within the Plan area. The commenter mentions
that bike lanes on every roadway within the Plan area is likely not necessary, but
would be helpful to streamline potential facilities in the future.
The goals and policies in Section 3.9 Mobility of the CCSP reflect a layered network
approach to proposed improvements to the transportation system. Specifically, Policy
M.3.1 of the CCSP aims to “promote safety and efficiency for all travel modes by
prioritizing modes by block, [and] minimizing conflicts between competing modes
on high volumes (transit, bike, motor vehicle) routes.” The layered network approach
described in Policy M.3.1 is a holistic method of improving the transportation system
for all modes. Therefore, the CCSP does not attempt to provide designated bicycle
facilities on every street within the Plan area, but rather identify select corridors to
facilitate and improve bicycle travel and connectivity.

A9-2

The comment advises that SMAQMD recommends the addition of rail lines to the list
of sources requiring that health-protective design features be added to projects within
500 feet of those sources. The comment recommends that this language be added to
Mitigation Measure 4.2-5. The City acknowledges that rail lines are sources of TAC.
However, as described in the analysis for Impact 4.2-5, based on the California
Supreme Court ruling in CBIA v. BAAQMD, the City is not required to analyze the
effects of existing environmental conditions on the residents of new residential
developments, constructed pursuant to the CCSP.

A9-3

The comment advises that all projects developed pursuant to the CCSP are subject to
District rules in effect at the time of construction, and provides information regarding
the availability of current SMAQMD rules. This comment, while noted, does not
require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.
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Letter A10

2
(cont.)
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Letter A10
Response

Jefferey Morneau, California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans)
November 13, 2017

A10-1

The commenter specifically references Comment A5-2, which the commenter
submitted on November 3, 2017. No further response is required.

A10-2

The commenter rescinds Comment A5-2. The commenter clarifies that all study
freeway off-ramp queueing would remain within available storage under cumulative
conditions, with off-ramp queues decreasing with the project at some locations. No
further response is required.

A10-3

The commenter correctly states that the commenter will have the opportunity to
review and comment on individual development projects within the Plan area, along
with associated environmental documents, when they are proposed.
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Letter O1
Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association (BPNA)
November 4, 2017
To: Scott Johnson, Community Development Environmental Planning Services
RE: Downtown Specific Plan & Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Johnson,
Thank you for your intense efforts in this ambitious endeavor. The Boulevard Park Neighborhood
Association Board of Directors do have concerns and suggestions that we hope can be considered and
incorporated in the final Ordinance.

1

First is the name- we suggest changing it to the "Central City Specific Plan" as it incorporates both the
Downtown and Midtown districts both of which have distinct characteristics that we believe should be
maintained and encouraged.
We are also extremely concerned about the transition heights being proposed in the Ordinance between
the new proposed height limit of 85 feet in the General Commercial Zone (C-2) and existing residential
zones. We note that the properties in Multi Unit Dwelling Zones R-3 & R-3A (of which we have many in
Boulevard Park) are not included in these height transition zones. We request that, in exchange for the
increase to 85 feet in the C-2 zone, that R-3 and R-3A Zones be included in the Transitional Height
Requirement.

2

Another concern we have is that FAR 20% deviation limits that are in the EIR are not included in the
Draft Ordinance. We request that, to ensure consistent development standards that match with density
and intensity standards laid out in the EIR, the FAR deviation language from the draft EIR be included in
the Ordinance so FAR standards can be enforced.

3

We also request that the city clarify that Land Use Policy 5.1 reinforces "consistent development
standards" and remove the word “flexibility” as "flexible" contradicts "consistent", and that the Ordinance
language under "Related Purpose and Intent", item 4, replace the word “Flexibility” with “Consistent” to
ensure the Plan and Ordinance are internally consistent.

4

Finally, the BPNA spent many hours reviewing and discussing the Preservation Commission's
Ad Hoc Committee's reports re: infill development in our historic districts and fully support their
well- considered findings and recommendations. It appears, though, that staff is still
recommending that, in opposition of the Planning and Design and Preservation Commissions
5
recommendations, matters involving infill in historic districts devolve to the Director's Level,
precluding neighborhood input. We are requesting that the City Council reverse this decision until Infill
Standards for Historic Districts (which the Preservation Commission is currently working on) are enacted
by Ordinance and added to the Planning and Development Code.
We fully understand the need for more housing, and support infill projects that are well considered and
that add to, not destroy, the fabric of our historic neighborhoods. Modifying the draft DSP is imperative to
the positive future for our built city, and we hope that our elected and employed leaders hear our voices.
Thank you for your consideration,
Eric Knutson, AIA, Preservation Chair, BPNA Board of Directors
Margaret Buss, BPNA Board of Directors
Liz Edmonds, BPNA Board of Directors
David Herbert, BPNA Board of Directors
Marjorie Duffy, BPNA Board of Directors
Ty Dockery, BPNA Board of Directors

6

3. Comments and Responses

Letter O1
Response

Eric Knutson, Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association (BPNA)
November 4, 2017

O1-1

The comment requests that names of the DSP and DSP EIR be changed. The names
of the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Specific Plan EIR have been revised
to be the Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) and Central City Specific Plan EIR
(CCSP EIR).

O1-2

Please see Master Response 1 for a discussion of height limits and transitional zones.

O1-3

Please see Master Response 1 for a discussion of maximum floor area ratios.

O1-4

The comment provides suggested revisions to CCSP Policy LU 5.1. The City does
not intend to change the language of CCSP Policy LU 5.1. This comment, while
noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of
significance.

O1-5

The comment expresses opposition for the change in process that would have infill
developments in historic districts reviewed only at the Director level removing the
Preservation Commission from the process. The BPNA notes that they would not be
opposed to the change after the Infill Guidelines are enacted by Ordinance and added
to the Planning and Development Code. Please see Master Response 2 with regards
to Infill Development in Historic Districts/Design Guidelines.

O1-6

The comment advises that the commenting organization supports modification of the
CCSP. The City has made revisions to the CCSP is response to comments received
on the Draft CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not require modification to the
EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-167

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

Letter O2

November 7, 2017
To: Members of the Law/Leg Commission, Councilman Hansen
From: Friends of Capitol Mansions Association membership and Board
Re: EIR for downtown Specific Plan
The members and Board of Friends of Capitol Mansions Association wish
to identify the following areas of concern and potential negative impacts
on historic neighborhoods regarding the Environmental Impact Report for
the Downtown Specific Plan.
1. There is a lack of mitigation measures for historic properties and
districts, despite identified potential impacts to historic properties that
could largely be alleviated by the adoption and encoding into
Ordinance of the Interim Guidelines for Historic Districts soon to come to City Council. To take time
to be thorough would serve us all well.
2. Evaluation of “eligible opportunity site” historic properties is limited and incomplete, including
multiple potentially eligible properties that are mislabeled or ignored.
3. Many individually listed historic landmarks and historic districts are located in the “corridor” areas
identified in the Downtown Specific Plan, and no map showing the location of landmarks was
provided in the DSP materials.
4. The Downtown Specific Plan is confusing in its name, and misleads many to believe it does not
encompass Midtown or other areas of the Central City. Renaming it the Central City Specific Plan
would be clearer.
5. To change historic preservation decisions from Preservation Commission to Director or staff level
severely limits or eliminates opportunity for public notification, comment, and appeal. It is
inappropriate to assign final authority for development in Historic Districts to Planning and Design
Commission, with the Preservation Commission providing only recommendations. To do so means
decisions would be made by a city board that has no subject matter expertise.
6. The DSP contains no language to limit deviations of Floor Area Ratios in cases of “significant
community benefit,” despite its inclusion in the EIR and public presentations. With no maximum
deviation limit, it is impossible to calculate cumulative impact of multiple projects or conform to
required policy elements regarding clear, consistent development standards.
7. Changes to height limits in C2 zones are moderated by setbacks where C2 zones meet R1/R1A or
R2/R2A zones. No such moderations exist when C2 zones abut R3/R3A or R4 zones. Many historic
homes, districts, and most of Midtown will be without zoning protections afforded R1 and R2 areas.
This, despite there is no real difference in the residential nature of these areas, and in spite of the
increase in height limits in C2 zones.
8. Much of the Downtown Specific Plan exists in guidelines that do not have corresponding ordinances,
or ordinances conflict with DSP guidelines. This results in a lack of integrity or consistency in
development or planning, especially in historic districts.
We ask that our concerns be addressed in ordinance language that is clear, concise, and unequivocal in
meaning to the end that historic landmarks, districts, and neighborhoods be able to coexist with modern
developments in Sacramento. Historic resources cannot, once lost, be replaced.
cc: Greg Sandlund, Scott Johnson

1
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter O2
Response

Friends of Capitol Mansions
November 7, 2017

O2-1

The comment expresses opposition to the lack of mitigation measures for historic
properties and districts. Please see Master Response 2 with regards to Mitigation
Measures as well as Design Guidelines.

O2-2

This comment expresses concern with the evaluation of resources on the opportunity
sites. The comment mentions “multiple potentially eligible properties that are
mislabeled or ignored.” Appendix A of the CRSIR includes maps that provide
locations for all of the Opportunity Sites with each site color-coded to identify its
eligibility status. An “N/A” indicates that there were no buildings or structures on the
site at the time of the 2016 survey. “Already listed” on the maps indicates those
resources that are already listed on the National Register of Historic Places,
California Register of Historical Resources, or Sacramento Register of Historic and
Cultural Resources. The Non-Confidential version of the CRSIR was included as
Appendix E in the CCSP EIR. Only historic resources on Opportunity Sites are noted
on the maps. It is unclear which properties are referenced, but the information
provided is accurate and complete to the best of the City’s knowledge given the
parameters of the review as described in each technical document. Please see Master
Response 2 with regards to Identification/Evaluation of Historic Resources on
Opportunity Sites.

O2-3

The comment requests that names of the DSP and DSP EIR be changed. The names
of the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Specific Plan EIR have been revised
to be the Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) and Central City Specific Plan EIR
(CCSP EIR).

O2-4

This comment expresses concern regarding the review process for projects that have
the potential to impact historic resources. City Code section 17.604.100 sets forth the
responsibilities of the Preservation Commission, Preservation Director and
Preservation staff. Any changes to this process that are currently being considered by
the City are not included in the CCSP and are not being analyzed by the CCSP EIR.
Please see Master Response 2 under Identification/Evaluation of Historic Resources
on Opportunity Sites.

O2-5

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios.

O2-6

This comment addresses height limits on adjoining zone districts. Please see Master
Response 1 regarding height limits and transitional zones.
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O2-7

This comment expresses concern that the specific plan contains guidelines that do not
have corresponding ordinances. Please see Master Response 2 for Infill Development
in Historic Districts/Design Guidelines.
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November 7, 2017
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
RE: Public Comment regarding the Downtown Specific Plan EIR
The Board of Preservation Sacramento wishes to identify the following items as potential areas of
concern regarding the Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown Specific Plan. Each item is
addressed in detail on the following pages, including recommended strategies for mitigation,
providing further analysis, or otherwise addressing potential negative impacts on historic properties
and districts.
1. The EIR lacks mitigation measures for historic properties and districts, despite identified
potential impacts to historic properties.
2. Evaluation of potential additional contributors to R Street historic district is flawed due to
consultant’s misinterpretation of Criterion A and Sacramento Register historic contexts.
3. Evaluation of eligible “opportunity site” historic properties is limited and incomplete, including
multiple potentially eligible properties that are mislabeled or ignored.
4. Evaluation of eastern portion of R Street fails to evaluate the properties in context of the
eastern R Street corridor; a separate R Street historic district appears to exist in this area but
was not analyzed by consultant, presumably due to city instructions to only evaluate as
individual properties.
5. Historic landmarks and districts in commercial corridors: Many individually listed historic
landmarks and historic districts are located in the “corridor” areas identified in the Downtown
Specific Plan, and no map showing the location of individual landmarks was provided in the
Downtown Specific Plan materials.
6. Devolution of historic preservation decisions from Preservation Commission to director or staff
level limits public opportunity for notification, comment, and appeal. Inappropriate assignment
of final authority for decisions affecting historic properties to Planning & Design Commission
means decisions are made by a city board without subject matter expertise.
7. Proposed language to limit maximum deviation of Floor Area Ratio to 20% in cases of significant
community benefit is not part of the Plan, despite its earlier inclusion, and frequent mention in
the EIR and public presentations. Without maximum deviation limit, it is impossible to calculate
cumulative impact of multiple projects or conform to required policy elements regarding clear
and consistent development standards, including required density and intensity standards.
8. Changes to height limits in C2 zones are moderated by required setbacks where C2 zones meet
R1/R1A or R2/R2A zones, but not where C2 zones meet R3/R3A or R4 zones. Many historic
districts, and most of Midtown, are zoned R3/R3A, because they are adjacent to C2 zones.
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1.
Lack of mitigation measures for historic properties and districts, despite identified potential
impacts to historic properties. (EIR, Page S-39, 4.4-3): The EIR mentions potential negative and
unavoidable effects to historic districts, but includes no recommended mitigation measures for those
effects. The proposed DSP could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource (per Page S-40, 4.4-5: New construction in proposed DSP area, in combination with other
cumulative development within Sacramento County and the City downtown core, could contribute to
the cumulative loss or alteration of historic built resources.) We consider both of these impacts
potentially significant and thus require mitigation measures. Below are a list of mitigation measures we
recommend for adoption in these areas, adapted from the Preservation Toolkit document sent to city
staff in August 2017:
* Comprehensively survey the eastern portion of R Street (20th Street to 29th Street) for potential
eligibility as a historic district, separate from the existing R Street historic district context, in order to
proactively identify eligible historic resources along the R Street corridor. The EIR evaluation did not
include assessment for a potential district.
* As part of the 20 year span of the General Plan, continue to update historic district surveys within the
Plan area and survey areas within the Plan area for potential historic resources and historic districts. The
long-term result will be clearer identification of historic resources and reduced need for evaluation of
potentially historic sites, as updated surveys proactively identify ineligible properties.
* Implement the 2007 agreement between Code Enforcement department and Preservation Director
diverting 50% of code enforcement lien monies collected to the Historic Places Grant program, a
matching grant intended to provide funds to restore and repair eligible historic buildings.
* Create a special mitigation fund for historic resources based on fines and fees collected when
unavoidable impacts to historic resources occur, such as those that resulted when excavation of
underground sidewalk structures on K Street were required in 2010. These funds can be used to repair
and restore historic properties and historic features in the plan area, via existing programs like the
Historic Places Grant.
* Adopt the Preservation Commission’s interim guidelines regarding infill in historic districts as part of
the city’s Planning and Development Code, as an interim means to address alley infill until subsequent
guidelines specific to historic districts can be implemented.
* Reevaluate the survey of R Street for a potential new historic district east of 20th Street, and
reevaluate and expand the historic context of the R Street corridor to include a later period of
significance, recognizing use of the R Street corridor via railroads and trucks through the 1960s.
* Add required setbacks/height limits in C2 zones adjacent to R3/R3A zoned properties within the
Downtown Specific Plan boundaries.
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2.
Evaluation of potential additional contributors to R Street historic district is flawed due to
consultant’s misinterpretation of National Register Criterion A, California Register Criterion 1,
Sacramento Register Criterion I, and Sacramento Register historic contexts. Consultant’s analysis
suggests that city is ignoring industrial historic context despite R Street’s historic role as an industrial
corridor. (EIR Appendix E, Cultural Resources Data, Cultural Resources Survey and Inventory Report. DPR
523 Forms)



*The overly strict evaluation criteria, due to the project’s constrained scope of work, resulted in a report
that found no new properties eligible for inclusion in the Sacramento Register or the R Street Historic
District that were not already listed historic properties, including the finding that the eastern half of the
Perfection Bakery building (a listed Sacramento landmark) is not eligible to be part of the R Street
historic district, while the western half of the same building (also an individual landmark and physically
attached to each other) is eligible for inclusion in the R Street historic district, with no explanation given
for the discrepancy.
* The consultant incorrectly cites National Register Criterion A. According to National Register Bulletin
15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, Page 12, Criterion A, Events, reads: “A
property can be associated with either (or both) of two types of events: A specific event marking an
important moment in American pre-history or history, and, a pattern of events or a historic trend that
made a significant contribution of a community, a State, or the nation.” The evaluator incorrectly
describes this criterion on DPR forms (e.g., Page 2 of 3 of evaluation of 1800 24th Street) as: “Criterion
1/A recognizes properties associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. The
property must also (emphasis added) have an important association with the event or historic trends—
mere association with historic events or historic events or trends is not enough to qualify.” This
implication that a property must be significant with broad patterns and specific events, rather than
being associated with broad patterns or specific events, is an overly strict interpretation of Criterion A.
* Similarly, California Register Criterion 1 does not require association with specific events at all: per
California Code of Regulations 4852(b)(1), Criterion 1 is defined as a property that “is associated with
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the
cultural heritage of California or the United States.”
* The City of Sacramento’s landmark eligibility criteria also does not require association with both broad
patterns and specific events; Landmark Eligibility Criteria 17.604.210(A) lists Sacramento Register
Criterion I as “It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of the history of the city, the region, the state or the nation.” Per the consultant’s admission of
their instructions regarding this survey, properties were not surveyed for eligibility as contributors to a
historic district.
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* In testimony to the Preservation Commission on October 18, 2017, consultant Amber Grady of ESA
reported that they were given a very detailed scope by City of Sacramento staff, and directed strictly to
use the existing context statements. This restriction led the consultant to use an unnecessarily narrow
period of significance and criteria for evaluation, excluding potentially eligible resources. Consultant also
reported that they believe there is a larger industrial district on R Street, but it did not fit within the
narrow parameters provided by the City of Sacramento. This recommendation is located in the cultural
resources survey provided by ESA but not included in the EIR appendices. This suggests that the
evaluation of potential historic properties that may be affected by this project on R Street is incomplete
and requires reevaluation for eligibility as resources under CEQA without the restriction on examining
other contexts.
*This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure requiring a redone survey of the
properties in the R Street historic district without limiting the analysis to currently listed historic
contexts. It is not necessary to write an entire citywide historic context to evaluate potential historic
properties on R Street in order to carry out this measure.
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3.
Evaluation of eligible “opportunity site” historic properties is limited and incomplete,
including multiple potentially eligible properties that are mislabeled or ignored. (EIR Appendix E,
Cultural Resources Data, Opportunity Sites Table.) The examples below demonstrate errors in procedure
and evaluation resulting from incorrect interpretation of National Register criteria, exclusion from
consideration due to instructions to ignore properties not eligible under 2035 General Plan historic
contexts, or otherwise incorrectly evaluated by the consultant team. It is not a comprehensive list.
* Consolidated Electrical Distributors, 1800 24th Street, had a railroad spur located along R Street serving
the building directly, and its occupant in the mid-1950s (Valley Paper Co.) was listed as a railroad
customer served by team track in Western Pacific Railroad’s Circular No. 167-E (a document listing
industries served by Western Pacific, Southern Pacific, Sacramento Northern, and Central California
Traction railroads, via direct spur or team track in Sacramento, circa 1955)—document attached.
* Fischer Tile & Marble, 1800 23rd Street: As with CED above, this property utilizes the incorrect
interpretation of National Register Criterion A and California Register Criterion 1 mentioned above.
* 1730 14th Street is identified as having a railroad spur on Quill Alley, disconnected from the R Street
railroad line. However, the DPR form does not explain that Western Pacific Railroad’s railroad line ran
along Quill Alley, and as an industry directly served by rail, is eligible within the historic context of
railroading in Sacramento.



* 915 R Street is identified as associated with “Goodwill Tire & Rubber”; incorrectly labeled, the name of
the company is Goodyear. See comments below re Goodyear Tire & Rubber.
* Goodyear Tire & Rubber, 925 R Street/1724 10th Street was served by the adjacent railroad and built
within the R Street Historic District’s period of significance. The consultant considered it ineligible
because the property was not directly associated with product development or manufacturing, which
took place elsewhere, but does not evaluate the property within its local context on R Street, specifically
within the R Street Historic District’s established historic context, which considers the transition from
railroads to trucks, running on rubber wheels such as those supplied by this warehouse, to be a
significant event ending the district’s initial period of significance.
* This concern could be addressed via mitigation measures re-surveying the properties along the
eastern portion of R Street and other industrial properties between Q and S Streets as potential
contributors to either the R Street historic district or a new eastern R Street historic district with a
separate context.
* Other eligible Mid-century Modern resources on opportunity sites should be compared to the
pending Mid-century Modern Survey of Sacramento for evaluation as historic resources within the
established Mid-century Modern historic context generated as part of that survey document, and
other eligible criteria.
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4.
Evaluation of eastern portion of R Street fails to evaluate the properties in context of the
eastern R Street corridor; a separate R Street historic district appears to exist in this area but was not
analyzed by consultant, presumably due to city instructions to only evaluate as individual properties.
* The consultant did not evaluate R Street for potential historic districts, despite the fact that the
regulatory framework of the Environmental Impact Report considers properties potentially eligible for
inclusion as historic districts to be historic properties. Thus, the evaluation of cultural resources, limited
(per consultant’s scope of work) to evaluation as individually eligible properties, is legally insufficient.



*This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure re-surveying the properties in the
eastern portion of R Street for potential eligibility as a historic district with a period of significance
extending through the 1960s and the end of freight railroad service, adding the context of distribution
by truck and team track (in addition to direct railroad service) as part of the industrial district’s
statement of significance.
5.
Historic landmarks and districts in commercial corridors: Many individually listed historic
landmarks and historic districts are located in the “corridor” areas identified in the Downtown Specific
Plan, and no map showing the location of individual landmarks was provided in the Downtown Specific
Plan materials.



* This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure requiring updating and revision of
central city historic property surveys as a DSP goal in the area of historic preservation.
6.
Devolution of historic preservation decisions from Preservation Commission to director or
staff level limits public opportunity for notification, comment, and appeal. Inappropriate assignment of
final authority for decisions affecting historic properties to Planning & Design Commission, with
Preservation Commission providing only an advisory role, means decisions are made by a city board
without subject matter expertise.
*This issue could be addressed via a mitigation measure requiring the adoption of interim historic
district design guidelines immediately, and adopting the Preservation Commission’s
recommendations regarding their concerns about revisions to the Planning and Development Code as
presented to the Preservation Commission and Planning & Design Commission in October 2017.
Attachment: Preservation Commission Ad-Hoc Committee Letter regarding Amending Section
145.156.020 and Various Provisions of Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code Relating to Planning and
Development (M17-016)
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7.
Proposed language to limit maximum deviation of Floor Area Ratio to 20% in cases of
significant community benefit was removed from the Plan at some point between October 12 and 19,
2017, despite its mention in EIR (Page 3-27) and public presentations (October 9, 2017 at City Hall,
Station 5, Urban Design, Land Use & Preservation.) Without maximum deviation limit, it is impossible to
calculate cumulative impact of multiple projects or conform to required policy elements regarding clear
and consistent development standards. Without this limit, it is impossible to determine if a property is
substantially consistent with its land use and urban form designation.
The Draft EIR specifies an amendment to 2035 General Plan land use policy 1.1.10, Exceeding Floor Area
Ratio (FAR), clarifying the policy regarding FAR to allow permitted FAR to be exceeded by 20 percent if
the project provides a significant community benefit, replacing the current policy as interpreted, which
has no maximum limit for FAR. This item was also presented at the October 9, 2017 community meeting
at City Hall, as an element of the Downtown Specific Plan, as part of Station 5. It was also presented to
the City’s Planning and Design Commission on October 12 as part of the staff report in which this 20%
limit on exceeding FAR was described as a General Plan FAR clarification and benefit of the Downtown
Specific Plan. On October 18, city planner Greg Sandlund informed the Preservation Commission that
this was being removed from the Downtown Specific Plan objectives and would be deferred until the
city’s 2040 General Plan update, a process that could take several years.
If there is no maximum limit on FAR deviation, and thus no upper limit on potential development, it is
impossible to calculate cumulative impact of multiple projects within the Downtown Specific Plan. The
DSP’s policy element, LU 5.1, specifies “Maintain clear and consistent development standards and
design guidelines.” If there is no numeric limit on FAR deviation, this standard is impossible to
implement, and the EIR cannot achieve one of its required purposes, to calculate and estimate
cumulative impacts of projects within the Downtown Specific Plan area. It is thus also inconsistent with
the City of Sacramento’s 2035 General Plan EIR. Policy Element LU 5.1 is internally inconsistent; the city
cannot provide clear and consistent development standards that are also unlimited in their flexibility.
LU.5.1 Consistent Standards and Guidelines: Maintain clear and consistent development standards and
design guidelines that are user friendly, remove barriers for Downtown projects, and provide adequate
flexibility to react to changing market opportunities. (Downtown Specific Plan, Page 39)
Standard conditions of approval for projects in the DSP area, which the draft EIR states addresses all
potential impacts, does not include the maximum FAR if there is no way to ensure a maximum FAR for
projects within the DSP boundary, so there are no consistent standards for cumulative impact of
downtown projects. This means the EIR is out of compliance with government code regarding density
and intensity standards.
* This issue could be addressed by including the maximum Floor Area Ratio deviation bonus of 20% in
the Downtown Specific Plan, amending the 2035 General Plan to reflect this maximum FAR deviation,
instead of deferring revision until the 2040 General Plan update, and adding this language to the
ordinance that will be adopted by the City Council regarding the Downtown Specific Plan.
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8.
Changes to height limits in C2 zones are moderated by reduced height limits where C2 zones
meet R1/R1A or R2/R2A zones, but not where C2 zones meet R3/R3A zones. Many historic districts, and
in fact most of Midtown, are zoned R3A.
* Given the proposed increase of height in C2 zoned areas from 65 to 85 feet, or higher with deviations,
the issue of interface between residential neighborhoods is important. The city clearly prioritizes this by
proposing the reduced heights for R1 and R2 zones adjacent to commercial zones, but R3 zones are
excluded.
* Sacramento’s residential districts and historic districts include a mixture of R1, R2 and R3 land use
categories, with R3 being the most predominant. In most cases the built environment in all three zones
includes a mixture of single-family homes, duplexes and multiplexes, and small apartment buildings,
generally ranging from 1-3 stories. Some areas zoned R1 (single family or duplexes) include multi-story,
multi-unit apartment complexes, while some areas zoned R3 (multi-family) include solely single-family,
one-story homes (such as the Bungalow Row historic district.) Based on past central city plans, zoning
decisions between R1, R2 and R3 were based on proximity to commercially zoned areas, not intensity of
built environment. Thus, the R3 zones are generally closest to commercial zones. They at greatest risk
when adjacent to commercial zones, but would lack the protections of R1 and R2 zones, which are
generally farther from commercially zoned areas.
* Historic districts mostly or entirely R3A zoned within the DSP boundary include all three Alkali Flat
historic districts, Mansion Flat, Capitol Avenue, Capitol Mansions, Winn Park, Bungalow Row, 1200-1300
Q Street, 20th & N Street, Fremont Park, Marshall Park, Washington and Washington School, and
portions of Boulevard Park, Southside Park, Poverty Ridge, and Newton Booth historic districts.
Hundreds of individual landmarks are also located in R3A zones. While restricting these height limits to
R3A zoned properties in historic districts, there is so much overlap that applying the same rules to R3 as
R1/R2 is logistically much simpler—see map on next page to see historic districts overlaid with zoning.
*This issue can be addressed by providing the same transition zones in R3/R3A properties as provided
for R1 and R2 zones. Adding this change also meets the DSP’s LU 8.2 regarding transitional heights.
We appreciate this opportunity to provide review and comment, and wish to thank City of Sacramento
planner Greg Sandlund for providing prompt feedback regarding the Downtown Specific Plan.

Garret Root, president, Preservation Sacramento Board of Directors
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Attachment: Diagram showing overlay of historic district boundaries (green lines) with R-1/R-2 zones
(yellow) and R-3A zones (brown) adjacent to C-2 zones (red) within Downtown Specific Plan
boundary. Many of Sacramento’s historic districts contain R-3A zoned properties.
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CHAPTER 9
HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
9.0

Introduction

This chapter presents a very brief overview and description of cultural and historic resources
within the R Street Implementation Area. The assessment is based on existing literature reviews
and previous work. Research was conducted at the California State Library, California History
Room and Government Publications sections, the Sacramento Room at the Sacramento City
Central Library, Sacramento Archives and Museum Collection Center, Sacramento City
Development Services Department, CADA, and on-line resources available through SAMCC,
CADA and the City of Sacramento. Information gathered for the Central City Two Way
conversion Study EIR, Capital Area Plan EIR, and the R Street Urban Design Plan technical
studies were also examined. Field visits were conducted to identify additional historic buildings
not included on current City listings, trace railroad-related features on R Street and examine the
existing streetscape.

9.1

Environmental Setting

The Project Area is located within the City of Sacramento, the largest city in California’s Central
Valley. The valley lies between the Sierra Nevada Mountains on the east and the North Coast
Range on the west. Sacramento is situated on alluvial valley land south of the American River
and east of the Sacramento River. Elevation ranges from about five feet above mean sea level
along the Sacramento and American river banks to about 35 feet in the highest downtown areas.
The average elevation is perhaps 15 to 20 feet above sea level.
The Project Area has always been subject to intermittent flooding. The Federal government
declared the rural areas as “Swamp and Overflow” lands as early as 1853. Until reclamation
occurred in the 1880s about 90 percent of the land surrounding the City of Sacramento was
unusable because of swampy conditions and lack of drainage. The physical environment has
been significantly altered by over 150 years of development, agriculture and use. While once the
area was flat, treeless and subjected to seasonal flooding, today a system of levees, pumps and
siphons has allowed for reclamation and urbanization to occur.
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9.1.1

Cultural Resources

Prehistory and Ethnography

California's prehistory has potentially as great a temporal depth as any comparable region in the
Americas. At present, archaeologists have no firm information about the earliest human
inhabitants of the state. The information that is available, such as the discovery of human
remains on the Channel Islands, indicates that humans have been living in the state for more than
13,000 calendar years. Because of the active and changing geological and environmental
conditions in the state, such truly ancient finds are extremely rare and their discovery locations
cannot be predicted. Within the Great Valley, including the Sacramento region, truly ancient
finds are likely to be deeply buried.
In the Sacramento Region, the first systematic study of the state's prehistoric past was undertaken
by the Sacramento Junior College (SJC) in the 1920s and 1930s. SJC archaeologists were able to
document a consistent picture of the regional archaeological record that extended between four
and five-thousand years into the past. Beyond that time, accumulating sediment from the rivers
and streams and the influence of rising sea levels have buried much of the archaeological remains
that may have been present in the region. For example, artifacts thought to range in age from
7,500 to 8,000 years were recently discovered during archaeological work in downtown
Sacramento at depths of 11 to 21 feet below the surface.
The late prehistoric sites in the Sacramento Region are much better known, and to a degree better
studied and understood than the more remote past. However, much more is still in great need of
study. One example lies in the various kinds of sites and camps that are present in the region.
While large villages and tribal centers are well known and have been the focus of intense study
throughout the twentieth century, smaller sites are far less studied. The reasons for their
existence are poorly understood and archaeological data that could explain this are infrequently
acquired. While the locations of the late prehistoric and ethnographic villages are well known,
little study has been conducted on the locations of such smaller sites.
9.1.2 Ethnography
The Native Americans who occupied the project vicinity at the time of Euroamerican contact (ca.
1830s) are known as the Nisenan. They are also referred to as the Southern Maidu in some
ethnographies. Ethnographers generally agree that the territory occupied by Nisenan speaking
people included the drainages of the Bear, American, Yuba, and southern Feather rivers. Their
permanent settlements were located to avoid flooding on terraces and ridges, and in the
Sacramento Valley on mounds and natural levees along stream courses.
Their villages in the Sacramento Valley were distinguished by locations on mounds or natural
levees and were composed of numbers of circular houses excavated partially into the earth and
roofed with timber, mats and a covering of earth. Several tribal centers are known from the
Sacramento vicinity including Sama, Pusune (Nisipowenan), and Kadema. Recently a Nisenan
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site reported historically as Sa'cum, but unmentioned in ethnographies was indentified in
downtown Sacramento near City Hall. Populations are not very well documented, however
ethnographic estimates suggest from 20 to over 100 persons may have occupied the permanent
villages of the valley.
The Nisenan territorial integrity came under attack with the arrival of John Sutter in 1839.
Encountering hostility from the local Nisenan, Sutter relocated a Plains Miwok village to the
vicinity of Sacramento and relied thereafter on the Miwok for much of the labor he required.
Disease had also severely affected many of the tribes in the Sacramento Valley prior to the arrival
of Sutter. It is believed that perhaps 80 percent of the valley population died in an epidemic,
possibly malaria, accidentally introduced by a fur trading and trapping party from Oregon.
The subsistence practices of the Valley Nisenan relied extensively on the river and marsh
resources that surrounded them. They took salmon and other anadromous fish, collected shell
fish and fished the slow moving sloughs for chub and other freshwater fish. Elk were hunted and
migratory water fowl were netted in the marshes, cattail and reeds collected for food and fabric.
The surrounding plains and the riparian forests along the major and minor streams provided deer
and antelope, as well the critically important acorn and other plant resources. Stone was available
in the cobble bars of the American River but critical minerals such as obsidian had to be acquired
through trade and exchanges of gifts.
9.1.3

Historical Archaeology

Sacramento's history effectively begins in 1839 with the arrival John Sutter, who founded the
colony of New Helvetia on the site of the present City of Sacramento. His aspirations were
rudely terminated by influx of humanity subsequent to the discovery of gold at the saw mill in
Coloma. Since that time the city has continually grown and changed. Early difficulties with
flooding for example lead to the in-filling of the city streets and the burial of the original Gold
Rush era land surface. City growth has continued with effects gradually expanding outward. R
Street, originally the route of the Sacramento Valley Railroad ran along a levee that supported the
Sacramento Valley Railroad at one time. Surrounding land fill and probably some demolition by
the railroad have largely removed evidence of this levee, although adjacent below-grade
structures show that R Street still runs above the historic ground surface.
Historic documents mention use of the local sloughs for the disposal of waste and debris. These
sloughs were filled in the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and the city developed
above them. There is a very good potential that remains of nineteenth century debris may still be
present beneath the more recent fill.
9.1.4 History
R Street is a former industrial corridor and an important route in the California railroad history
(Boghosian 2006; Carol Roland 2007). In the first years of the California gold rush, freight and
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supplies were moved from the ports of San Francisco up the Sacramento River where they were
unloaded and carried by freight wagons to the mining towns in the Sierra foothills. Road were
poor and at times nearly impassable. Planning for a railroad from the Sacramento River to the
foothills began in 1852. The line, planned with an eventual destination of Marysville, was
initially constructed from Sacramento to Negro Bar (Folsom). In January, 1856, the first train of
the Sacramento Valley Railroad (SVRR) left the City of Sacramento and pulled into Folsom
(Carol Roland 2007). The SVRR was sold to the Central Pacific Railroad in 1865 and in 1884
this line, including R Street, became the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR). The tracks along R
Street were kept in operation by the SPRR until 1974.
The R Street corridor had established businesses by 1885; however, it was not until 1903 that the
R Street corridor developed into the City’s principle industrial and warehouse district. By 1911,
the Sacramento Bee announced that Sacramento was becoming a city of factories, and by 1914,
the Sacramento Bee acknowledged that R Street would be developed as an industrial district
(Carol Roland 2007).
9.1.4.1 Historic Local and Regional Background and Context
The following historic context for the R Street Corridor project was prepared using Sacramento
cultural resource specialist Paula Boghosian for the R Street Corridor Implementation Plan
project.
The City of Sacramento surveyed and platted the streets in the City in December of 1848,
including the project area. The project area was some blocks from the early development in the
city, which concentrated around the embarcadero on Front Street and down I and J streets. The
1854 Official Map of Sacramento which was adopted by the City Council, showed buildings
along Front Street from I to R Streets. There were three buildings on Lot 4, on the northeast
corner of Front and R and there was only one other building on R Street on Lot 1, at the southeast
corner of 6th & R (Boghosian 2004).
After it became apparent that winter flooding would be a common problem in the city, citizens
began building levees to protect the City from the waters of the American and Sacramento Rivers.
After a break in one of the levees in the winter of 1852-53, the City decided to alter its levee
configuration and a levee was constructed down R Street all the way to Brighton (near
Sacramento State University today).
In 1854, Theodore Judah surveyed a route for the Sacramento Valley Railroad (SVRR) between
Sacramento and Folsom. In 1855 the SVRR began building its rail lines on top of the R Street
levee. By August 16, 1855, the first trial run was made from Front Street to 17th Street. In
February 1856 the line started operation to Folsom. The SVRR was the first passenger railroad in
California and continued operating even after being subsumed by the builders of the
transcontinental railroad, the Central Pacific, in 1865. The Central Pacific and its successor, the
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Southern Pacific, continued to run trains on the R Street tracks. Today this same alignment is
used by Sacramento Regional Transit’s Light Rail trains (Boghohsian 2004).
An 1857 lithograph Birdseye View of Sacramento showed almost no development south of the R
Street levee and only very sparse growth of houses on the north side. The same type of
lithograph in the 1870 directory showed that houses were then built on the south side of the levee
but development along either side of R Street was still sparse and residential. Up to 1870 and
beyond levees were built along the Sacramento River to the south of Sacramento. The Southern
Pacific actually built most of these levees as they placed their southbound line on top of them as
they built their rail lines toward Stockton. These levees were the first line of defense against
flooding to the south of Sacramento. This seems to have coincided with the construction of the
State Capitol Building (1863-70). From that time onward, development in Sacramento began to
move eastward down I, J, K, L, M and N Streets and to the south as well. This put pressure for a
new levee further to the south of R Street. By 1878 the City approved an updated plan for its
levees and the main levee to protect the city from flooding from the south was the new Y Street
levee (now Broadway). From this time on the R Street levee was no longer necessary (Boghosian
2004).
The R Street levee appears to have been removed between 1888 and 1890. An 1888 picture
[SAMCC 85/24/3014] shows three youths standing on the flank of the levee in front of the
Carlaw Brothers granite works on the southeast corner 10th & R Streets. The berm appears to be
about eight feet in height at that place. An 1890 photograph of the California Winery at 21st and
R showed no berm at that place. The 1890 Birdseye View lithograph shows no indication of a
berm, nor does the 1905 lithograph. These latter two Birdseye View lithographs showed that
residential development continued to increase along R Street, with the houses generally clustered
along the numbered streets with the house fronts facing those streets, rather than R Street.
Among the earliest non-residential uses along R Street were the previously mentioned Carlaw
Works, the winery and a mixed residential and grocery store building built by John Keating on
the northeast corner of 11th & R.
Much of this residential development was occupied by working class Sacramentans, some of
whom worked for the railroads or in other trades. Residential development appeared first along Q
Street between 1885 and 1890. Among them were Portuguese families, many of whom later
attended St. Elizabeth’s Church at 13th and Q streets (built around 1910). Some of the existing
historic residences in the project area were either owned or rented by Portuguese occupants, in a
sense creating a small Portuguese community. Residential development on S Street was delayed
until removal of the levee. This area was largely occupied between 1905 and 1915 and remains
heavily residential to this day.
In 1910 the Western Pacific Railroad arrived in the R Street area. In 1913 the Western Pacific
built their maintenance and repair shops in Curtis Park. Their tracks, in the study area, were
located along the backs of the buildings on the north side of R Street, where they took over the
former east-west alley between Q & R Streets from 8th Street to just east of 19th Street, where they
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curved away to both the north and south between 19th and 20th Streets. The Western Pacific was a
transcontinental railroad, whose main line went north up the Sacramento Valley, through the
Feather River canyon, through Beckwourth Pass and on to Salt Lake City. It serviced San
Francisco, Oakland and the interior cities of the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys (Bogohsian
2004).
Technological developments in transportation and electrical power between 1891 and 1923
sustained Sacramento’s economic growth into the Great Depression. It was during this period
that most of the existing historical buildings in the R Street corridor industrial area were built.
But the new technologies not only created growth, they affected the very design of the buildings,
many of them designed with rail sidings, extensive truck bays, loading docks and automotive
maintenance and repair shops.
The R Street Corridor remained a busy rail corridor until after the Second World War when
trucks finally replaced steamboat traffic. After the Second World War, through rail traffic on R
Street ended. The railroad after that time only ran trains on the line to serve its existing
customers. The post-war building boom in California included highway construction to the
Sacramento area. Some businesses on R Street that were dependent upon truck transportation
looked for cheaper land with better highway access. For instance, by 1952, the Wonder Bread
(Perfection) bakery left its 14th & R site and moved to a new site on Highway 160.
In addition to Boghosian’s history, there are other elements present in the project area concerning
residential and commercial use in the neighbors surrounding the industrialized railroad corridor.
Residential development along Q Street within the project occurred between 1885 and 1895. S
Street developed after the R Street levee was removed, between 1900 and 1910. Today
nineteenth century houses dot the landscape within the Project Area on Q and S Streets.

9.2

Affected Environment

9.2.1

Archaeology

There are no identified prehistoric or historical archaeological sites within the Proposed Project.
Several archaeological resources occur near the project area. Tremaine & Associates compared
historic maps for the R Street Improvement Project. An 1859 map shows swampland near the
City Center. Two long fingers of dry, high ground between branches of swampland occurred in
the project area, one between 9th and 12th Streets and another just east of 15th street extending to
18th Street. In other areas within the City, these areas of high ground are associated with
prehistoric deposits and appear to be a favorable location for prehistoric inhabitants (Tremaine &
Associates 2007).
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Built Environment

The proposed project passes through portions of several City of Sacramento Historic Districts
(Figure 9.1). These districts were defined by the City and created under Ordinance #85-076 on
July 30, 1985. A brief discussion of each district, and the historic properties within them, is
presented below. In addition to these districts, other historic buildings are present throughout the
Project. Information on these is provided following the district discussion.
In all, there are nearly 100 historic resources contained within the Project Area. In addition, there
are other buildings that are not yet 50 years old, the threshold for historical consideration under
CEQA. While not included below some of these will reach the age threshold within the next five
years.
The following discussion includes tables listing the historic properties in each area. As
applicable, appropriate listings are given, including National Register of Historic Places,
California Register of Historic Resources, State Historic Landmarks, State Points of Historic
Interest, and City of Sacramento Preservation listings and registers. Resources listed at the
National level are automatically included in the California Register and local registers. Resources
listed at the state level are included in the City Register.
9.2.2.1 City District #1 – 1200-1300 Q Street
This historic district consists of a two-block row of modest high basement buildings fronting on
Q Street. It is bound by Whitney Avenue on the south, Q Street on the north, 12th Street to the
west and 14th Street on the east. The buildings date from 1885 to around 1910. Mature trees line
the streets, contributing to the historic feel. Other streetscape elements include a sidewalk stamp
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(J.J. Quale/Sac) on the corner of 12th and Q Streets at 1200 Q Street, a sign for the Acme Garage
at 1208 Q, and remnants of a curbside sidewalk and hitching post base at 1330 Q Street. One
cottage faces Whitney Avenue (the alley) and is a rare example of the auxiliary residential streets
(now alleys) that once defined the residential pattern of nineteenth-century Sacramento. This
neighborhood traditionally housed working class families.

TABLE 9-1
Historic Properties within the 1200-1300 Q Street District
Address

Status of Listing*

1200 Q Street

Contributor

1206 Q Street

Contributor, individual
local landmark
Non-contributor,
unevaluated for
individual listing
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor

1885

Contributor
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark

ca. 1910
1887

1208 Q Street

1226 Q Street
1308-10 Q Street
1314 Q Street
1316 Q Street
1318 Q Street
1322 Q Street
1326 Q Street
1330 Q Street
1711 12th Street
1712 13th Street
1714 13th Street
1711 13th Street
1715 13th Street
1712 14th Street
1714 14th Street

Estimated
Date
ca. 1900

ca. 1910

Comments
Morgan Jones Funeral
Home 1948-1960 (African
American owned and
operated business)

Acme Garage
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1897
ca. 1910
ca. 1890
1887
1887
1892
1875

1885-1890
ca. 1890
ca. 1890s
ca. 1910
ca. 1900
ca. 1900
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TABLE 9-1
Historic Properties within the 1200-1300 Q Street District
Address

Status of Listing*

Sidewalk Stamp
Curbside Walk
Hitching Post

Contributor
Contributor
Contributor

Estimated
Date
1890s
1890s
1890s

Comments
J.J. QUALE/SAC
1330 Q Street
Sheared off at sidewalk
level, ring still visible in
concrete

* Unless noted all status refers to Sacramento Register listings at a local level. Federal and state evaluations have not
been completed for the district.

9.2.2.2 City District #19 – Fremont Park Historic District
This district consists of a one-block row of high basement houses, mostly Queen Anne in style,
that front on Q Street facing Fremont Park. Although many of the buildings have been modified,
the gables, spindlework, spacing between houses, historic sidewalks (one stamped), curbside
walks, remnant hitching posts and overlapping mature trees contribute to the cohesive feel of this
small neighborhood. Two Craftsman-style apartments, built after 1910, and an Italianate house
moved to the site in 1901 lend variety to the neighborhood.
TABLE 9-2
Historic Properties within Fremont Park Historic District
Address

Status of Listing*

1500 Q Street

Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Unevaluated
Contributor

1504 Q Street
1501 Q Street
1512 Q Street
1518 Q Street
1522 Q Street
1526 Q Street
1700 16th Street
1710 16th Street
1714 16th Street

Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Unevaluated
Unevaluated

Estimated
Date
1894

Comments
Manuel-Enos, Grocer

1895

1890-1895

George W. Young
Residence

1912
1894
1880
1915

* Unless noted all status refers to Sacramento Register listings at a local level. Federal and state evaluations have not
been completed for the district.
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9.2.2.3 City District #28 – R Street Historic District
The R Street corridor was developed after construction of the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR)
at ground level in 1902. As the first railway line in the West the route of the historic railroad has
always been along R Street. Thus, in the early 1900’s R Street became an industrial core of the
city. According to Carol Roland (2007) and Boghosian (2004) the corridor possesses historical
and architectural significance and meets criteria of the National Register and the California
Register of Historic Resources. The district boundaries have been expanded by recent researchers
to include an area along both sides of R Street from 8th to 18th. Recent development between 18
and 19th and S and R streets has interrupted the historic character of the district.
The R Street district has several defining elements that distinguish it from other areas in the city.
One of the most obvious elements is the mainline rail tracks that exist down the center of R
Street. Although covered with asphalt in some areas, the rail and associated siding tracks that
accessed loading docks and buildings reflect the railroad context and history of the corridor.
Without the railroad the industries that once lined the corridor would not have existed. In several
intersections granite cobblestones are visible on either side of the mainline rails. These cobbles,
placed for stability and for drainage, date to the placement of the SPRR line around 1902 and are
contributing elements of the district. Other railroad features include braces, switches and side
tracks.
The majority of the buildings are large warehouses of brick or concrete built between 1910 and
1946. In general these structures are utilitarian in nature with few architectural details. Windows
are generally metal sash, multiple pane and reflect the industrial nature of the area. Double and
single doors, loading bays, and simple steps with pipe rails also contribute to the character of the
district. Key elements to the industrial nature of the corridor are the loading docks, built to the
height of a train car or truck bed to ease loading and unloading of materials from box cars. The
docks, and the sidings that run alongside, are important elements in the visual image of the
corridor as an industrial district.
In addition to the tracks, docks, and large warehouses there are several other elements that are
essential in capturing the industrial sense of time and place evident in the corridor. First,
sidewalks and street ornamentation are lacking, as expected given the light industry that occurred
within the corridor. Historic photographs indicate that trees were also a rare commodity, other
than on numbered streets. The few trees that appear in historic photos are located along the edge
of the right of way and may have been volunteers. Finally, curbs, gutters, parking and striping is
generally missing along R Street, enhancing the emphasis of rail over automobile along this
historic transportation corridor.

PAGE 9-12


FRQW

Letter O3

R Street Area Implementation Plan EIR

Cultural Resources

TABLE 9-3
Historic Properties within the R Street Historic District
Address

Status of Listing*

918 R Street

Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels

1724 10th Street
1015-1021 R Street
1026 R Street
1108 R Street

1113-1119 R Street
1213 R Street
1409-1413 R Street
1421 R Street
1602 R Street
1700 R Street
1720 R Street
1811 10th Street
1724 11th Street
1801 11th Street
1811 12th Street
1723 12th Street
1730 13th Street
1730 14th Street
1731 17th Street
1800 18th Street

Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Non contributor
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Unevaluated
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels

Estimated
Date
1924
1920, 1946

Comments
McClatchy Newspapers

1917

Goodyear Tire and Rubber
Co., California Furniture
W. P. Fuller Building, Fox
& Goose
U.S. Rubber and Tire
Building
State of California
Warehouse, California
Warehouse Co., CADA
Warehouse
Piggly Wiggly Warehouse

1915

Garage

1913-1914

Perfection Bread Co.,
Wonder Bread Co.
Auto Repair, recent
remodel
Crystal Ice Co.

1917
1907-1908
1914

1945

F. F. Smith Co.
Crystal Ice Store House
Ca. 1910

Krutisik’s Wire Works

ca. 1905
ca. 1903

Residence
Rochdale Building

1945

Firestone Tire Warehouse

ca. 1900
Ca. 1920

Residence
Residence
Electric Supply Co.

1946

Orchard Supply Co.

1950

New Zealand Spring Lamb
Co.
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TABLE 9-3
Historic Properties within the R Street Historic District
Address

Status of Listing*

Sidewalk graffiti

Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Federal, state and local
levels, individually
eligible

Southern Pacific
RR mainline and
sidings

Estimated
Date
1946
1903-1950

Comments
Three places in front of
1724 10th Street
Includes all railroad related
features (rails, stone
curbing)

* The R Street Corridor between 10th and 13th Streets is a proposed National Register of Historic Places district
currently under review by the State Historic Preservation Office. Other buildings within the historic district are
potential contributors to the overall R Street Corridor at a national, state and local level.

9.2.2.4 City District #33 – South Side Historic District
Four residences on S Street and 11th Street are included in the South Side Historic District. The
district is the largest in the City, stretching from Interstate 5 on the west to 16th Street. The area
east of South Side Park represents a blend of modest and larger, more ornate homes mixed with
modern infill and pre-World War II automotive-related structures. The general feeling is that of a
neighborhood in flux, continually building and changing. The mature trees that line S Street are
key in linking the neighborhood. Historic sidewalks, a curbside walkway and a hitching post
base are located in front of 1917 S Street and add to the historic character of that portion of the
district within the Project Area.
TABLE 9-4
Historic Properties within the South Side Historic District
Address

Status of Listing*

1017 S Street
1019 S Street

1820 11th Street

Unevaluated
Sacramento Register,
South Side Historic
District, contributor
Sacramento Register,
South Side Historic
District, contributor
Unevaluated

1823 11th Street

Unevaluated

1025 S Street

Estimated
Date

Comments

On 1895 SB;
ca. 1890s
On 1915 SB;
ca. 1900s

* Unless noted all status refers to Sacramento Register listings at a local level. Federal and state evaluations have not
been completed for the district.
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Non-District Resources

In addition to the four formally adopted districts there are numerous other historic properties
within the Project Area that are not included in a designated district. The majority of these
resources have not been evaluated to date. For the purposes of this study properties over 50 years
of age are considered historic properties under CEQA until they have been evaluated as not
significant.
TABLE 9-5
Other Historic Properties within the Project Area
Address

Status of Listing*

1000 Q Street
1101 S Street
1131 S Street
1211 S Street
1219/21 S Street
1235 S Street
1414 Q Street
1415 S Street
1417 ½ S Street
1417 S Street
1420 Q Street
1611 S Street
1630 Q Street
1700 18th Street
1703 18th Street
1703 19th Street
1706 11th Street
1709 ½ S Street
1709 16th Street
1710 18th Street
1713 10th Street
1714 17th Street
1714 18th Street
1715 10th Street
1715 S Street
1720 Q Street
1733 S Street
1800 Q Street
1805 10th Street
1808 Q Street
1809 19th Street

Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated

Estimated
Date
ca. 1940
ca. 1946
ca. 1900
ca. late 1940s
ca. late 1940s
ca. 1930s

Comments

GE W Ho
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ca. 1905
ca. 1930s
ca. 1910
ca. 1910

Auto Repair
Late 1940s
ca. 1910
ca. 1910
ca. 1910
ca. 1950s
ca. 1910
ca. 1910
ca. 1910s
ca. 1940s

Auto Repair/Alta Plating

ca. late 1940s
Moved to site between
1915 and 1951
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TABLE 9-5
Other Historic Properties within the Project Area
Address

Status of Listing*

1816 15th Street
1815 10th Street
1818 15th Street
1820 15th Street
1831 12th Street

Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
California Point of
Historic Interest,
Sacramento Register
Individual Landmark
Unevaluated
Unevaluated

1831 16th Street
1901 S Street
1913 S Street
1910 Q Street

Estimated
Date

Comments

ca. 1950s

Chan Bakery

St. Elizabeth’s Church

ca. late 1960s
ca. 1920s
ca. 1921
ca. 1910

Machine Shop
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Regulatory Setting

A number of federal and state laws and implementing regulations address cultural resources,
including prehistoric, historic, ethnographic and traditional properties. Federal regulations come
in to force when a project that may have a significant environmental effect is either initiated by a
federal agency or is funded in whole or in part with funds from a federal source. State regulations
come into effect whenever a significant change in the use or architecture of an area may have an
effect on environmental resources of public importance.
9.3.1

Federal Regulations

Two key federal laws address and protect environmental resources including historic resources.
These laws are the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as amended. Under NHPA Section 106 and the implementing
regulations of 36 CFR 800, the proponents of a federal project – that is one initiated or funded
through a federal agency – must evaluate the effects of a project upon cultural resources. In order
to do this, federal regulations require that known and potential cultural resources within the
project's Area of Potential Effects (APE) must be identified. These resources must then be
evaluated under the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and a
determination made regarding whether the resources satisfy the criteria for significance and
integrity. Final determinations of NRHP eligibility are made by the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) in consultation with the lead federal agency. The potential effects of the project
upon any eligible or potentially eligible resource must be then examined. If these effects are
determined to negative, then procedures to mitigate the effects must be implemented.
Another key federal law, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) of 1990 comes into effect where an archaeological or ethnographic resource in which
Native American burials is known to, or may exist, and will, or may be affected by the project.
Under 36 CFR 800 a concerted effort must be made to contact Native Americans knowledgeable
about the traditional history and potential sacred lands and sites within the project APE. If Native
American graves or resources are identified within the project APE, then consultation and
mitigation steps must be undertaken to preserve, protect or mitigate the project's effects upon the
resource. Typically a memorandum of agreement between the interested Native American parties
and the lead agency will delineate the procedures to be followed if burials are encountered.
9.3.2

State Regulations

The principle state law that protects important historic resources is the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended. CEQA is codified in sections 21000 & seq. of the
Public Resources Code of the State of California, while the implementing guide lines are found in
CCR Title 14, Chapter 3, sections 15000 through 15387. CEQA requires state and local agencies
tasked with planning or permitting projects to consider the environmental effects that such
projects may have upon important resources. CEQA recognizes both archaeological resources
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(Section 21083.9) and historic resources (Section 21084.1) as potentially important resources and
project planners have the options of evaluating and mitigating important resources or of avoiding
resources and there by imposing no effects upon the resource. Under CEQA resources that may
not be significant or eligible if evaluated under the criteria of the CRHR for identifying important
resources may be avoided by the project planners, saving the costs of additional research,
evaluation and investigation of the property. Alternatively, if a property cannot be avoided, the
property must be evaluated, and if determined eligible under CRHR criteria, the project's effects
upon the property must be mitigated. Integrity is addressed under the Natural Resources Code
(CCR Title 14, Division 3, Chapter 11.5, Section 4852 (c)) and effectively reiterates NRHP
standards for integrity, but is less stringent permitting for example relocated structures to retain
eligibility for CRHR status.
California state law also includes parallel regulations to NAGPRA within the Public Resources
Code (Sections 5097.993-5097.994) and Healthy and Safety Code (Section 7050.5). Resources
and human remains must be considered as part of the environmental review process. PRC
Section 5097.993 exempts projects that are undertaken in compliance the requirements of CEQA
or NEPA.
California General Plan law requires local governments to prepare a general plan for the future
development of the region for which the government is responsible. The law sets out what
elements are required, and what elements are optional in a general plan. Common optional
elements included in general plans economic, historical resource preservation, recreation, and
community design. Although, optional, an element included in a general plan carries the same
legal force as a required element. With the passage of SB-18 of 2004, the state guidelines for
general plans now include tribal consultation guide lines. These new guidelines require Native
American consultation during the development or modification of general or specific plans. Final
guidelines for Native American consultation were accepted in November 2005 and are now in
force.
9.3.4 City Regulations
Title 17, Ch. 17.134 of the Sacramento City Code provides for the identification and protection of
significant historic resources in the City of Sacramento. The City Council designates by
ordinance structures and historic districts for listing in the Sacramento Register of Historic and
Cultural Resources (Register). This Register classifies individually-listed properties into
“Landmark” structures. Section 17.134.170 of the City Code identifies the specific criteria to be
used for the identification of Landmark structures and historic districts and for the designation
and listing of properties in the Sacramento Register. Approval by the Preservation Commission
and the Preservation Director of applications affecting individually listed structures and
contributing resources in historic districts are based on compliance with the Listed Structures and
Preservation Area Plans and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties. Approval is required prior to issuance of a building permit. Historic
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structures listed in the Sacramento Register must be reviewed under the provisions of the State
Historical Building Code.
Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code states that its highest priority is to encourage restoration
and sensitive rehabilitation of listed structures. Restoration or rehabilitation of listed structures in
the Sacramento Register entitles the development to all benefits provided in the Incentive Zone
established under Section 2.3 of the Urban design Plan. These benefits include, but are not
limited to, one-meeting planning review and priority building permit processing. Eligible
projects may also receive public financial assistance. Secondarily, an alternative design solution
to demolition of a listed structure is to encourage harmonious incorporation into an existing listed
structure into the design of a new development. A project that incorporates this design approach
will also be eligible for the same Incentive Zone benefits found in Section 2.3 of the Urban
Design Plan.
Under Title 17, Ch. 15.134 of the City Code, the City has also established a preservation program
to protect and maintain the character of architecturally, historically and culturally significant
structures and sites within the City of Sacramento. New development is directed toward
achieving compatible new construction that enhances existing historic values rather than
diminishing them. The values of identified Historic Districts and significant historic buildings are
to be protected as significant resources for the general welfare of the public.
Section 17.134.430 of the City Code specifically regulates the demolition or relocation of
buildings or structures that are at least 50 years old and provides for Sacramento Register
nomination review. If a permit is south to demolish or relocate a building or structure that was
constructed at least 50 years prior to the date of application, and that building or structure is not
currently on (or the subject of) a pending nomination, has not been nominated for placement on
the Sacramento Register or reviewed pursuant to Section 17.134 within the past three years, the
permit application must be referred to the City’s Preservation Director to allow the Director to
make a preliminary determination whether the structure should be nominated for placement on
the Sacramento Register.
9.3.5

City of Sacramento Preservation Element

In April 2000, the City of Sacramento adopted a Preservation Element in its General Plan. The
goal of the Preservation Element is “to retain and celebrate Sacramento’s heritage and recognize
its importance to the City’s unique character, identity, economy and quality of life.” The element
is divided into six major goals, each with many policies to achieve the stated goal. Applicable
goals include:
x

Goal A: To establish and maintain a comprehensive citywide preservation program,

x

Goal B: To protect and preserve important historic and cultural resources that serve as
significant, visible reminders of the city’s social and architectural history,
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x

Goal D: to foster public awareness and appreciation of the City’s heritage and its historic
and cultural resources, and

x

Goal E. To identify and protect archeological resources that enriches our understanding
of the early Sacramento area.

9.4

Thresholds of Significance

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G identifies examples
of a significant effect on historic or cultural resources and states that a project will normally have
a significant effect if it will:
x
x
x
x

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in Section 15064.5.
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5.
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature.
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Section 15064.5 defines a significant adverse effect to include any activity which would: (1)
Create a substantially adverse change in the significance of an historical resource including
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired;
and/or (2) alter or materially impair the significance of a historical resource.
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines defines significant historic resources to include:
(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code
SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).
(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k)
of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting
the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be
historically or culturally significant.
(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may
be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency's determination is supported
by substantial evidence in light of the whole record including the following: (A) Is associated
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with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California's history
and cultural heritage; (B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; (C)
Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or (D)
Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant
to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources survey
(meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public
Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.

9.5

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

IMPACT 9.1: Impacts to Archeological Resources
PP

Proposed Project

The proposed project includes several projects which may require trenching, excavation or
subsurface soil disturbance which could affect buried archeological resources. For example,
street improvements, water lines, or transit improvements may require trenching and excavation.
Since the R Street corridor and the Central City in general, are considered to be sensitive areas for
cultural resources, ground disturbance as a result of these activities could constitute a significant
impact.
AA

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing environment and therefore, no impact
is anticipated.
MITIGATION MEASURE 9.1: Impacts to Archeological Resources
1.

An archaeological monitor shall be retained on-site during subsurface
excavations below the current road base between 9th and 12th Streets and
just east of 15th street extending to 18th Street. These areas were historically
high ground and are sensitive for prehistoric remains. The archaeological
monitor shall be authorized to stop work and investigate any subsurface
historic or cultural materials that are exposed by the excavation. In the
event cultural or potentially cultural materials are encountered during
excavation activities work shall cease within 100 feet of the find until an
archaeologist can assess the significance of the find. If the find is
PAGE 9-21


FRQW

R Street Area Implementation Plan EIR

Letter O3

Cultural Resources

prehistoric in nature the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
shall be consulted. Tribal representatives as referred by the NAHC shall be
included in the consultation process. If necessary, further mitigation
measures may be developed and implemented by the qualified archaeologist
and the tribal representative.
2.

If human or potentially human remains are found, the work shall cease
immediately and the County Coroner contacted without hesitation. The
Coroner will notify the NAHC if the remains are determined to be Native
American and the NAHC will notify the person or tribe believed to be the
most likely descendant (CEQA Section 15064.5, Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5, Public Resources Code Section 5097.94 and 5097.98). An
archaeologist and the tribal representative will work with the contractor to
develop a program for re-interment of the human remains and any
associated artifacts. No additional work shall occur in the immediate
vicinity of the find until appropriate actions have been carried out.

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level.

IMPACT 9.2: Construction Period Impacts to Historic or Architecturally Significant
Structures
PP

Proposed Project

The proposed project recommends infrastructure and transit improvements in the R Street Corridor.
R Street transects or is adjacent to several historic districts which include listed or potentially
eligible historic structures. Construction vibration and other activities could adversely affect these
structures. This is a potentially significant impact which can be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with mitigation measures.
AA

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing environment and therefore, no impact
is anticipated.
MITIGATION MEASURE 9.2: Construction Period Impacts to Historically or
Architecturally Significant Structures
The following mitigation measure is recommended for CADA sponsored infrastructure
and transit improvements in the R Street project area.
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1. All equipment used during improvements shall be located a safe distance
from historically significant buildings so any equipment arms or attachments
cannot reach the building. Buffering materials shall be used as necessary
(ex: hay bales stacked three rows high along the faces of the buildings to a
height of six feet to protect the buildings from the equipment operations),
when construction is with 10 feet of a building.
2. A hand-held hydraulic jack hammer shall be used to break existing concrete
into pieces within three feet of building faces. The broken concrete shall
then be removed by hand. The building face shall be protected by a foam
board, generally used for insulation that is a minimum of one-inch thick.
3. Small ride-on machinery shall be used to compact the ground within five feet
of building faces. Hay bales shall be stacked three rows high along the faces
of the buildings to a height of six feet. A vibrator plate tamper shall be used
to compact material within five feet of the building face. The building face
shall be protected with a minimal one-inch-thick foam board.
4. In some areas new concrete walkways will be constructed against the
existing buildings and loading docks. The walkways shall be separated from
existing structures by a 0.5-inch fiber expansion joint. The existing building
faces and loading docks shall be protected with plastic sheeting to prevent
concrete from splattering onto the existing fabric.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level.

IMPACT 9.3: Impacts to R Street Corridor Historic Districts from Housing Projects
PP

Proposed Project

As part of the R Street Corridor Implementation Plan, CADA plans to secure financial and
technical assistance for a number of housing projects in the R Street Project Area. These include
adaptive reuse of historic warehouses, replacement housing and affordable housing development
projects. CADA may provide funding or develop and own new housing or housing in
rehabilitated buildings. In addition, private developers are in the process of preparing adaptive
reuse plans for some of the historically significant buildings (i.e., Crystal Ice Plant) for housing,
parking and commercial stores.
Redevelopment activities could result in the demolition or moving of existing structures or the
significant alteration of a historic structure over the life of a redevelopment plan. Section
17.134.430 of the City Code regulates the demolition of structures that are at least fifty years of
age. The City’s Preservation officer must make a preliminary determination on any buildings that
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are over fifty years old as to whether the structure is eligible for consideration by the Preservation
Commission and the City Council for placement on the Sacramento Register. If structures are
eligible or determined eligible then the protections of Article VI of Section 17.134 apply. New
construction, infilling, demolition and/or adaptive reuse could result in significant impacts to the
R Street Corridor’s industrial setting and to eligible historic structures.
AA

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing environment and therefore, no impact
is anticipated.
MITIGATION MEASURE 9.3: Impacts to Historic Districts from Housing
Projects. The following mitigation measures should be employed for housing projects1
in the R Street Project Area for which CADA is a sponsor or participant:
1. As part of any Owner Participation Agreement (OPA), Disposition and
Development Agreement (DDA) or CADA sponsored project that could
affect any structure or feature over 50 years of age that has not yet been
evaluated by the City’s Preservation Director, the buildings shall first be
evaluated for listing in the California Register of Historic Places and the
Sacramento Register. This evaluation shall occur through the preparation of
State of California DPR 523 forms for each building, photo media
documentation and thorough standard CEQA evaluation.
2. If rehabilitation or all or portions of the structure are possible, adaptive reuse
and rehabilitation plans of existing historic structures shall be designed to
retain the maximum amount of historic fabric. All rehabilitation of historic
structures shall be conducted in light of Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
Treatment of Historic Properties to ensure that treatments will maintain the
authenticity and integrity of the structure and the district. Plans shall be
approved by the City’s Preservation Director and Preservation Commission.
3.

If demolition of any portion of a historic structure cannot be avoided, the
feature or building shall be recorded to HABS/HAER standards prior to
removal. Copies of the HABS/HAER documentation shall be filed with the
City Preservation Director, Sacramento Archives and Museum Collection
Center, the North Central Information Center at Sacramento State
University and the Sacramento Room at the Central Branch of the
Sacramento County Library.

1

Applies to projects which file for City entitlements after certification of this EIR and does not retroactively apply to
projects which have received approval prior to certification of this EIR.
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New construction shall be designed to reflect and blend with the industrial
nature of the R Street Corridor. Design guidelines found in the R Street
Urban Design Plan shall be implemented in new or rehabilitated
construction projects as determined by the Design Review Board. Projects
located within an historic district shall also be reviewed by the Preservation
Commission.

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to but may not reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level insofar as the feasibility of retention and rehabilitation of
all historic structures must be evaluated on a case by case basis, and rehabilitation may not be
feasible in all cases. The above mitigation measures will reduce the potential magnitude of
impacts but, it may not be feasible to reduce all potential impacts to a less-than significant level.
Therefore, the even with mitigation measures a residual unavoidable impact may occur.
IMPACT 9.4: Impacts to Historic Railroad Features
PP

Proposed Project

Within the R Street right-of-way there are a number of railroad related features include tracking,
spurs, cobble and brick work which remains from the historic railroad activities in the area.
There RSAIP proposes four phases of R Street Streetscape improvements2 and water line
improvements are proposed. These improvements include some roadway reconstruction to
accommodate vehicle access and parking, drainage improvement and streetscape enhancement
(benches, sidewalks, lighting, shade awnings, etc.) which could adversely affect features of the
earlier railroad history of R Street. This is considered a potentially significant impact.
AA

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing environment and therefore, no impact
is anticipated.
MITIGATION MEASURE 9.4:
Features

Impacts to Railroad, Siding and Related

The following mitigation measure is recommended for CADA sponsored infrastructure
and transit improvements in the R Street project area.
1. Prior to construction of any streetscape improvements in the roadway of the R
Street Corridor between 9th and 19th Street, a field study by a qualified
historian or historical archaeologist shall be completed to record and document
2

Phase I of the improvements, between 10th and 13th streets, is funded and a separate environmental document is being

prepared for that project.
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in both document and photo media any exposed elements of the rail line.
Documentation shall follow, to the extent possible, procedures outlined by the
National Park Service for a Historic American Building Survey/Historic
American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) report or equivalent.
2. To the maximum extent possible, any tracking and contributing features such
as cobblestones or brick lining shall be left in situ. If presently covered with
asphalt, railing shall be exposed. Uncovered rail shall be left exposed to
maintain the transportation feel of the corridor. Distorted tracks that pose a
hazard to drivers and pedestrians shall be replaced with existing or new rails
from available stock.
3. If realignment of tracks is necessary for drainage, ADA compliance or other
reasons, care shall be taken to maintain the sense of continuity from block to
block in the rails. Reinforcement of the base of the existing main tracks with
adjustments to alignment or elevation shall be completed only when necessary.
The mainline tracks shall be moved no more than two vertical inches or six
horizontal inches. The siding tracks shall be moved no more than six vertical
inches or 12 horizontal inches.
4. If retaining the rail or sidings in situ is not feasible during construction, the rail
and features shall be removed and set aside in the least damaging way. The
contributing features, including tracks, siding, bricks, cobblestone or metal
braces shall be carefully removed and cataloged under the supervision and
oversight of a qualified historian or historical archaeologist and shall be
restored to the street segment in the general alignment in which originally
found. Damaged rails or cobbles shall be replaced in kind.
5. During construction or excavation of the street bed in the R Street Corridor, a
qualified historian or historical archaeologist shall be present to monitor and
identify any subsurface features unearthed. Work shall stop in the immediate
vicinity of the find for recovery of significant features. Any features shall be
cataloged and stored in accordance with Mitigation Measures 9.1.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 9.4(a) would reduce the severity of impacts. However,
because the precise design of street improvements is not available for many sections of the
infrastructure improvements, implementation of the above mitigation measures cannot be
guaranteed to be feasible. Foe example in some cases, railroad tracking and spurs may need to be
removed in order to accommodate underground utilities and drainage improvements. The
mitigation measures above would reduce impacts, however, even with these mitigation measures
it is possible that some historic railroad resources could be altered during construction. For these
reasons, the mitigation measure is recommended, but may not reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level, and therefore, some residual impact may remain. The residual effects would be
unavoidable.
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IMPACT 9.5: Impacts to Historic Character of R Street
PP

Proposed Project

Four phases of R Street Streetscape improvements are proposed. These improvements include
some roadway reconstruction to accommodate vehicle access and parking, drainage improvement
and streetscape enhancement (benches, sidewalks, lighting, shade awnings, etc.). Phase I of the
improvements, between 10th and 13th streets, is funded and a separate environmental document is
being prepared for that project.
The Urban Design Guidelines for the R Street Corridor note that the streetscape has several key
elements that contribute to the history of the corridor, including the railroad tracks and sidings,
cobblestone or brick work, and loading docks. Subsequent work for the R Street Improvement
Phase I project has also identified lack of sidewalks, treeless landscape, absence of formal road
striping and contributing elements to the character of the historic district. Additional
characteristics include the mass of the warehouses, prevalence of industrial sash windows, and
large awnings.
The Urban Design Guidelines for the R Street Corridor note that the streetscape has several key
elements that contribute to the history of the corridor, including the railroad tracks and sidings,
cobblestone or brick work, and loading docks. Subsequent work for the R Street Improvement
Phase I project has also identified lack of sidewalks, treeless landscape, absence of formal road
striping and contributing elements to the character of the historic district. Additional
characteristics include the mass of the warehouses, prevalence of industrial sash windows, and
large awnings. Adding sidewalks, curbs, parking, benches, awnings and lighting and changing
the tracks could cause a substantial change to the industrial feel of the existing streetscape and
would be considered a significant impact. This impact could be reduced to a less than significant
level with the implementation of the following mitigation measures. The measures are intended
to allow for project design implementation while retaining the historic industrial character of the
district and maintaining the railroad related features. Because of the unique and historic
streetscape and character, substantial change without sensitive design to the R Street Corridor
streetscape could result in significant impacts.
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Impacts to Historic Character of R Street

The following mitigation measure is recommended for CADA sponsored infrastructure
and transit improvements in the R Street project area.
1. All new concrete walkways shall be designed and installed for minimal
impact to the visual industrial feel of the corridor. Curb height shall be
limited to four inches. Walkways shall vary in width to accommodate
existing loading docks but shall generally be 10 feet wide wherever
adequate right-of-way is available.
2. Concrete bulb-outs shall be limited to numbered streets. If the use of
concrete bulb-outs in the R Street corridor is unavoidable, the size shall be
minimal (protruding four feet into R Street). A single yellow truncated
warning tile, three feet long by six feet wide, shall be used on each bulb out
or curb near the edge of the street.
3. If new street lighting is installed such lighting should reflect the industrial
nature of the R Street corridor. Lighting shall be positioned at the edge of
the street or back of the walk and shall be non-decorative and utilitarian in
design.
4. Shade canopies or awnings shall be selected to reflect the industrial feel of
the corridor, using historic photographs or existing awnings on buildings
within the district as examples of kind. Street furniture (benches) shall also
be minimized in number and selected to reflect the industrial feel of the
corridor.
5. Street striping shall be minimal, restricted to marking of stop signs at
intersections. Street paint shall not be used on or across tracks. Crosswalk
markings shall be limited to numbered streets.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 9.4(b) would reduce impacts to the industrial character of
R Street to a less-than-significant level.
IMPACT 9.6: Cumulative Impacts to Historical and Cultural Resources
Sacramento has been inhabited by prehistoric and historic people for thousands of years. Over
time, human occupation in the area has left behind remnants of past activities. Cumulative
development and landscape improvements in the City could result in the damage, destruction or
loss of known and unknown archaeological resources. In addition, historic resources could also
be significantly altered or destroyed by new construction and improvements. Removal,
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destruction or significant alteration of design, fabric or location would destroy the value of a
resource and could be a significant impact. Changes in the streetscape of districts, including
Fremont Park, 1200-1300 Q Street, South Side, and R Street could also occur in a gradual manner
by the removal of trees, historic sidewalks and curbside walkways, or infilling in a non-sensitive
manner. While damage, destruction or ill-planned rehabilitation could be mitigated on a projectby-project basis, the cumulative loss of historic structures, street features, and archaeological sites
or the gradual infilling of vacant lots in a way that changes the historic feel and setting of a
neighborhood would contribute to a region-wide impact.
Proper planning and appropriate mitigation can assist in capturing and preserving knowledge of
such resources and can provide opportunities for increasing our understanding of past
environmental conditions and cultures through archaeological studies of sites and preservation of
artifacts and materials. Sensitive design of new construction and rehabilitation of historic
structures can help minimize the loss of fabric, setting and feel of historic neighborhoods and
districts. Federal, State and local laws are in place that protect these resources and provide
guidelines for careful rehabilitation of historic structures. The State Historic Building Code is
designed for rehabilitation of historic buildings. Proper implementation of Mitigation Measures
(above) could reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to a less-than-significance
level.
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Response

William Burg, Preservation Sacramento
November 7, 2017

O3-1

The comment refers readers to the commenting organizations attached comments.
This comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O3-2

The comment advises that the commenting organization has prepared Comments O33 through O3-19 for the City’s consideration. This comment, while noted, does not
require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O3-3

The comment is a summary of Comments O3-4 through O3-19. This comment, while
noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of
significance.

O3-4

Please see the discussion of mitigation measures in Master Response 2.

O3-5

Please see the discussion of the R Street Historic District in Master Response 2.

O3-6

Please see the discussion of the R Street Historic District in Master Response 2.

O3-7

Please see the discussion of the R Street Historic District in Master Response 2.

O3-8

Please see Master Response 2 under Identification/Evaluation of Historic Resources
on Opportunity Sites.

O3-9

This comment notes that Mid-Century Modern resources on Opportunity Sites should
be compared to the Mid-Century Modern context statement. The Mid-Century
Modern context statement was not available at the time the technical reports were
prepared for the CCSP. The City agrees that the Mid-Century Modern context
statement will be a valuable resource moving forward with future evaluations of
resources that fit within that period of significance.

O3-10

Please see Master Response 2 under R Street Historic District.

O3-11

Please see Master Response 2. The identification of existing historic resources and
evaluation of potential resources was focused on the Opportunity Sites. This effort
was not intended to be a city-wide survey.

O3-12

This comment expresses concern regarding the review process for projects that have
the potential to impact historic resources. Please see Master Response 2 under
Identification/Evaluation of Historic Resources on Opportunity Sites. City Code
section 17.604.100 sets forth the responsibilities of the Preservation Commission,
Preservation Director and Preservation staff. Any changes to this process that are
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currently being considered by the City are not included in the CCSP and are not
being analyzed by the CCSP EIR.
O3-13

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios.

O3-14

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

O3-15

This comment addresses height limits on adjoining zone districts. Please see Master
Response 1 regarding height limits and transitional zones.

O3-16

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

O3-17

This comment is an attachment to the comment letter which shows a map of adopted
historic districts in and around the CCSP area.

O3-18

This comment is an attachment to the comment letter which provides the
Preservation Commission Report dated July 19, 2017 and includes the Preservation
Commission’s Interim Principles for Infill Development. Please see Master Response
2 regarding the Preservation Commission’s Interim Principles for Infill Development.

O3-19

This comment is an attachment to the comment letter and consists of the Cultural
Resources chapter of the R Street Area Implementation Plan EIR. This is not a
comment on the CCSP EIR and no response is required.
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Letter O4
Response

O4-1

Michael Ault, Sacramento Downtown Partnership
November 7, 2017

The comment is in support of the CCSP. The comment does not address the analysis
or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The Comment is noted and will be conveyed to the
City Council for its consideration.
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Letter O5
Response

John Deeter, Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)
November 8, 2017

O5-1

The comment acknowledges the opportunity for the organization to provide comment
and provides support for the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not require
modifications to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O5-2

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy LU 3.5 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of Policy LU 3.5. This comment, while noted,
does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O5-3

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy LU 9.5 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of Polity LU 9.5. This comment, while noted,
does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O5-4

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy LU 3.2 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of Policy LU 3.2. This comment, while noted,
does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O5-5

The commenter references CCSP Policy M.3.2, which states “Balanced Network.
Reduce the number of lanes dedicated to automobiles in order to regain right-of-way
for other modes to balance the network.” Since the CCSP includes the adjoining
highways, the commenter requests that Policy M.3.2 be revised to clarify that it
includes local streets and highways. The commenter recognizes that the City of
Sacramento does not have jurisdiction over the highways, but requests that the City
discourage highway expansion.
This comment does not pertain to any specific analysis or conclusions contained in
the Draft EIR. The request would require a policy revision to include State highways
in CCSP Policy M.3.2. This comment will be forwarded to City decision makers for
consideration.

O5-6

The commenter correctly states that the bicycle network improvements under
Implementing Action M-5 are referenced incorrectly in the CCSP as Figure 3.9-2
rather than Figure 3.9-1. The text has been edited to correctly reference the bicycle
network improvements as Figure 3.9-1. Please see the CCSP.

O5-7

The commenter affirms that the posted speed limit within the CCSP area is 30 mph or
less, as stated in the CCSP. The commenter requests that the CCSP provide a policy
recommendation to lower the blanket speed limit to 25 mph for all streets and to 20
mph for residential streets. The commenter identifies precedence for this speed limit
in other cities, such as Seattle, and states that this policy would be consistent with
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other policies in the CCSP and the City’s Vision Zero plan, both of which aim to
improve bicyclist safety and comfort.
This comment does not pertain to any specific analysis or conclusions contained in
the Draft EIR. State policies documented in the California Manual for Setting Speed
Limits (2014) prevent the City from implementing blanket reductions in posted speed
limits. This comment will be forwarded to City decision makers for consideration.
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Date: November 8, 2017
To:

Scott Johnson, Community Development Department, City of Sacramento

From: Kevin Dumler, Co-Chair of House Sacramento
Re:

Comments on the Sacramento Downtown Specific Plan

House Sacramento is a group of neighborhood residents concerned about a lack of housing
supply and its impact on housing affordability for the region. House Sacramento appreciates
the opportunity to provide comments on the Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP) and the
associated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City of Sacramento.
The Sacramento region is suffering from a shortage of new units, particularly those in close
proximity to job centers and affordable to working class residents. The Downtown Specific Plan
represents a great opportunity to add housing where it is needed most. Downtown
Sacramento and the Greater Sacramento Region is far from full, but only if we create an
inclusive vision that allows projects and new development to move forward. As a result of the
housing crisis, community groups are forming across the country to support infill development,
including our own. In a constrained market, increasing supply will lower prices for everyone.
We support housing and infill development because it will make us a healthier and more
sustainable city. The City’s efforts with the Downtown Specific Plan demonstrate their support
of these ideals, and their commitments should be applauded.
We are well aware that there is local opposition to the DTSP. Many residents, understandably,
fear change in their own backyards - they tend to like where they live. This culture of exclusion,
however, benefits existing wealthy households at the expense of those with the least
means. Community pressures and exclusionary zoning are contributing to the current housing
crisis by limiting supply. This is driving rents and home prices to an unaffordable level for many
households. We strongly support and endorse the policies in this plan that enable additional
housing Downtown.

1
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We ask that the following be considered before finalizing the DTSP and the associated DTSP EIR:
1.
Expansion of J Street District
The J Street District between the 16th Street District and 28th Street district represents an
excellent opportunity to add housing and commercial uses downtown and likely an area where
substantial development and revitalization proposed or anticipated to occur. It is summarized
within the DTSP as “predominately low and mid-rise commercial, office, medical, retail, and
restaurant uses along one of Downtown’s busiest streets.” We feel this description also applies
to properties facing K and L Streets. We would encourage the same north and south
boundaries for the J Street District as the titled “JKL District” (with the exception of the districts
already defined including Lavender Heights, The Handle District, and The 21 st Street District).

3

2.
Protecting Existing Market Rate Affordable Units
Great emphasis has been placed on new “affordable by design” units and inclusionary
affordable units. While these efforts are supported and important, there is no mention of
protecting the existing market rate affordable units – namely, our aging and bland market rate
units. As made clear in the economic analysis conducted by BAE, almost all new units will be
luxury units rented to wealthy, upper middle class residents who earn far above the median
income. While we support adding housing at all income levels, we feel additional protections
are needed to discourage flipping of units by landlords from poor renters to wealthy renters.
These protections need to be carefully implemented to ensure we do not discourage people
from maintaining and investing in their properties. Since almost all new units will be for
wealthy renters, we urge the city to consider measures that would limit the absorption of
existing market rate units affordable to median income and below residents by wealthier
individuals. These efforts should be coupled with additional rights and protections that provide
predictability and stability for renters. We caution against policies within the DTSP that
encourage renovation and could be used to justify the displacement of lower income
individuals.
These expanded policies should be integrated with Downtown Housing Goal H.4 which seeks to
minimize the displacement of low income residents.

4

3.
Progressively Affordable Inclusionary Zoning
A major source of city funding for affordable units comes from the city’s Housing Impact Fee. In
an effort to encourage density, these fees exclude high density multi-unit dwellings from a fee
amount. Since the DTSP will accelerate the development of this type, we urge the city to reevaluate the fee structure at this time prior to the adoption of the DTSP. Specifically, we would
encourage the city to consider a progressive approach to the fee structure that exempt (or

5
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minimize the fee for) units that would be affordable to the median income at the market rate
level, but consider progressively higher fees on progressively luxurious units.
4.
Public Restrooms – LU.3.3
The proposed policy reads “Street Furnishings and Amenities. Incorporate a variety of quality
street furnishings and amenities, including restrooms, to create an attractive and comfortable
environment for people to congregate.” We think this should be clarified that restrooms
should be both free and public so they can be used by residents who are unable to afford them.
We also would encourage a policy that explicitly bans so called “hostile architecture” in which
public spaces are designed to discourage the use of public spaces by individuals experiencing
homelessness.

5
(cont.)
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We suggest the following “Street Furnishings and Amenities. Incorporate a variety of quality
street furnishings and amenities, including free, public restrooms, to create an attractive and
comfortable environment for people of all means to congregate. Architecture designed to
explicitly limit a furnishings use for sleeping or resting will not be permitted.”
5.
Publicly Accessible Private Open Space – LU.3.8
Public open space that is privately owned needs to be well known and its use encouraged. We
support stronger wording to encourage public use of privately owned open space.
The policy currently reads:
“Publicly Accessible Private Open Space. Encourage signage of publicly accessible private open
space that informs when private open space is also available to the public.”
We support the following wording:
“Publicly Accessible Private Open Space. Require signage and design of publicly accessible
private open space that informs the public when private open space is publically accessible.”
6.
Established Neighborhoods – LU.8.2
This policy reads:
“Established Neighborhoods. Preserve and protect established neighborhoods by providing
appropriate transitions in building bulk, form, and intensity for uses adjoining these
neighborhoods.”
We fear this policy may be used to limit development in existing Downtown Neighborhoods as
a means of protecting so called “neighborhood character.” While our existing neighborhoods
are very important and deserve certain amounts of protection, we should not unnecessarily
limit development that contrasts with existing and historic structures. Varied uses and
intensities should be the norm across all of the DTSP plan area. The proposal for Floor Area

7
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Ratio (FAR) in the DTSP is both tepid and unnecessary, and we would highly discourage its use.
We would also encourage the wording be revised to the following:
“Established Neighborhoods. Consider the context of the existing neighborhood when locating
and selecting building bulk, form, and intensity for future development.”
7.
Moderate-income Housing (H.2.4)
Additional policies and clarification are needed to determine how the city will support the
development of moderate-income housing. Currently, only a very small amount of future
housing is projected for this group (0.2%) so it is clear that merely “encouraging” it will not be
sufficient. This policy should be coupled with reduced regulations and fees for moderate
income housing that would not be applied to above moderate-income units. This could include
reduced requirements on architectural exteriors and aesthetics, such as building façade
materials and required improvements along the public right of way. This exemptions should be
clearly stated within the DTSP and not vague, otherwise they are unlikely to be utilized.
8.
Relocation Services (H.4.2)
The costs associated with gentrification should not be borne by existing residents, especially
those with the least means. The existing wording does not offer enough protections for those
displaced by new development. The current policy reads:
“Relocation Services. Support relocation services, including counseling, locating replacement
housing, and moving expenses when displacement occurs.” We believe relocation services and
moving expenses should be required and provided by the developer or an appropriate local
agency. This plan bends over backwards to protect single family homeowners, but does little to
protect renters of little means.
9.
Condominium Conversions (H.4.4)
Since so few new units are expected to be affordable at the market rate level, we highly
discourage the conversion of any market rate units to condominiums at any time. The current
policy reads:
“Condominium Conversions. Discourage the conversion of Class B and C apartments into
condominiums when the apartment vacancy rate is below five percent.” The qualifier of below
five percent is both poorly defined and unnecessary. It is possible for a short term increase at
5%, when the overall trend is less than 5%. Additionally, this vacancy rate includes luxury
properties and is not limited to Class B and C Properties. With the development of so many
Class A properties, it is possible that the overall vacancy rate could exceed 5% when the Class B
and C rate hovers at essentially nothing. Less than a 5% vacancy is a crisis for renters, and a
higher vacancy rate is welcomed. We believe this qualifier should be removed and conversions
should be exceptional in nature.

8
(cont.)
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Conclusion
The DTSP represents exactly what we need to encourage as a region to combat our housing
crisis: infill development that is compatible with surrounding land uses in a walkable and
bikeable environment. It will also enable more residents to call this great city home and give
them an opportunity to grow and succeed alongside us. Future residents will be valuable
members of the community and we look forward to welcoming them as our neighbors.
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Letter O6
Response

Kevin Dumler, House Sacramento
November 8, 2017

O6-1

The comment acknowledges the opportunity for the organization to provide comment
and provides support for the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not require
modifications to the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O6-2

The comment describes the housing shortage in the Sacramento region and the role of
the CCSP in promoting housing development. The comment also advises on potential
causes for the housing shortage in the CCSP planning area and provides the
commenting organizations support for the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does
not require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O6-3

The comment recommends that the City expand the J Street District to include
properties facing K and L streets, and that the district’s title be revised to the “JKL
District.” The City has not conducted outreach for expansion of the J Street District at
this time and is unable to implement the change as part of the CCSP. The comment is
noted and the City will consider reevaluation of district boundaries in the future. The
comment, while noted, does not require modifications to the Draft EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O6-4

The comment expresses the commenting organization’s concern that additional
protections are needed to discourage flipping of units from affordable housing to
market rate housing. The CCSP contains policies that achieve this purpose, which
can be found in the Housing Element of the CCSP. See CCSP Policies H 4.3 and
H 4.1. The comment, while noted, does not require modifications to the Draft EIR’s
analysis or conclusions of significance.

O6-5

The comment suggests that the City implement an alternative fee structure for the
City’s Housing Impact Fee. City staff has committed to reviewing these fees in 2019
and will consider a fee restructure at that time. The comment, while noted, does not
require modifications to the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O6-6

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy LU 3.3 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of Policy LU 3.3. This comment, while noted,
does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O6-7

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy LU 3.8 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of Policy LU 3.8. This comment, while noted,
does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.
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3. Comments and Responses

O6-8

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy LU 8.2 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of Policy LU 8.2. This comment, while noted,
does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O6-9

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy H 2.4 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of Policy H 2.4. This comment, while noted,
does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O6-10

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy H 4.2 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of Policy H 4.2. This comment, while noted,
does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O6-11

CCSP Policy H 4.4 was revised to remove the vacancy rate qualifier that appeared in
the previous version of the Plan. The policy now reads, “H.4.4. Condominium
Conversions. Discourage the conversion of Class B and C apartments into
condominiums.”

O6-12

The comment provides support for the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not
require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.
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November 7, 2017
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
RE: Public Comment regarding the Downtown Specific Plan EIR
The Board of Preservation Sacramento wishes to identify the following items as potential areas of
concern regarding the Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown Specific Plan. Each item is
addressed in detail on the following pages, including recommended strategies for mitigation,
providing further analysis, or otherwise addressing potential negative impacts on historic properties
and districts.
1. The EIR lacks mitigation measures for historic properties and districts, despite identified
potential impacts to historic properties.
2. Evaluation of potential additional contributors to R Street historic district is flawed due to
consultant’s misinterpretation of Criterion A and Sacramento Register historic contexts.
3. Evaluation of eligible “opportunity site” historic properties is limited and incomplete, including
multiple potentially eligible properties that are mislabeled or ignored.
4. Evaluation of eastern portion of R Street fails to evaluate the properties in context of the
eastern R Street corridor; a separate R Street historic district appears to exist in this area but
was not analyzed by consultant, presumably due to city instructions to only evaluate as
individual properties.
5. Historic landmarks and districts in commercial corridors: Many individually listed historic
landmarks and historic districts are located in the “corridor” areas identified in the Downtown
Specific Plan, and no map showing the location of individual landmarks was provided in the
Downtown Specific Plan materials.
6. Devolution of historic preservation decisions from Preservation Commission to director or staff
level limits public opportunity for notification, comment, and appeal. Inappropriate assignment
of final authority for decisions affecting historic properties to Planning & Design Commission
means decisions are made by a city board without subject matter expertise.
7. Proposed language to limit maximum deviation of Floor Area Ratio to 20% in cases of significant
community benefit is not part of the Plan, despite its earlier inclusion, and frequent mention in
the EIR and public presentations. Without maximum deviation limit, it is impossible to calculate
cumulative impact of multiple projects or conform to required policy elements regarding clear
and consistent development standards, including required density and intensity standards.
8. Changes to height limits in C2 zones are moderated by required setbacks where C2 zones meet
R1/R1A or R2/R2A zones, but not where C2 zones meet R3/R3A or R4 zones. Many historic
districts, and most of Midtown, are zoned R3/R3A, because they are adjacent to C2 zones.
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1.
Lack of mitigation measures for historic properties and districts, despite identified potential
impacts to historic properties. (EIR, Page S-39, 4.4-3): The EIR mentions potential negative and
unavoidable effects to historic districts, but includes no recommended mitigation measures for those
effects. The proposed DSP could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource (per Page S-40, 4.4-5: New construction in proposed DSP area, in combination with other
cumulative development within Sacramento County and the City downtown core, could contribute to
the cumulative loss or alteration of historic built resources.) We consider both of these impacts
potentially significant and thus require mitigation measures. Below are a list of mitigation measures we
recommend for adoption in these areas, adapted from the Preservation Toolkit document sent to city
staff in August 2017:
* Comprehensively survey the eastern portion of R Street (20th Street to 29th Street) for potential
eligibility as a historic district, separate from the existing R Street historic district context, in order to
proactively identify eligible historic resources along the R Street corridor. The EIR evaluation did not
include assessment for a potential district.
* As part of the 20 year span of the General Plan, continue to update historic district surveys within the
Plan area and survey areas within the Plan area for potential historic resources and historic districts. The
long-term result will be clearer identification of historic resources and reduced need for evaluation of
potentially historic sites, as updated surveys proactively identify ineligible properties.
* Implement the 2007 agreement between Code Enforcement department and Preservation Director
diverting 50% of code enforcement lien monies collected to the Historic Places Grant program, a
matching grant intended to provide funds to restore and repair eligible historic buildings.
* Create a special mitigation fund for historic resources based on fines and fees collected when
unavoidable impacts to historic resources occur, such as those that resulted when excavation of
underground sidewalk structures on K Street were required in 2010. These funds can be used to repair
and restore historic properties and historic features in the plan area, via existing programs like the
Historic Places Grant.
* Adopt the Preservation Commission’s interim guidelines regarding infill in historic districts as part of
the city’s Planning and Development Code, as an interim means to address alley infill until subsequent
guidelines specific to historic districts can be implemented.
* Reevaluate the survey of R Street for a potential new historic district east of 20th Street, and
reevaluate and expand the historic context of the R Street corridor to include a later period of
significance, recognizing use of the R Street corridor via railroads and trucks through the 1960s.
* Add required setbacks/height limits in C2 zones adjacent to R3/R3A zoned properties within the
Downtown Specific Plan boundaries.
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2.
Evaluation of potential additional contributors to R Street historic district is flawed due to
consultant’s misinterpretation of National Register Criterion A, California Register Criterion 1,
Sacramento Register Criterion I, and Sacramento Register historic contexts. Consultant’s analysis
suggests that city is ignoring industrial historic context despite R Street’s historic role as an industrial
corridor. (EIR Appendix E, Cultural Resources Data, Cultural Resources Survey and Inventory Report. DPR
523 Forms)
*The overly strict evaluation criteria, due to the project’s constrained scope of work, resulted in a report
that found no new properties eligible for inclusion in the Sacramento Register or the R Street Historic
District that were not already listed historic properties, including the finding that the eastern half of the
Perfection Bakery building (a listed Sacramento landmark) is not eligible to be part of the R Street
historic district, while the western half of the same building (also an individual landmark and physically
attached to each other) is eligible for inclusion in the R Street historic district, with no explanation given
for the discrepancy.
* The consultant incorrectly cites National Register Criterion A. According to National Register Bulletin
15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, Page 12, Criterion A, Events, reads: “A
property can be associated with either (or both) of two types of events: A specific event marking an
important moment in American pre-history or history, and, a pattern of events or a historic trend that
made a significant contribution of a community, a State, or the nation.” The evaluator incorrectly
describes this criterion on DPR forms (e.g., Page 2 of 3 of evaluation of 1800 24th Street) as: “Criterion
1/A recognizes properties associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. The
property must also (emphasis added) have an important association with the event or historic trends—
mere association with historic events or historic events or trends is not enough to qualify.” This
implication that a property must be significant with broad patterns and specific events, rather than
being associated with broad patterns or specific events, is an overly strict interpretation of Criterion A.
* Similarly, California Register Criterion 1 does not require association with specific events at all: per
California Code of Regulations 4852(b)(1), Criterion 1 is defined as a property that “is associated with
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the
cultural heritage of California or the United States.”
* The City of Sacramento’s landmark eligibility criteria also does not require association with both broad
patterns and specific events; Landmark Eligibility Criteria 17.604.210(A) lists Sacramento Register
Criterion I as “It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of the history of the city, the region, the state or the nation.” Per the consultant’s admission of
their instructions regarding this survey, properties were not surveyed for eligibility as contributors to a
historic district.
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* In testimony to the Preservation Commission on October 18, 2017, consultant Amber Grady of ESA
reported that they were given a very detailed scope by City of Sacramento staff, and directed strictly to
use the existing context statements. This restriction led the consultant to use an unnecessarily narrow
period of significance and criteria for evaluation, excluding potentially eligible resources. Consultant also
reported that they believe there is a larger industrial district on R Street, but it did not fit within the
narrow parameters provided by the City of Sacramento. This recommendation is located in the cultural
resources survey provided by ESA but not included in the EIR appendices. This suggests that the
evaluation of potential historic properties that may be affected by this project on R Street is incomplete
and requires reevaluation for eligibility as resources under CEQA without the restriction on examining
other contexts.
*This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure requiring a redone survey of the
properties in the R Street historic district without limiting the analysis to currently listed historic
contexts. It is not necessary to write an entire citywide historic context to evaluate potential historic
properties on R Street in order to carry out this measure.
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3.
Evaluation of eligible “opportunity site” historic properties is limited and incomplete,
including multiple potentially eligible properties that are mislabeled or ignored. (EIR Appendix E,
Cultural Resources Data, Opportunity Sites Table.) The examples below demonstrate errors in procedure
and evaluation resulting from incorrect interpretation of National Register criteria, exclusion from
consideration due to instructions to ignore properties not eligible under 2035 General Plan historic
contexts, or otherwise incorrectly evaluated by the consultant team. It is not a comprehensive list.
* Consolidated Electrical Distributors, 1800 24th Street, had a railroad spur located along R Street serving
the building directly, and its occupant in the mid-1950s (Valley Paper Co.) was listed as a railroad
customer served by team track in Western Pacific Railroad’s Circular No. 167-E (a document listing
industries served by Western Pacific, Southern Pacific, Sacramento Northern, and Central California
Traction railroads, via direct spur or team track in Sacramento, circa 1955)—document attached.
* Fischer Tile & Marble, 1800 23rd Street: As with CED above, this property utilizes the incorrect
interpretation of National Register Criterion A and California Register Criterion 1 mentioned above.
* 1730 14th Street is identified as having a railroad spur on Quill Alley, disconnected from the R Street
railroad line. However, the DPR form does not explain that Western Pacific Railroad’s railroad line ran
along Quill Alley, and as an industry directly served by rail, is eligible within the historic context of
railroading in Sacramento.
* 915 R Street is identified as associated with “Goodwill Tire & Rubber”; incorrectly labeled, the name of
the company is Goodyear. See comments below re Goodyear Tire & Rubber.
* Goodyear Tire & Rubber, 925 R Street/1724 10th Street was served by the adjacent railroad and built
within the R Street Historic District’s period of significance. The consultant considered it ineligible
because the property was not directly associated with product development or manufacturing, which
took place elsewhere, but does not evaluate the property within its local context on R Street, specifically
within the R Street Historic District’s established historic context, which considers the transition from
railroads to trucks, running on rubber wheels such as those supplied by this warehouse, to be a
significant event ending the district’s initial period of significance.
* This concern could be addressed via mitigation measures re-surveying the properties along the
eastern portion of R Street and other industrial properties between Q and S Streets as potential
contributors to either the R Street historic district or a new eastern R Street historic district with a
separate context.
* Other eligible Mid-century Modern resources on opportunity sites should be compared to the
pending Mid-century Modern Survey of Sacramento for evaluation as historic resources within the
established Mid-century Modern historic context generated as part of that survey document, and
other eligible criteria.
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4.
Evaluation of eastern portion of R Street fails to evaluate the properties in context of the
eastern R Street corridor; a separate R Street historic district appears to exist in this area but was not
analyzed by consultant, presumably due to city instructions to only evaluate as individual properties.
* The consultant did not evaluate R Street for potential historic districts, despite the fact that the
regulatory framework of the Environmental Impact Report considers properties potentially eligible for
inclusion as historic districts to be historic properties. Thus, the evaluation of cultural resources, limited
(per consultant’s scope of work) to evaluation as individually eligible properties, is legally insufficient.
*This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure re-surveying the properties in the
eastern portion of R Street for potential eligibility as a historic district with a period of significance
extending through the 1960s and the end of freight railroad service, adding the context of distribution
by truck and team track (in addition to direct railroad service) as part of the industrial district’s
statement of significance.
5.
Historic landmarks and districts in commercial corridors: Many individually listed historic
landmarks and historic districts are located in the “corridor” areas identified in the Downtown Specific
Plan, and no map showing the location of individual landmarks was provided in the Downtown Specific
Plan materials.
* This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure requiring updating and revision of
central city historic property surveys as a DSP goal in the area of historic preservation.
6.
Devolution of historic preservation decisions from Preservation Commission to director or
staff level limits public opportunity for notification, comment, and appeal. Inappropriate assignment of
final authority for decisions affecting historic properties to Planning & Design Commission, with
Preservation Commission providing only an advisory role, means decisions are made by a city board
without subject matter expertise.
*This issue could be addressed via a mitigation measure requiring the adoption of interim historic
district design guidelines immediately, and adopting the Preservation Commission’s
recommendations regarding their concerns about revisions to the Planning and Development Code as
presented to the Preservation Commission and Planning & Design Commission in October 2017.
Attachment: Preservation Commission Ad-Hoc Committee Letter regarding Amending Section
145.156.020 and Various Provisions of Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code Relating to Planning and
Development (M17-016)
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7.
Proposed language to limit maximum deviation of Floor Area Ratio to 20% in cases of
significant community benefit was removed from the Plan at some point between October 12 and 19,
2017, despite its mention in EIR (Page 3-27) and public presentations (October 9, 2017 at City Hall,
Station 5, Urban Design, Land Use & Preservation.) Without maximum deviation limit, it is impossible to
calculate cumulative impact of multiple projects or conform to required policy elements regarding clear
and consistent development standards. Without this limit, it is impossible to determine if a property is
substantially consistent with its land use and urban form designation.
The Draft EIR specifies an amendment to 2035 General Plan land use policy 1.1.10, Exceeding Floor Area
Ratio (FAR), clarifying the policy regarding FAR to allow permitted FAR to be exceeded by 20 percent if
the project provides a significant community benefit, replacing the current policy as interpreted, which
has no maximum limit for FAR. This item was also presented at the October 9, 2017 community meeting
at City Hall, as an element of the Downtown Specific Plan, as part of Station 5. It was also presented to
the City’s Planning and Design Commission on October 12 as part of the staff report in which this 20%
limit on exceeding FAR was described as a General Plan FAR clarification and benefit of the Downtown
Specific Plan. On October 18, city planner Greg Sandlund informed the Preservation Commission that
this was being removed from the Downtown Specific Plan objectives and would be deferred until the
city’s 2040 General Plan update, a process that could take several years.
If there is no maximum limit on FAR deviation, and thus no upper limit on potential development, it is
impossible to calculate cumulative impact of multiple projects within the Downtown Specific Plan. The
DSP’s policy element, LU 5.1, specifies “Maintain clear and consistent development standards and
design guidelines.” If there is no numeric limit on FAR deviation, this standard is impossible to
implement, and the EIR cannot achieve one of its required purposes, to calculate and estimate
cumulative impacts of projects within the Downtown Specific Plan area. It is thus also inconsistent with
the City of Sacramento’s 2035 General Plan EIR. Policy Element LU 5.1 is internally inconsistent; the city
cannot provide clear and consistent development standards that are also unlimited in their flexibility.
LU.5.1 Consistent Standards and Guidelines: Maintain clear and consistent development standards and
design guidelines that are user friendly, remove barriers for Downtown projects, and provide adequate
flexibility to react to changing market opportunities. (Downtown Specific Plan, Page 39)
Standard conditions of approval for projects in the DSP area, which the draft EIR states addresses all
potential impacts, does not include the maximum FAR if there is no way to ensure a maximum FAR for
projects within the DSP boundary, so there are no consistent standards for cumulative impact of
downtown projects. This means the EIR is out of compliance with government code regarding density
and intensity standards.
* This issue could be addressed by including the maximum Floor Area Ratio deviation bonus of 20% in
the Downtown Specific Plan, amending the 2035 General Plan to reflect this maximum FAR deviation,
instead of deferring revision until the 2040 General Plan update, and adding this language to the
ordinance that will be adopted by the City Council regarding the Downtown Specific Plan.
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8.
Changes to height limits in C2 zones are moderated by reduced height limits where C2 zones
meet R1/R1A or R2/R2A zones, but not where C2 zones meet R3/R3A zones. Many historic districts, and
in fact most of Midtown, are zoned R3A.
* Given the proposed increase of height in C2 zoned areas from 65 to 85 feet, or higher with deviations,
the issue of interface between residential neighborhoods is important. The city clearly prioritizes this by
proposing the reduced heights for R1 and R2 zones adjacent to commercial zones, but R3 zones are
excluded.
* Sacramento’s residential districts and historic districts include a mixture of R1, R2 and R3 land use
categories, with R3 being the most predominant. In most cases the built environment in all three zones
includes a mixture of single-family homes, duplexes and multiplexes, and small apartment buildings,
generally ranging from 1-3 stories. Some areas zoned R1 (single family or duplexes) include multi-story,
multi-unit apartment complexes, while some areas zoned R3 (multi-family) include solely single-family,
one-story homes (such as the Bungalow Row historic district.) Based on past central city plans, zoning
decisions between R1, R2 and R3 were based on proximity to commercially zoned areas, not intensity of
built environment. Thus, the R3 zones are generally closest to commercial zones. They at greatest risk
when adjacent to commercial zones, but would lack the protections of R1 and R2 zones, which are
generally farther from commercially zoned areas.
* Historic districts mostly or entirely R3A zoned within the DSP boundary include all three Alkali Flat
historic districts, Mansion Flat, Capitol Avenue, Capitol Mansions, Winn Park, Bungalow Row, 1200-1300
Q Street, 20th & N Street, Fremont Park, Marshall Park, Washington and Washington School, and
portions of Boulevard Park, Southside Park, Poverty Ridge, and Newton Booth historic districts.
Hundreds of individual landmarks are also located in R3A zones. While restricting these height limits to
R3A zoned properties in historic districts, there is so much overlap that applying the same rules to R3 as
R1/R2 is logistically much simpler—see map on next page to see historic districts overlaid with zoning.
*This issue can be addressed by providing the same transition zones in R3/R3A properties as provided
for R1 and R2 zones. Adding this change also meets the DSP’s LU 8.2 regarding transitional heights.
We appreciate this opportunity to provide review and comment, and wish to thank City of Sacramento
planner Greg Sandlund for providing prompt feedback regarding the Downtown Specific Plan.

Garret Root, president, Preservation Sacramento Board of Directors
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Attachment: Diagram showing overlay of historic district boundaries (green lines) with R-1/R-2 zones
(yellow) and R-3A zones (brown) adjacent to C-2 zones (red) within Downtown Specific Plan
boundary. Many of Sacramento’s historic districts contain R-3A zoned properties.
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2
3
4
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Name
1200-1300 "Q" Street
12th Street Commercial
North 16th Street
20th and N Streets
Alkali Flat Central
Alkali Flat North
Alkali Flat South
Alkali Flat West
Boulevard Park
Bungalow Row
C Street Commercial

ID

Name

ID

Name

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

C Street Industrial
Capitol Avenue
Capitol
Capitol Mansions
Cathedral Square
Central Shops
[Cesar Chavez Memorial] Plaza Park
Fremont Park
Historic City Cemetery
Marshall Park
Memorial Auditorium

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Merchant Street
Newton Booth
Oak Park
Poverty Ridge
R Street
Sacramento City College
South Side
Washington
Washington School
Winn Park
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CHAPTER 9
HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
9.0

Introduction

This chapter presents a very brief overview and description of cultural and historic resources
within the R Street Implementation Area. The assessment is based on existing literature reviews
and previous work. Research was conducted at the California State Library, California History
Room and Government Publications sections, the Sacramento Room at the Sacramento City
Central Library, Sacramento Archives and Museum Collection Center, Sacramento City
Development Services Department, CADA, and on-line resources available through SAMCC,
CADA and the City of Sacramento. Information gathered for the Central City Two Way
conversion Study EIR, Capital Area Plan EIR, and the R Street Urban Design Plan technical
studies were also examined. Field visits were conducted to identify additional historic buildings
not included on current City listings, trace railroad-related features on R Street and examine the
existing streetscape.

9.1

Environmental Setting

The Project Area is located within the City of Sacramento, the largest city in California’s Central
Valley. The valley lies between the Sierra Nevada Mountains on the east and the North Coast
Range on the west. Sacramento is situated on alluvial valley land south of the American River
and east of the Sacramento River. Elevation ranges from about five feet above mean sea level
along the Sacramento and American river banks to about 35 feet in the highest downtown areas.
The average elevation is perhaps 15 to 20 feet above sea level.
The Project Area has always been subject to intermittent flooding. The Federal government
declared the rural areas as “Swamp and Overflow” lands as early as 1853. Until reclamation
occurred in the 1880s about 90 percent of the land surrounding the City of Sacramento was
unusable because of swampy conditions and lack of drainage. The physical environment has
been significantly altered by over 150 years of development, agriculture and use. While once the
area was flat, treeless and subjected to seasonal flooding, today a system of levees, pumps and
siphons has allowed for reclamation and urbanization to occur.
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9.1.1

Cultural Resources

Prehistory and Ethnography

California's prehistory has potentially as great a temporal depth as any comparable region in the
Americas. At present, archaeologists have no firm information about the earliest human
inhabitants of the state. The information that is available, such as the discovery of human
remains on the Channel Islands, indicates that humans have been living in the state for more than
13,000 calendar years. Because of the active and changing geological and environmental
conditions in the state, such truly ancient finds are extremely rare and their discovery locations
cannot be predicted. Within the Great Valley, including the Sacramento region, truly ancient
finds are likely to be deeply buried.
In the Sacramento Region, the first systematic study of the state's prehistoric past was undertaken
by the Sacramento Junior College (SJC) in the 1920s and 1930s. SJC archaeologists were able to
document a consistent picture of the regional archaeological record that extended between four
and five-thousand years into the past. Beyond that time, accumulating sediment from the rivers
and streams and the influence of rising sea levels have buried much of the archaeological remains
that may have been present in the region. For example, artifacts thought to range in age from
7,500 to 8,000 years were recently discovered during archaeological work in downtown
Sacramento at depths of 11 to 21 feet below the surface.
The late prehistoric sites in the Sacramento Region are much better known, and to a degree better
studied and understood than the more remote past. However, much more is still in great need of
study. One example lies in the various kinds of sites and camps that are present in the region.
While large villages and tribal centers are well known and have been the focus of intense study
throughout the twentieth century, smaller sites are far less studied. The reasons for their
existence are poorly understood and archaeological data that could explain this are infrequently
acquired. While the locations of the late prehistoric and ethnographic villages are well known,
little study has been conducted on the locations of such smaller sites.
9.1.2 Ethnography
The Native Americans who occupied the project vicinity at the time of Euroamerican contact (ca.
1830s) are known as the Nisenan. They are also referred to as the Southern Maidu in some
ethnographies. Ethnographers generally agree that the territory occupied by Nisenan speaking
people included the drainages of the Bear, American, Yuba, and southern Feather rivers. Their
permanent settlements were located to avoid flooding on terraces and ridges, and in the
Sacramento Valley on mounds and natural levees along stream courses.
Their villages in the Sacramento Valley were distinguished by locations on mounds or natural
levees and were composed of numbers of circular houses excavated partially into the earth and
roofed with timber, mats and a covering of earth. Several tribal centers are known from the
Sacramento vicinity including Sama, Pusune (Nisipowenan), and Kadema. Recently a Nisenan
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site reported historically as Sa'cum, but unmentioned in ethnographies was indentified in
downtown Sacramento near City Hall. Populations are not very well documented, however
ethnographic estimates suggest from 20 to over 100 persons may have occupied the permanent
villages of the valley.
The Nisenan territorial integrity came under attack with the arrival of John Sutter in 1839.
Encountering hostility from the local Nisenan, Sutter relocated a Plains Miwok village to the
vicinity of Sacramento and relied thereafter on the Miwok for much of the labor he required.
Disease had also severely affected many of the tribes in the Sacramento Valley prior to the arrival
of Sutter. It is believed that perhaps 80 percent of the valley population died in an epidemic,
possibly malaria, accidentally introduced by a fur trading and trapping party from Oregon.
The subsistence practices of the Valley Nisenan relied extensively on the river and marsh
resources that surrounded them. They took salmon and other anadromous fish, collected shell
fish and fished the slow moving sloughs for chub and other freshwater fish. Elk were hunted and
migratory water fowl were netted in the marshes, cattail and reeds collected for food and fabric.
The surrounding plains and the riparian forests along the major and minor streams provided deer
and antelope, as well the critically important acorn and other plant resources. Stone was available
in the cobble bars of the American River but critical minerals such as obsidian had to be acquired
through trade and exchanges of gifts.
9.1.3

Historical Archaeology

Sacramento's history effectively begins in 1839 with the arrival John Sutter, who founded the
colony of New Helvetia on the site of the present City of Sacramento. His aspirations were
rudely terminated by influx of humanity subsequent to the discovery of gold at the saw mill in
Coloma. Since that time the city has continually grown and changed. Early difficulties with
flooding for example lead to the in-filling of the city streets and the burial of the original Gold
Rush era land surface. City growth has continued with effects gradually expanding outward. R
Street, originally the route of the Sacramento Valley Railroad ran along a levee that supported the
Sacramento Valley Railroad at one time. Surrounding land fill and probably some demolition by
the railroad have largely removed evidence of this levee, although adjacent below-grade
structures show that R Street still runs above the historic ground surface.
Historic documents mention use of the local sloughs for the disposal of waste and debris. These
sloughs were filled in the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and the city developed
above them. There is a very good potential that remains of nineteenth century debris may still be
present beneath the more recent fill.
9.1.4 History
R Street is a former industrial corridor and an important route in the California railroad history
(Boghosian 2006; Carol Roland 2007). In the first years of the California gold rush, freight and
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supplies were moved from the ports of San Francisco up the Sacramento River where they were
unloaded and carried by freight wagons to the mining towns in the Sierra foothills. Road were
poor and at times nearly impassable. Planning for a railroad from the Sacramento River to the
foothills began in 1852. The line, planned with an eventual destination of Marysville, was
initially constructed from Sacramento to Negro Bar (Folsom). In January, 1856, the first train of
the Sacramento Valley Railroad (SVRR) left the City of Sacramento and pulled into Folsom
(Carol Roland 2007). The SVRR was sold to the Central Pacific Railroad in 1865 and in 1884
this line, including R Street, became the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR). The tracks along R
Street were kept in operation by the SPRR until 1974.
The R Street corridor had established businesses by 1885; however, it was not until 1903 that the
R Street corridor developed into the City’s principle industrial and warehouse district. By 1911,
the Sacramento Bee announced that Sacramento was becoming a city of factories, and by 1914,
the Sacramento Bee acknowledged that R Street would be developed as an industrial district
(Carol Roland 2007).
9.1.4.1 Historic Local and Regional Background and Context
The following historic context for the R Street Corridor project was prepared using Sacramento
cultural resource specialist Paula Boghosian for the R Street Corridor Implementation Plan
project.
The City of Sacramento surveyed and platted the streets in the City in December of 1848,
including the project area. The project area was some blocks from the early development in the
city, which concentrated around the embarcadero on Front Street and down I and J streets. The
1854 Official Map of Sacramento which was adopted by the City Council, showed buildings
along Front Street from I to R Streets. There were three buildings on Lot 4, on the northeast
corner of Front and R and there was only one other building on R Street on Lot 1, at the southeast
corner of 6th & R (Boghosian 2004).
After it became apparent that winter flooding would be a common problem in the city, citizens
began building levees to protect the City from the waters of the American and Sacramento Rivers.
After a break in one of the levees in the winter of 1852-53, the City decided to alter its levee
configuration and a levee was constructed down R Street all the way to Brighton (near
Sacramento State University today).
In 1854, Theodore Judah surveyed a route for the Sacramento Valley Railroad (SVRR) between
Sacramento and Folsom. In 1855 the SVRR began building its rail lines on top of the R Street
levee. By August 16, 1855, the first trial run was made from Front Street to 17th Street. In
February 1856 the line started operation to Folsom. The SVRR was the first passenger railroad in
California and continued operating even after being subsumed by the builders of the
transcontinental railroad, the Central Pacific, in 1865. The Central Pacific and its successor, the
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Southern Pacific, continued to run trains on the R Street tracks. Today this same alignment is
used by Sacramento Regional Transit’s Light Rail trains (Boghohsian 2004).
An 1857 lithograph Birdseye View of Sacramento showed almost no development south of the R
Street levee and only very sparse growth of houses on the north side. The same type of
lithograph in the 1870 directory showed that houses were then built on the south side of the levee
but development along either side of R Street was still sparse and residential. Up to 1870 and
beyond levees were built along the Sacramento River to the south of Sacramento. The Southern
Pacific actually built most of these levees as they placed their southbound line on top of them as
they built their rail lines toward Stockton. These levees were the first line of defense against
flooding to the south of Sacramento. This seems to have coincided with the construction of the
State Capitol Building (1863-70). From that time onward, development in Sacramento began to
move eastward down I, J, K, L, M and N Streets and to the south as well. This put pressure for a
new levee further to the south of R Street. By 1878 the City approved an updated plan for its
levees and the main levee to protect the city from flooding from the south was the new Y Street
levee (now Broadway). From this time on the R Street levee was no longer necessary (Boghosian
2004).
The R Street levee appears to have been removed between 1888 and 1890. An 1888 picture
[SAMCC 85/24/3014] shows three youths standing on the flank of the levee in front of the
Carlaw Brothers granite works on the southeast corner 10th & R Streets. The berm appears to be
about eight feet in height at that place. An 1890 photograph of the California Winery at 21st and
R showed no berm at that place. The 1890 Birdseye View lithograph shows no indication of a
berm, nor does the 1905 lithograph. These latter two Birdseye View lithographs showed that
residential development continued to increase along R Street, with the houses generally clustered
along the numbered streets with the house fronts facing those streets, rather than R Street.
Among the earliest non-residential uses along R Street were the previously mentioned Carlaw
Works, the winery and a mixed residential and grocery store building built by John Keating on
the northeast corner of 11th & R.
Much of this residential development was occupied by working class Sacramentans, some of
whom worked for the railroads or in other trades. Residential development appeared first along Q
Street between 1885 and 1890. Among them were Portuguese families, many of whom later
attended St. Elizabeth’s Church at 13th and Q streets (built around 1910). Some of the existing
historic residences in the project area were either owned or rented by Portuguese occupants, in a
sense creating a small Portuguese community. Residential development on S Street was delayed
until removal of the levee. This area was largely occupied between 1905 and 1915 and remains
heavily residential to this day.
In 1910 the Western Pacific Railroad arrived in the R Street area. In 1913 the Western Pacific
built their maintenance and repair shops in Curtis Park. Their tracks, in the study area, were
located along the backs of the buildings on the north side of R Street, where they took over the
former east-west alley between Q & R Streets from 8th Street to just east of 19th Street, where they
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curved away to both the north and south between 19th and 20th Streets. The Western Pacific was a
transcontinental railroad, whose main line went north up the Sacramento Valley, through the
Feather River canyon, through Beckwourth Pass and on to Salt Lake City. It serviced San
Francisco, Oakland and the interior cities of the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys (Bogohsian
2004).
Technological developments in transportation and electrical power between 1891 and 1923
sustained Sacramento’s economic growth into the Great Depression. It was during this period
that most of the existing historical buildings in the R Street corridor industrial area were built.
But the new technologies not only created growth, they affected the very design of the buildings,
many of them designed with rail sidings, extensive truck bays, loading docks and automotive
maintenance and repair shops.
The R Street Corridor remained a busy rail corridor until after the Second World War when
trucks finally replaced steamboat traffic. After the Second World War, through rail traffic on R
Street ended. The railroad after that time only ran trains on the line to serve its existing
customers. The post-war building boom in California included highway construction to the
Sacramento area. Some businesses on R Street that were dependent upon truck transportation
looked for cheaper land with better highway access. For instance, by 1952, the Wonder Bread
(Perfection) bakery left its 14th & R site and moved to a new site on Highway 160.
In addition to Boghosian’s history, there are other elements present in the project area concerning
residential and commercial use in the neighbors surrounding the industrialized railroad corridor.
Residential development along Q Street within the project occurred between 1885 and 1895. S
Street developed after the R Street levee was removed, between 1900 and 1910. Today
nineteenth century houses dot the landscape within the Project Area on Q and S Streets.

9.2

Affected Environment

9.2.1

Archaeology

There are no identified prehistoric or historical archaeological sites within the Proposed Project.
Several archaeological resources occur near the project area. Tremaine & Associates compared
historic maps for the R Street Improvement Project. An 1859 map shows swampland near the
City Center. Two long fingers of dry, high ground between branches of swampland occurred in
the project area, one between 9th and 12th Streets and another just east of 15th street extending to
18th Street. In other areas within the City, these areas of high ground are associated with
prehistoric deposits and appear to be a favorable location for prehistoric inhabitants (Tremaine &
Associates 2007).
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Built Environment

The proposed project passes through portions of several City of Sacramento Historic Districts
(Figure 9.1). These districts were defined by the City and created under Ordinance #85-076 on
July 30, 1985. A brief discussion of each district, and the historic properties within them, is
presented below. In addition to these districts, other historic buildings are present throughout the
Project. Information on these is provided following the district discussion.
In all, there are nearly 100 historic resources contained within the Project Area. In addition, there
are other buildings that are not yet 50 years old, the threshold for historical consideration under
CEQA. While not included below some of these will reach the age threshold within the next five
years.
The following discussion includes tables listing the historic properties in each area. As
applicable, appropriate listings are given, including National Register of Historic Places,
California Register of Historic Resources, State Historic Landmarks, State Points of Historic
Interest, and City of Sacramento Preservation listings and registers. Resources listed at the
National level are automatically included in the California Register and local registers. Resources
listed at the state level are included in the City Register.
9.2.2.1 City District #1 – 1200-1300 Q Street
This historic district consists of a two-block row of modest high basement buildings fronting on
Q Street. It is bound by Whitney Avenue on the south, Q Street on the north, 12th Street to the
west and 14th Street on the east. The buildings date from 1885 to around 1910. Mature trees line
the streets, contributing to the historic feel. Other streetscape elements include a sidewalk stamp
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(J.J. Quale/Sac) on the corner of 12th and Q Streets at 1200 Q Street, a sign for the Acme Garage
at 1208 Q, and remnants of a curbside sidewalk and hitching post base at 1330 Q Street. One
cottage faces Whitney Avenue (the alley) and is a rare example of the auxiliary residential streets
(now alleys) that once defined the residential pattern of nineteenth-century Sacramento. This
neighborhood traditionally housed working class families.

TABLE 9-1
Historic Properties within the 1200-1300 Q Street District
Address

Status of Listing*

1200 Q Street

Contributor

1206 Q Street

Contributor, individual
local landmark
Non-contributor,
unevaluated for
individual listing
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor

1885

Contributor
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark

ca. 1910
1887

1208 Q Street
1226 Q Street
1308-10 Q Street
1314 Q Street
1316 Q Street
1318 Q Street
1322 Q Street
1326 Q Street
1330 Q Street
1711 12th Street
1712 13th Street
1714 13th Street
1711 13th Street
1715 13th Street
1712 14th Street
1714 14th Street

Estimated
Date
ca. 1900

ca. 1910

Comments
Morgan Jones Funeral
Home 1948-1960 (African
American owned and
operated business)
Acme Garage
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1897
ca. 1910
ca. 1890
1887
1887
1892
1875

1885-1890
ca. 1890
ca. 1890s
ca. 1910
ca. 1900
ca. 1900
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TABLE 9-1
Historic Properties within the 1200-1300 Q Street District
Address

Status of Listing*

Sidewalk Stamp
Curbside Walk
Hitching Post

Contributor
Contributor
Contributor

Estimated
Date
1890s
1890s
1890s

Comments
J.J. QUALE/SAC
1330 Q Street
Sheared off at sidewalk
level, ring still visible in
concrete

* Unless noted all status refers to Sacramento Register listings at a local level. Federal and state evaluations have not
been completed for the district.

9.2.2.2 City District #19 – Fremont Park Historic District
This district consists of a one-block row of high basement houses, mostly Queen Anne in style,
that front on Q Street facing Fremont Park. Although many of the buildings have been modified,
the gables, spindlework, spacing between houses, historic sidewalks (one stamped), curbside
walks, remnant hitching posts and overlapping mature trees contribute to the cohesive feel of this
small neighborhood. Two Craftsman-style apartments, built after 1910, and an Italianate house
moved to the site in 1901 lend variety to the neighborhood.
TABLE 9-2
Historic Properties within Fremont Park Historic District
Address

Status of Listing*

1500 Q Street

Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Unevaluated
Contributor

1504 Q Street
1501 Q Street
1512 Q Street
1518 Q Street
1522 Q Street
1526 Q Street
1700 16th Street
1710 16th Street
1714 16th Street

Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Contributor, individual
local landmark
Unevaluated
Unevaluated

Estimated
Date
1894

Comments
Manuel-Enos, Grocer

1895
1890-1895

George W. Young
Residence

1912
1894
1880
1915

* Unless noted all status refers to Sacramento Register listings at a local level. Federal and state evaluations have not
been completed for the district.
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9.2.2.3 City District #28 – R Street Historic District
The R Street corridor was developed after construction of the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR)
at ground level in 1902. As the first railway line in the West the route of the historic railroad has
always been along R Street. Thus, in the early 1900’s R Street became an industrial core of the
city. According to Carol Roland (2007) and Boghosian (2004) the corridor possesses historical
and architectural significance and meets criteria of the National Register and the California
Register of Historic Resources. The district boundaries have been expanded by recent researchers
to include an area along both sides of R Street from 8th to 18th. Recent development between 18
and 19th and S and R streets has interrupted the historic character of the district.
The R Street district has several defining elements that distinguish it from other areas in the city.
One of the most obvious elements is the mainline rail tracks that exist down the center of R
Street. Although covered with asphalt in some areas, the rail and associated siding tracks that
accessed loading docks and buildings reflect the railroad context and history of the corridor.
Without the railroad the industries that once lined the corridor would not have existed. In several
intersections granite cobblestones are visible on either side of the mainline rails. These cobbles,
placed for stability and for drainage, date to the placement of the SPRR line around 1902 and are
contributing elements of the district. Other railroad features include braces, switches and side
tracks.
The majority of the buildings are large warehouses of brick or concrete built between 1910 and
1946. In general these structures are utilitarian in nature with few architectural details. Windows
are generally metal sash, multiple pane and reflect the industrial nature of the area. Double and
single doors, loading bays, and simple steps with pipe rails also contribute to the character of the
district. Key elements to the industrial nature of the corridor are the loading docks, built to the
height of a train car or truck bed to ease loading and unloading of materials from box cars. The
docks, and the sidings that run alongside, are important elements in the visual image of the
corridor as an industrial district.
In addition to the tracks, docks, and large warehouses there are several other elements that are
essential in capturing the industrial sense of time and place evident in the corridor. First,
sidewalks and street ornamentation are lacking, as expected given the light industry that occurred
within the corridor. Historic photographs indicate that trees were also a rare commodity, other
than on numbered streets. The few trees that appear in historic photos are located along the edge
of the right of way and may have been volunteers. Finally, curbs, gutters, parking and striping is
generally missing along R Street, enhancing the emphasis of rail over automobile along this
historic transportation corridor.
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TABLE 9-3
Historic Properties within the R Street Historic District
Address

Status of Listing*

918 R Street

Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels

1724 10th Street
1015-1021 R Street
1026 R Street
1108 R Street

1113-1119 R Street
1213 R Street
1409-1413 R Street
1421 R Street
1602 R Street
1700 R Street
1720 R Street
1811 10th Street
1724 11th Street
1801 11th Street
1811 12th Street
1723 12th Street
1730 13th Street
1730 14th Street
1731 17th Street
1800 18th Street

Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Non contributor
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Unevaluated
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels

Estimated
Date
1924
1920, 1946

Comments
McClatchy Newspapers

1917

Goodyear Tire and Rubber
Co., California Furniture
W. P. Fuller Building, Fox
& Goose
U.S. Rubber and Tire
Building
State of California
Warehouse, California
Warehouse Co., CADA
Warehouse
Piggly Wiggly Warehouse

1915

Garage

1913-1914

Perfection Bread Co.,
Wonder Bread Co.
Auto Repair, recent
remodel
Crystal Ice Co.

1917
1907-1908
1914

1945

F. F. Smith Co.
Crystal Ice Store House
Ca. 1910

Krutisik’s Wire Works

ca. 1905
ca. 1903

Residence
Rochdale Building

1945

Firestone Tire Warehouse

ca. 1900
Ca. 1920

Residence
Residence
Electric Supply Co.

1946

Orchard Supply Co.

1950

New Zealand Spring Lamb
Co.
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TABLE 9-3
Historic Properties within the R Street Historic District
Address

Status of Listing*

Sidewalk graffiti

Potential Contributor at
federal, state, local levels
Federal, state and local
levels, individually
eligible

Southern Pacific
RR mainline and
sidings

Estimated
Date
1946
1903-1950

Comments
Three places in front of
1724 10th Street
Includes all railroad related
features (rails, stone
curbing)

* The R Street Corridor between 10th and 13th Streets is a proposed National Register of Historic Places district
currently under review by the State Historic Preservation Office. Other buildings within the historic district are
potential contributors to the overall R Street Corridor at a national, state and local level.

9.2.2.4 City District #33 – South Side Historic District
Four residences on S Street and 11th Street are included in the South Side Historic District. The
district is the largest in the City, stretching from Interstate 5 on the west to 16th Street. The area
east of South Side Park represents a blend of modest and larger, more ornate homes mixed with
modern infill and pre-World War II automotive-related structures. The general feeling is that of a
neighborhood in flux, continually building and changing. The mature trees that line S Street are
key in linking the neighborhood. Historic sidewalks, a curbside walkway and a hitching post
base are located in front of 1917 S Street and add to the historic character of that portion of the
district within the Project Area.
TABLE 9-4
Historic Properties within the South Side Historic District
Address

Status of Listing*

1017 S Street
1019 S Street

1820 11th Street

Unevaluated
Sacramento Register,
South Side Historic
District, contributor
Sacramento Register,
South Side Historic
District, contributor
Unevaluated

1823 11th Street

Unevaluated

1025 S Street

Estimated
Date

Comments

On 1895 SB;
ca. 1890s
On 1915 SB;
ca. 1900s

* Unless noted all status refers to Sacramento Register listings at a local level. Federal and state evaluations have not
been completed for the district.
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Non-District Resources

In addition to the four formally adopted districts there are numerous other historic properties
within the Project Area that are not included in a designated district. The majority of these
resources have not been evaluated to date. For the purposes of this study properties over 50 years
of age are considered historic properties under CEQA until they have been evaluated as not
significant.
TABLE 9-5
Other Historic Properties within the Project Area
Address

Status of Listing*

1000 Q Street
1101 S Street
1131 S Street
1211 S Street
1219/21 S Street
1235 S Street
1414 Q Street
1415 S Street
1417 ½ S Street
1417 S Street
1420 Q Street
1611 S Street
1630 Q Street
1700 18th Street
1703 18th Street
1703 19th Street
1706 11th Street
1709 ½ S Street
1709 16th Street
1710 18th Street
1713 10th Street
1714 17th Street
1714 18th Street
1715 10th Street
1715 S Street
1720 Q Street
1733 S Street
1800 Q Street
1805 10th Street
1808 Q Street
1809 19th Street

Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated

Estimated
Date
ca. 1940
ca. 1946
ca. 1900
ca. late 1940s
ca. late 1940s
ca. 1930s

Comments

GE W Ho
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ca. 1905
ca. 1930s
ca. 1910
ca. 1910
Auto Repair
Late 1940s
ca. 1910
ca. 1910
ca. 1910
ca. 1950s
ca. 1910
ca. 1910
ca. 1910s
ca. 1940s

Auto Repair/Alta Plating

ca. late 1940s
Moved to site between
1915 and 1951
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TABLE 9-5
Other Historic Properties within the Project Area
Address

Status of Listing*

1816 15th Street
1815 10th Street
1818 15th Street
1820 15th Street
1831 12th Street

Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
Unevaluated
California Point of
Historic Interest,
Sacramento Register
Individual Landmark
Unevaluated
Unevaluated

1831 16th Street
1901 S Street
1913 S Street
1910 Q Street

Estimated
Date

Comments

ca. 1950s

Chan Bakery
St. Elizabeth’s Church

ca. late 1960s
ca. 1920s
ca. 1921
ca. 1910

Machine Shop
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Regulatory Setting

A number of federal and state laws and implementing regulations address cultural resources,
including prehistoric, historic, ethnographic and traditional properties. Federal regulations come
in to force when a project that may have a significant environmental effect is either initiated by a
federal agency or is funded in whole or in part with funds from a federal source. State regulations
come into effect whenever a significant change in the use or architecture of an area may have an
effect on environmental resources of public importance.
9.3.1

Federal Regulations

Two key federal laws address and protect environmental resources including historic resources.
These laws are the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as amended. Under NHPA Section 106 and the implementing
regulations of 36 CFR 800, the proponents of a federal project – that is one initiated or funded
through a federal agency – must evaluate the effects of a project upon cultural resources. In order
to do this, federal regulations require that known and potential cultural resources within the
project's Area of Potential Effects (APE) must be identified. These resources must then be
evaluated under the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and a
determination made regarding whether the resources satisfy the criteria for significance and
integrity. Final determinations of NRHP eligibility are made by the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) in consultation with the lead federal agency. The potential effects of the project
upon any eligible or potentially eligible resource must be then examined. If these effects are
determined to negative, then procedures to mitigate the effects must be implemented.
Another key federal law, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) of 1990 comes into effect where an archaeological or ethnographic resource in which
Native American burials is known to, or may exist, and will, or may be affected by the project.
Under 36 CFR 800 a concerted effort must be made to contact Native Americans knowledgeable
about the traditional history and potential sacred lands and sites within the project APE. If Native
American graves or resources are identified within the project APE, then consultation and
mitigation steps must be undertaken to preserve, protect or mitigate the project's effects upon the
resource. Typically a memorandum of agreement between the interested Native American parties
and the lead agency will delineate the procedures to be followed if burials are encountered.
9.3.2

State Regulations

The principle state law that protects important historic resources is the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended. CEQA is codified in sections 21000 & seq. of the
Public Resources Code of the State of California, while the implementing guide lines are found in
CCR Title 14, Chapter 3, sections 15000 through 15387. CEQA requires state and local agencies
tasked with planning or permitting projects to consider the environmental effects that such
projects may have upon important resources. CEQA recognizes both archaeological resources
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(Section 21083.9) and historic resources (Section 21084.1) as potentially important resources and
project planners have the options of evaluating and mitigating important resources or of avoiding
resources and there by imposing no effects upon the resource. Under CEQA resources that may
not be significant or eligible if evaluated under the criteria of the CRHR for identifying important
resources may be avoided by the project planners, saving the costs of additional research,
evaluation and investigation of the property. Alternatively, if a property cannot be avoided, the
property must be evaluated, and if determined eligible under CRHR criteria, the project's effects
upon the property must be mitigated. Integrity is addressed under the Natural Resources Code
(CCR Title 14, Division 3, Chapter 11.5, Section 4852 (c)) and effectively reiterates NRHP
standards for integrity, but is less stringent permitting for example relocated structures to retain
eligibility for CRHR status.
California state law also includes parallel regulations to NAGPRA within the Public Resources
Code (Sections 5097.993-5097.994) and Healthy and Safety Code (Section 7050.5). Resources
and human remains must be considered as part of the environmental review process. PRC
Section 5097.993 exempts projects that are undertaken in compliance the requirements of CEQA
or NEPA.
California General Plan law requires local governments to prepare a general plan for the future
development of the region for which the government is responsible. The law sets out what
elements are required, and what elements are optional in a general plan. Common optional
elements included in general plans economic, historical resource preservation, recreation, and
community design. Although, optional, an element included in a general plan carries the same
legal force as a required element. With the passage of SB-18 of 2004, the state guidelines for
general plans now include tribal consultation guide lines. These new guidelines require Native
American consultation during the development or modification of general or specific plans. Final
guidelines for Native American consultation were accepted in November 2005 and are now in
force.
9.3.4 City Regulations
Title 17, Ch. 17.134 of the Sacramento City Code provides for the identification and protection of
significant historic resources in the City of Sacramento. The City Council designates by
ordinance structures and historic districts for listing in the Sacramento Register of Historic and
Cultural Resources (Register). This Register classifies individually-listed properties into
“Landmark” structures. Section 17.134.170 of the City Code identifies the specific criteria to be
used for the identification of Landmark structures and historic districts and for the designation
and listing of properties in the Sacramento Register. Approval by the Preservation Commission
and the Preservation Director of applications affecting individually listed structures and
contributing resources in historic districts are based on compliance with the Listed Structures and
Preservation Area Plans and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties. Approval is required prior to issuance of a building permit. Historic

PAGE 9-18


FRQW

R Street Area Implementation Plan EIR

Letter O7

Cultural Resources

structures listed in the Sacramento Register must be reviewed under the provisions of the State
Historical Building Code.
Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code states that its highest priority is to encourage restoration
and sensitive rehabilitation of listed structures. Restoration or rehabilitation of listed structures in
the Sacramento Register entitles the development to all benefits provided in the Incentive Zone
established under Section 2.3 of the Urban design Plan. These benefits include, but are not
limited to, one-meeting planning review and priority building permit processing. Eligible
projects may also receive public financial assistance. Secondarily, an alternative design solution
to demolition of a listed structure is to encourage harmonious incorporation into an existing listed
structure into the design of a new development. A project that incorporates this design approach
will also be eligible for the same Incentive Zone benefits found in Section 2.3 of the Urban
Design Plan.
Under Title 17, Ch. 15.134 of the City Code, the City has also established a preservation program
to protect and maintain the character of architecturally, historically and culturally significant
structures and sites within the City of Sacramento. New development is directed toward
achieving compatible new construction that enhances existing historic values rather than
diminishing them. The values of identified Historic Districts and significant historic buildings are
to be protected as significant resources for the general welfare of the public.
Section 17.134.430 of the City Code specifically regulates the demolition or relocation of
buildings or structures that are at least 50 years old and provides for Sacramento Register
nomination review. If a permit is south to demolish or relocate a building or structure that was
constructed at least 50 years prior to the date of application, and that building or structure is not
currently on (or the subject of) a pending nomination, has not been nominated for placement on
the Sacramento Register or reviewed pursuant to Section 17.134 within the past three years, the
permit application must be referred to the City’s Preservation Director to allow the Director to
make a preliminary determination whether the structure should be nominated for placement on
the Sacramento Register.
9.3.5

City of Sacramento Preservation Element

In April 2000, the City of Sacramento adopted a Preservation Element in its General Plan. The
goal of the Preservation Element is “to retain and celebrate Sacramento’s heritage and recognize
its importance to the City’s unique character, identity, economy and quality of life.” The element
is divided into six major goals, each with many policies to achieve the stated goal. Applicable
goals include:
x

Goal A: To establish and maintain a comprehensive citywide preservation program,

x

Goal B: To protect and preserve important historic and cultural resources that serve as
significant, visible reminders of the city’s social and architectural history,
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x

Goal D: to foster public awareness and appreciation of the City’s heritage and its historic
and cultural resources, and

x

Goal E. To identify and protect archeological resources that enriches our understanding
of the early Sacramento area.

9.4

Thresholds of Significance

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G identifies examples
of a significant effect on historic or cultural resources and states that a project will normally have
a significant effect if it will:
x
x
x
x

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in Section 15064.5.
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5.
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature.
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Section 15064.5 defines a significant adverse effect to include any activity which would: (1)
Create a substantially adverse change in the significance of an historical resource including
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired;
and/or (2) alter or materially impair the significance of a historical resource.
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines defines significant historic resources to include:
(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code
SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).
(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k)
of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting
the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be
historically or culturally significant.
(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may
be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency's determination is supported
by substantial evidence in light of the whole record including the following: (A) Is associated
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with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California's history
and cultural heritage; (B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; (C)
Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or (D)
Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant
to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources survey
(meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public
Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.

9.5

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

IMPACT 9.1: Impacts to Archeological Resources
PP

Proposed Project

The proposed project includes several projects which may require trenching, excavation or
subsurface soil disturbance which could affect buried archeological resources. For example,
street improvements, water lines, or transit improvements may require trenching and excavation.
Since the R Street corridor and the Central City in general, are considered to be sensitive areas for
cultural resources, ground disturbance as a result of these activities could constitute a significant
impact.
AA

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing environment and therefore, no impact
is anticipated.
MITIGATION MEASURE 9.1: Impacts to Archeological Resources
1.

An archaeological monitor shall be retained on-site during subsurface
excavations below the current road base between 9th and 12th Streets and
just east of 15th street extending to 18th Street. These areas were historically
high ground and are sensitive for prehistoric remains. The archaeological
monitor shall be authorized to stop work and investigate any subsurface
historic or cultural materials that are exposed by the excavation. In the
event cultural or potentially cultural materials are encountered during
excavation activities work shall cease within 100 feet of the find until an
archaeologist can assess the significance of the find. If the find is
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prehistoric in nature the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
shall be consulted. Tribal representatives as referred by the NAHC shall be
included in the consultation process. If necessary, further mitigation
measures may be developed and implemented by the qualified archaeologist
and the tribal representative.
2.

If human or potentially human remains are found, the work shall cease
immediately and the County Coroner contacted without hesitation. The
Coroner will notify the NAHC if the remains are determined to be Native
American and the NAHC will notify the person or tribe believed to be the
most likely descendant (CEQA Section 15064.5, Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5, Public Resources Code Section 5097.94 and 5097.98). An
archaeologist and the tribal representative will work with the contractor to
develop a program for re-interment of the human remains and any
associated artifacts. No additional work shall occur in the immediate
vicinity of the find until appropriate actions have been carried out.

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level.

IMPACT 9.2: Construction Period Impacts to Historic or Architecturally Significant
Structures
PP

Proposed Project

The proposed project recommends infrastructure and transit improvements in the R Street Corridor.
R Street transects or is adjacent to several historic districts which include listed or potentially
eligible historic structures. Construction vibration and other activities could adversely affect these
structures. This is a potentially significant impact which can be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with mitigation measures.
AA

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing environment and therefore, no impact
is anticipated.
MITIGATION MEASURE 9.2: Construction Period Impacts to Historically or
Architecturally Significant Structures
The following mitigation measure is recommended for CADA sponsored infrastructure
and transit improvements in the R Street project area.
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1. All equipment used during improvements shall be located a safe distance
from historically significant buildings so any equipment arms or attachments
cannot reach the building. Buffering materials shall be used as necessary
(ex: hay bales stacked three rows high along the faces of the buildings to a
height of six feet to protect the buildings from the equipment operations),
when construction is with 10 feet of a building.
2. A hand-held hydraulic jack hammer shall be used to break existing concrete
into pieces within three feet of building faces. The broken concrete shall
then be removed by hand. The building face shall be protected by a foam
board, generally used for insulation that is a minimum of one-inch thick.
3. Small ride-on machinery shall be used to compact the ground within five feet
of building faces. Hay bales shall be stacked three rows high along the faces
of the buildings to a height of six feet. A vibrator plate tamper shall be used
to compact material within five feet of the building face. The building face
shall be protected with a minimal one-inch-thick foam board.
4. In some areas new concrete walkways will be constructed against the
existing buildings and loading docks. The walkways shall be separated from
existing structures by a 0.5-inch fiber expansion joint. The existing building
faces and loading docks shall be protected with plastic sheeting to prevent
concrete from splattering onto the existing fabric.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level.

IMPACT 9.3: Impacts to R Street Corridor Historic Districts from Housing Projects
PP

Proposed Project

As part of the R Street Corridor Implementation Plan, CADA plans to secure financial and
technical assistance for a number of housing projects in the R Street Project Area. These include
adaptive reuse of historic warehouses, replacement housing and affordable housing development
projects. CADA may provide funding or develop and own new housing or housing in
rehabilitated buildings. In addition, private developers are in the process of preparing adaptive
reuse plans for some of the historically significant buildings (i.e., Crystal Ice Plant) for housing,
parking and commercial stores.
Redevelopment activities could result in the demolition or moving of existing structures or the
significant alteration of a historic structure over the life of a redevelopment plan. Section
17.134.430 of the City Code regulates the demolition of structures that are at least fifty years of
age. The City’s Preservation officer must make a preliminary determination on any buildings that
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are over fifty years old as to whether the structure is eligible for consideration by the Preservation
Commission and the City Council for placement on the Sacramento Register. If structures are
eligible or determined eligible then the protections of Article VI of Section 17.134 apply. New
construction, infilling, demolition and/or adaptive reuse could result in significant impacts to the
R Street Corridor’s industrial setting and to eligible historic structures.
AA

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing environment and therefore, no impact
is anticipated.
MITIGATION MEASURE 9.3: Impacts to Historic Districts from Housing
Projects. The following mitigation measures should be employed for housing projects1
in the R Street Project Area for which CADA is a sponsor or participant:
1. As part of any Owner Participation Agreement (OPA), Disposition and
Development Agreement (DDA) or CADA sponsored project that could
affect any structure or feature over 50 years of age that has not yet been
evaluated by the City’s Preservation Director, the buildings shall first be
evaluated for listing in the California Register of Historic Places and the
Sacramento Register. This evaluation shall occur through the preparation of
State of California DPR 523 forms for each building, photo media
documentation and thorough standard CEQA evaluation.
2. If rehabilitation or all or portions of the structure are possible, adaptive reuse
and rehabilitation plans of existing historic structures shall be designed to
retain the maximum amount of historic fabric. All rehabilitation of historic
structures shall be conducted in light of Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
Treatment of Historic Properties to ensure that treatments will maintain the
authenticity and integrity of the structure and the district. Plans shall be
approved by the City’s Preservation Director and Preservation Commission.
3.

If demolition of any portion of a historic structure cannot be avoided, the
feature or building shall be recorded to HABS/HAER standards prior to
removal. Copies of the HABS/HAER documentation shall be filed with the
City Preservation Director, Sacramento Archives and Museum Collection
Center, the North Central Information Center at Sacramento State
University and the Sacramento Room at the Central Branch of the
Sacramento County Library.

1

Applies to projects which file for City entitlements after certification of this EIR and does not retroactively apply to
projects which have received approval prior to certification of this EIR.

PAGE 9-24


FRQW

Letter O7

R Street Area Implementation Plan EIR

4.

Cultural Resources

New construction shall be designed to reflect and blend with the industrial
nature of the R Street Corridor. Design guidelines found in the R Street
Urban Design Plan shall be implemented in new or rehabilitated
construction projects as determined by the Design Review Board. Projects
located within an historic district shall also be reviewed by the Preservation
Commission.

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to but may not reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level insofar as the feasibility of retention and rehabilitation of
all historic structures must be evaluated on a case by case basis, and rehabilitation may not be
feasible in all cases. The above mitigation measures will reduce the potential magnitude of
impacts but, it may not be feasible to reduce all potential impacts to a less-than significant level.
Therefore, the even with mitigation measures a residual unavoidable impact may occur.
IMPACT 9.4: Impacts to Historic Railroad Features
PP

Proposed Project

Within the R Street right-of-way there are a number of railroad related features include tracking,
spurs, cobble and brick work which remains from the historic railroad activities in the area.
There RSAIP proposes four phases of R Street Streetscape improvements2 and water line
improvements are proposed. These improvements include some roadway reconstruction to
accommodate vehicle access and parking, drainage improvement and streetscape enhancement
(benches, sidewalks, lighting, shade awnings, etc.) which could adversely affect features of the
earlier railroad history of R Street. This is considered a potentially significant impact.
AA

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not change the existing environment and therefore, no impact
is anticipated.
MITIGATION MEASURE 9.4:
Features

Impacts to Railroad, Siding and Related

The following mitigation measure is recommended for CADA sponsored infrastructure
and transit improvements in the R Street project area.
1. Prior to construction of any streetscape improvements in the roadway of the R
Street Corridor between 9th and 19th Street, a field study by a qualified
historian or historical archaeologist shall be completed to record and document
2

Phase I of the improvements, between 10th and 13th streets, is funded and a separate environmental document is being

prepared for that project.
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in both document and photo media any exposed elements of the rail line.
Documentation shall follow, to the extent possible, procedures outlined by the
National Park Service for a Historic American Building Survey/Historic
American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) report or equivalent.
2. To the maximum extent possible, any tracking and contributing features such
as cobblestones or brick lining shall be left in situ. If presently covered with
asphalt, railing shall be exposed. Uncovered rail shall be left exposed to
maintain the transportation feel of the corridor. Distorted tracks that pose a
hazard to drivers and pedestrians shall be replaced with existing or new rails
from available stock.
3. If realignment of tracks is necessary for drainage, ADA compliance or other
reasons, care shall be taken to maintain the sense of continuity from block to
block in the rails. Reinforcement of the base of the existing main tracks with
adjustments to alignment or elevation shall be completed only when necessary.
The mainline tracks shall be moved no more than two vertical inches or six
horizontal inches. The siding tracks shall be moved no more than six vertical
inches or 12 horizontal inches.
4. If retaining the rail or sidings in situ is not feasible during construction, the rail
and features shall be removed and set aside in the least damaging way. The
contributing features, including tracks, siding, bricks, cobblestone or metal
braces shall be carefully removed and cataloged under the supervision and
oversight of a qualified historian or historical archaeologist and shall be
restored to the street segment in the general alignment in which originally
found. Damaged rails or cobbles shall be replaced in kind.
5. During construction or excavation of the street bed in the R Street Corridor, a
qualified historian or historical archaeologist shall be present to monitor and
identify any subsurface features unearthed. Work shall stop in the immediate
vicinity of the find for recovery of significant features. Any features shall be
cataloged and stored in accordance with Mitigation Measures 9.1.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 9.4(a) would reduce the severity of impacts. However,
because the precise design of street improvements is not available for many sections of the
infrastructure improvements, implementation of the above mitigation measures cannot be
guaranteed to be feasible. Foe example in some cases, railroad tracking and spurs may need to be
removed in order to accommodate underground utilities and drainage improvements. The
mitigation measures above would reduce impacts, however, even with these mitigation measures
it is possible that some historic railroad resources could be altered during construction. For these
reasons, the mitigation measure is recommended, but may not reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level, and therefore, some residual impact may remain. The residual effects would be
unavoidable.
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IMPACT 9.5: Impacts to Historic Character of R Street
PP

Proposed Project

Four phases of R Street Streetscape improvements are proposed. These improvements include
some roadway reconstruction to accommodate vehicle access and parking, drainage improvement
and streetscape enhancement (benches, sidewalks, lighting, shade awnings, etc.). Phase I of the
improvements, between 10th and 13th streets, is funded and a separate environmental document is
being prepared for that project.
The Urban Design Guidelines for the R Street Corridor note that the streetscape has several key
elements that contribute to the history of the corridor, including the railroad tracks and sidings,
cobblestone or brick work, and loading docks. Subsequent work for the R Street Improvement
Phase I project has also identified lack of sidewalks, treeless landscape, absence of formal road
striping and contributing elements to the character of the historic district. Additional
characteristics include the mass of the warehouses, prevalence of industrial sash windows, and
large awnings.
The Urban Design Guidelines for the R Street Corridor note that the streetscape has several key
elements that contribute to the history of the corridor, including the railroad tracks and sidings,
cobblestone or brick work, and loading docks. Subsequent work for the R Street Improvement
Phase I project has also identified lack of sidewalks, treeless landscape, absence of formal road
striping and contributing elements to the character of the historic district. Additional
characteristics include the mass of the warehouses, prevalence of industrial sash windows, and
large awnings. Adding sidewalks, curbs, parking, benches, awnings and lighting and changing
the tracks could cause a substantial change to the industrial feel of the existing streetscape and
would be considered a significant impact. This impact could be reduced to a less than significant
level with the implementation of the following mitigation measures. The measures are intended
to allow for project design implementation while retaining the historic industrial character of the
district and maintaining the railroad related features. Because of the unique and historic
streetscape and character, substantial change without sensitive design to the R Street Corridor
streetscape could result in significant impacts.
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Corridor

Cultural Resources

Impacts to Historic Character of R Street

The following mitigation measure is recommended for CADA sponsored infrastructure
and transit improvements in the R Street project area.
1. All new concrete walkways shall be designed and installed for minimal
impact to the visual industrial feel of the corridor. Curb height shall be
limited to four inches. Walkways shall vary in width to accommodate
existing loading docks but shall generally be 10 feet wide wherever
adequate right-of-way is available.
2. Concrete bulb-outs shall be limited to numbered streets. If the use of
concrete bulb-outs in the R Street corridor is unavoidable, the size shall be
minimal (protruding four feet into R Street). A single yellow truncated
warning tile, three feet long by six feet wide, shall be used on each bulb out
or curb near the edge of the street.
3. If new street lighting is installed such lighting should reflect the industrial
nature of the R Street corridor. Lighting shall be positioned at the edge of
the street or back of the walk and shall be non-decorative and utilitarian in
design.
4. Shade canopies or awnings shall be selected to reflect the industrial feel of
the corridor, using historic photographs or existing awnings on buildings
within the district as examples of kind. Street furniture (benches) shall also
be minimized in number and selected to reflect the industrial feel of the
corridor.
5. Street striping shall be minimal, restricted to marking of stop signs at
intersections. Street paint shall not be used on or across tracks. Crosswalk
markings shall be limited to numbered streets.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 9.4(b) would reduce impacts to the industrial character of
R Street to a less-than-significant level.
IMPACT 9.6: Cumulative Impacts to Historical and Cultural Resources
Sacramento has been inhabited by prehistoric and historic people for thousands of years. Over
time, human occupation in the area has left behind remnants of past activities. Cumulative
development and landscape improvements in the City could result in the damage, destruction or
loss of known and unknown archaeological resources. In addition, historic resources could also
be significantly altered or destroyed by new construction and improvements. Removal,
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destruction or significant alteration of design, fabric or location would destroy the value of a
resource and could be a significant impact. Changes in the streetscape of districts, including
Fremont Park, 1200-1300 Q Street, South Side, and R Street could also occur in a gradual manner
by the removal of trees, historic sidewalks and curbside walkways, or infilling in a non-sensitive
manner. While damage, destruction or ill-planned rehabilitation could be mitigated on a projectby-project basis, the cumulative loss of historic structures, street features, and archaeological sites
or the gradual infilling of vacant lots in a way that changes the historic feel and setting of a
neighborhood would contribute to a region-wide impact.
Proper planning and appropriate mitigation can assist in capturing and preserving knowledge of
such resources and can provide opportunities for increasing our understanding of past
environmental conditions and cultures through archaeological studies of sites and preservation of
artifacts and materials. Sensitive design of new construction and rehabilitation of historic
structures can help minimize the loss of fabric, setting and feel of historic neighborhoods and
districts. Federal, State and local laws are in place that protect these resources and provide
guidelines for careful rehabilitation of historic structures. The State Historic Building Code is
designed for rehabilitation of historic buildings. Proper implementation of Mitigation Measures
(above) could reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to a less-than-significance
level.
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Letter O7
Response

William Burg, Preservation Sacramento
November 8, 2017

O7-1

The comment refers readers to the commenting organizations attached comments.
This comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O7-2

This comment is identical to previous comments submitted by Preservation
Sacramento. Please see Responses to Comments O3-2 through O3-19.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-351

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

Letter O8

November 8, 2017
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
RE: Public Comment regarding the Downtown Specific Plan EIR
The Executive Committee of Sacramentans for Fair Planning has identified the following items
as areas of concern regarding the Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown Specific
Plan. Each item is addressed on the following pages, including recommendations and mitigation
strategies, and/or changes to the Downtown Specific Plan and its governing ordinance.
1. Proposed language to limit maximum deviation of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to 20% in cases of
significant community benefit is not part of the Plan or Draft Ordinance, despite its earlier
inclusion, and frequent mention in the EIR and public presentations to residents and
developers. Without a maximum deviation limit, it is impossible to calculate the cumulative
impact of multiple projects or conform to required Land Use Policy elements regarding
clear and consistent development standards, including density and intensity standards
required by the Government Code.
2. Changes to height limits in C2/RMX/OB zones are moderated by required setbacks and
transitional height limits where these zones meet R1/R1A or R2/R2A zones, but not where
C2/RMX/OB zones meet R3/R3A or R4 zones. Most central city residential neighborhoods,
are zoned R3/R3A, a designation given to them because they were adjacent to commercial
zones, not because there is a difference in building intensity or height limits. Thus, R3A
zones should receive the same transition protection as R1 and R2 zones.
3. Devolution of historic preservation decisions from the Preservation Commission to
planning staff limits public input and notification and comment and appeal processes. This
policy also removes subject matter expertise from decision-making authority.
4. Rezone of all Central City Properties was done without sufficient notice to property owners
and incorrect statements by staff saying there is no change based on re-zoning to the SPD
designation. Changing the definitions of many central city zones (density, FAR, height) is a
de facto rezoning. Staff claims that residential areas would not be rezoned are factually
incorrect, as indicated by central city wide mailings informing residents of rezoning.
5. Completing central city street lighting was identified as a priority of the Downtown Specific
Plan. The utilities portion of the Plan and Draft EIR needs to include a comprehensive plan
to finish lighting all streets in the DSP Plan area, including unlit residential areas.
6. The last page of the draft Ordinance (Exhibit D) shows erroneous 75’ heights allowed along
S Street at 22nd Street.
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1) Proposed language to limit maximum deviation of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to 20% in cases
of significant community benefit was removed from the Plan at some point between October 12
and 19, 2017, despite its numerous mentions from March through October in various public
outreach documents and conversations with city staff. For example, it is in the Draft EIR (Page 327), public presentations (October 9, 2017 at City Hall, Station 5, Urban Design, Land Use &
Preservation), Page 7 of 995 of the 10/12/17 Planning Commission Staff Report, and Page 60 of 69
of the Stakeholder Meeting document dated March 29, 2017.
Draft EIR Page 3-27 states: “With implementation of the DSP, the 2035 General Plan would be
amended to facilitate development that includes modifications to floor-area ratio (FAR) standards.
The general plan would be amended to offer additional language that clarifies the way in which open
space can be factored into calculation of the FAR. General Plan Policy LU 1.1.10 would similarly be
modified to allow new development to exceed the required FAR by no more than 20 percent if it is
determined that the project provides a significant community benefit.”
Station 5, Urban Design, Land Use & Preservation presented at the Community Open house at City Hall
in October 2017 states a Key Initiative is to “Amend the General Plan to allow developments to exceed
Floor Area Ratios by a maximum percentage if it provides a significant community benefit.”
Page 7 of 995 of the 10/12/17 Planning Commission Staff Report under the heading of Plan Benefits
states “General Plan FAR Clarification – A project may exceed the FAR threshold by a maximum of 20%
if a community benefit is provided. Max FAR’s to be reevaluated in next General Plan update.”
Page 60 of 69 of a Stakeholder Meeting presentation from March 2017 states a key policy initiative is
to “allow projects to exceed FAR by a maximum percent” and “Consider minor increases to maximum
FAR.”
This 20% FAR maximum language is in the Draft EIR but not in the DSP Plan document or the Draft
Ordinance. The Draft EIR was not presented to the Planning Commission at the October 12 meeting.
Without a maximum deviation limit, it is impossible to calculate cumulative impact of multiple
projects or conform to required policy elements regarding clear and consistent development
standards. Without this limit, it is impossible to determine if a property is substantially consistent
with its land use and urban form designation. Page 2-11 and 2-12 of the Draft EIR and (Page 33 and
34 of the DSP Plan Documents) contain a table showing FAR and DUA by land use category. Only the
Draft EIR also contains the Deviation maximum language. The deviation language is not in the DSP
Plan Document and neither the table or deviation language is in the Draft Ordinance, thus making
any FAR limit unenforceable and thus inconsistent with the Draft EIR.
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Figure 1: Example of deviation exceeding 20%; in this case, 250% deviation approval resulted in staff approval of a building
disproportionately out of scale with General Plan land use category, height, FAR, and density maximums.

The Draft EIR specifies an amendment to 2035 General Plan land use policy 1.1.10, Exceeding Floor
Area Ratio (FAR), clarifying the policy regarding FAR to allow permitted FAR to be exceeded by 20
percent if the project provides a significant community benefit, replacing the current policy as
interpreted, which has no maximum limit for FAR. Note that Significant Community Benefit remains
undefined in the General Plan and totally arbitrary at the discretion of staff. This deviation limit has
been presented to the community several times as noted above, including the Planning and
Preservation Commissions. On October 12, City Planner Greg Sandlund informed the Planning
Commission that this 20% FAR limitation was being removed from consideration and deferred to the
next General Plan update, despite the presence of the 20% limitation being presented in Planning
Commission packets as a benefit of the Downtown Specific Plan. On October 19, Sandlund also
informed Preservation Commission that the 20% deviation limit was being removed from the
Downtown Specific Plan objectives and would be deferred until the city’s 2040 General Plan update,
a process that could take several years.
This leaves a huge loophole and risk to the city by not having clear or consistent standards related
to Floor Area Ratio and no definition of Community Benefit. If there is no maximum limit on FAR
deviation, and thus no upper limit on potential development, it is impossible to calculate cumulative
impact of multiple projects within the Downtown Specific Plan area. It is then also impossible to
determine required population intensity and density standards required by the Government Code.
DSP policy element LU 5.1. specifies, LU.5.1 Consistent Standards and Guidelines: Maintain clear and
consistent development standards and design guidelines that are user friendly, remove barriers for
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Downtown projects, and provide adequate flexibility to react to changing market opportunities.
(Downtown Specific Plan, Page 39). If there is no numeric limit on FAR deviation, this standard is
impossible to implement, and the EIR cannot achieve one of its required purposes, to calculate and
estimate cumulative impacts of projects within the Downtown Specific Plan area. Policy Element
L.U. 5.1 is internally inconsistent with the City of Sacramento’s 2035 General Plan and illegal;
the city cannot simultaneously have clear and consistent development standards and
unlimited flexibility.
“Uniformly Applied Development Standards” Contained in Appendix C of the Draft EIR for projects
in the DSP area, which the draft EIR states addresses all potential impacts, does not include the
maximum FAR, but does state “demonstrate consistency with the City’s Climate Action Plan
Consistency Checklist through: substantial consistency with the land use and urban form
designations, allowable FAR and/ or density standards in the 2035 General Plan.” If there is no way
to ensure a maximum FAR for projects within the DSP boundary, there are no consistent standards
(density standards) for cumulative impact of downtown projects. This means the Draft EIR is out of
compliance with the Government Code regarding density and intensity standards.
Page 2 of the draft Ordinance states “4. Facilitate Infill redevelopment by allowing a broad mix of uses
and flexible development standards.” This is the opposite of what the DSP Plan document and
developer stakeholder feedback says, stating that consistent standards are needed, and the city’s
own document that says the inconsistency opens the city to risk of litigation. The Ordinance must
remove the language “Flexible Development Standards.” The DSP Plan document also says there
is consistency in design standards because they have included Uniformly Applied Development
Standards (in Appendix C of Draft EIR) and yet there is no FAR maximum applied to the conditions
of approval as was stated in the Draft EIR.
To ensure consistent development standards that match the density and intensity standards
laid out in the Draft EIR, and ensure cumulative environmental impacts can be determined,
this issue can be addressed easily by including the maximum Floor Area Ratio deviation bonus
of 20% in the Downtown Specific Plan, amend the 2035 General Plan to reflect this maximum
FAR deviation, and include the deviation maximum language the Ordinance that will be
adopted by the City Council. This ensures the FAR standards are consistent and enforceable.
And the word “flexibility” must be removed from L.U. 5.1. and “Flexible Development
Standards” must be removed from the Ordinance.
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2) Changes to height limits in C2 zones from 65’ to 85’, and similar changes in RMX and OB
zones, are moderated in the current Zoning Code and proposed Draft Ordinance by reduced
height limits where C2, RMX and OB zones meet R1/R1A or R2/R2A zones, but not where
these zones meet R3/R3A zones. Given the proposed increase of height in C2 zoned areas from 65
to 85 feet, or higher and with no enforceable limit on FAR deviations, the issue of interface between
residential neighborhoods is very important. The city clearly prioritizes this by proposing the
reduced heights for R1 and R2 zones adjacent to commercial zones, but R3 zones are excluded.
EIR, Page S-39, 4.4-3: states “The proposed DSP could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource. Page S-40, 4.4-5: New construction in proposed DSP area, in
combination with other cumulative development within Sacramento County and the City downtown
core, could contribute to the cumulative loss or alteration of historic built resources.” These impacts
are potentially significant and require mitigation.
The central city’s residential districts, including most historic districts, include a mixture of R1, R2,
R3 and R4 zoning categories, with R3 being the most common. The built environment in all three
zones includes a mixture of single-family homes, duplexes and multiplexes, and small apartment
buildings, from 1-3 stories. Some R1 zones (single family or duplexes) include multi-story, multiunit apartment complexes, while some R3 zones (multi-family) include single-family, one-story
homes. Based on past central city plans, zoning decisions between R1, R2 and R3 were based on
proximity to commercially zoned areas, not intensity of built environment. Thus, the R3 zones are
at greatest risk as they are primarily adjacent to commercial zones, but lack the protections of R1
and R2 zones, generally farther from C2/RMX/OB zones. Some R1/R2 zoned properties are
adjacent to C2/RMX/OB zones, but interface with R3 zones is far more common, and part of the
original justification for creation of the R3 zones in the 1990 Central City Comprehensive Plan, still
reflected in the proposed DSP.

Figure 2: Map showing central city zoning. Note that R1/2 zones are generally farther from C2 commercial zones; R3/R3A
generally adjacent.
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Figure 3: Zoning map from 1990 Central City Comprehensive Plan shows original R1/R3 divisions, based primarily on
proximity to commercial zones, not height/intensity of built environment.

Put simply, the primary difference between neighborhoods zoned R1/R2 and those zoned
R3A is not the built environment, which includes a similar, eclectic mixture of single-family
and multi-family in all three zones. The functional difference between R1/R2 and R3 is
proximity to commercial corridors, not density of built environment—which implies that
measures intended to provide height transitions between commercial and residential
neighborhoods are more important in R3 zones (mostly adjacent to commercial) than R1-R2
zones (mostly adjacent to other residential zones)—see Figure 2 and 3 above.
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Figure 4: Google Street View of 2621 D Street. Zoned R1A, containing two story apartment buildings of approximately 60-80
units/acre. R1A zoning calls for a maximum density of 8 units/acre, single family homes or duplexes.

8
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Figure 5: Google Street View of Bungalow Row Historic District, 2526 Q Street. Zoned R3A, contains only one-story, singlefamily homes, 7-14 DUA. R3A calls for 36 units/acre maximum.

Figures 3 and 4 show that R1 zoned areas can contain multi-family/multi-unit properties, while R3
zones can contain single-family homes; the built environment is eclectic but similar across both
zoning types. Physical inspection of these neighborhoods demonstrates that R3A zoned areas are
no more densely built than R1 zones in most instances.
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Draft Ordinance language on page 8 of 15 that states “The maximum height of any building or
structure, or portion of a building or structure, within 39 feet of an R1, R1B, or R2 Zone is 45 feet. The
maximum height of any building or structure, or portion of a building or structure, within 40-79 feet of
an R-1, R-1B, or R2 zone is 55 feet.” The Ordinance MUST be amended to add R3 and R3A zoned
properties, which, like R1 and R2, have a height limit of 35’, to the residential zones that require
maximum height restrictions when adjacent to commercially zoned properties, including
C2/RMX/OB zones. This also functions as a mitigation measure to protect historic districts and all
midtown residential areas, and as implementation of L.U. 8.2 that states “Established
Neighborhoods. Preserve and protect established neighborhoods by providing appropriate transitions
in building bulk, form, and intensity for uses adjoining these neighborhoods.”

8
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This issue can be addressed easily by providing the same transition height language for
C2/RMX/OB properties adjacent to R3/R3A zoned properties as provided for R1 and R2
zones. Adding this change also meets the DSP’s LU 8.2 regarding transitional heights.
3) Devolution of historic preservation decisions from Preservation Commission to director
or staff level limits public opportunity for notification, comment, and appeal. This is the
inappropriate assignment of final authority for decisions affecting historic properties to Planning &
Design Commission, with Preservation Commission providing only an advisory role. This means
preservation decisions related to historic properties or new development in historic districts are
made by a city board without subject matter expertise.

9

This issue could be addressed via a mitigation measure requiring the adoption of the Interim
Historic District Design Guidelines approved by the Preservation Commission in September
2017 immediately, into Site Plan and Design Review processes and adding these interim design
guidelines as part of the revised Central City Neighborhood Design Guidelines. And, adopt the
Preservation Commission’s recommendations regarding their concerns about revisions to the
Planning and Development Code as presented to the Preservation Commission and Planning &
Design Commission in October 2017. The City Council must reverse this decision by the
Planning Commission until Infill Standards for Historic Districts (which the Preservation
Commission is currently working on) are enacted by Ordinance and added to the Planning and
Development Code.
Attachment: Preservation Commission Ad-Hoc Committee Letter regarding Amending Section
145.156.020 and Various Provisions of Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code Relating to Planning
and Development (M17-016)
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4) Rezone of all central city properties, without sufficient notice to property owners, and
stating there is no change or impact based on re-zoning to the SPD is an incorrect statement
by staff. All properties within the DSP boundaries were rezoned to include the DSP Special
Planning District designation. Can the city rezone a property without Council action? Letters were
sent to property owners in early October, with only a one week notice ahead of the 10/12/17
Planning Commission meeting (which was only advisory). Residents were told by city staff at the
October community open house and at the Oct 12, Planning Commission meeting, that the Plan and
rezoning of property would have no impact on our properties. However, raising the height limits in
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C2 zones and other non-residential zones means adjoining property owners can now substantially
increase the intensity of uses on their property. The lack of transitional height and no FAR
standards most certainly does have an impact as commercial/RMX/OB property next to R3 and
R3A lots can now be 8-9 stories instead of 6 stories. The expectation of what neighboring
properties can do with their property has changed significantly. The concept of zoning uniformity is
now in question as is due process for similarly situated properties next to commercial zones. There
are not transitional heights for R3 and R3A as C2/RMX/OB heights are increasing – thus less buffer
for R3A areas, as they are excluded from the transitional height language in the EIR and Ordinance.
This gives the appearance that the city is trying to change the land use and urban form of the
central city without going through the formal rezoning and General Plan development processes;
changes to height and density of individual zoning categories become a de facto zoning change.
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This can be easily solved by including R3 and R3A zoned properties in the Transitional Height
Requirement currently afforded R1 and R2 properties in the DSP boundary, AND adopting the
maximum FAR deviation language currently in the Draft EIR into the Draft Ordinance. Without
this addition of transitional height language and FAR deviation limits, the statement by staff to
residents and the Planning Commission on 10/12/17 that there is no impact to our properties
is FALSE.
5) Utilities - At the October open house for community members, staff was specifically asked if the
city planned to finish streetlights in residential areas. We were told “YES we plan to finish lighting
all of Midtown.” Unfortunately the streetlight map included in the DSP Plan document clearly
shows huge swaths of the Northeast and Southeast corners of the Central City still in the dark.

12

The City must include all currently unlit residential areas in its streetlight map and include a
comprehensive lighting plan to complete lighting all residential districts in the Draft EIR and
Plan document.
6) The last page of the draft Ordinance (Exhibit D) shows 75’ heights allowed, along S Street
at 22nd Street. A Planning Commissioner pointed this out at their meeting on 10/12/17. The
heights along S Street at 75’ are likely listed in error. City staff said they would research this. Even
if they’re not incorrect, and part of the original R Street Plan, these height limits make no sense in
this location and need to be changed from 75 feet to 45 feet.
The properties along S Street near 22nd street currently shown as allowed for 75 feet need to be
changed to 45 feet. This is also consistent with transitional height language for R3A properties
adjacent to C2 properties.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Downtown Specific Plan Environmental
Impact Report. A reply email indicating receipt of this document is requested.

William Burg
Sacramentans for Fair Planning, Executive Committee
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Letter O8
Response

William Burg, Sacramentans for Fair Planning
November 8, 2017

O8-1

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios.

O8-2

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

O8-3

This comment expresses concern regarding the review process for projects that have
the potential to impact historic resources. Please see Master Response 2 under
Identification/Evaluation of Historic Resources on Opportunity Sites. City Code
section 17.604.100 sets forth the responsibilities of the Preservation Commission,
Preservation Director and Preservation staff. Any changes to this process that are
currently being considered by the City are not included in the CCSP and are not
being analyzed by the CCSP EIR

O8-4

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects related to
implementation of the Central City SPD. The comment is noted and will be conveyed
to the City Council for its consideration.

O8-5

The comment suggests that the City modify the CCSP to expand proposed street
lighting to include lighting in all areas of the CCSP planning area, including
residential areas. As described in the CCSP and in Chapter 2, of the Draft EIR,
Project Description, the City has identified needed street lighting in two large, older,
predominantly residential areas of the CCSP. These two areas include portions of
Alkali Flat, Mansion Flats, New Era Park, Boulevard Park, Marshall School,
Midtown, Southside Park, Richmond Grove, Poverty Ridge, and Newton Booth. The
proposed lighting in these areas is ornamental style street lights. The above areas are
part of the lighting plan, included in the CCSP, however the CCSP does not limit the
development of additional lighting throughout the CCSP planning area.
The City has dedicated funding from Lighting Landscaping and Maintenance
Districts (LLMDs) and the City’s General Fund for the maintenance of existing street
lights. New lights or improvements to the existing lights, however, are typically from
grant funds, private funds, public-private partnerships or assessment districts.
As an example, developers of projects in the CCSP area are typically required, as part
of plan review, to improve the street lights along the street frontage of their project
using ornamental style street lights. Those lights are only installed on the
development side of the street and not across the street, and not on the adjacent
blocks.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-363

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

3. Comments and Responses

For some larger development projects, the City has required street lighting
improvements in other areas of the CCSP area, outside of the vicinity of the proposed
development projects. The City has recently completed several street lighting projects
within the CCSP area, including the Entertainment and Sports Center project, the
Central City project, the Capitol Mall project, and several projects for the Handle
District (a subset of the Mid-Town Association). The Riverfront Reconnection
project and the R Street Market Place Phase 2 project are expected to be completed in
2017. The R Street Market Place Phase 3 project is anticipated to be completed in
2018. The City anticipates that future development projects will provide additional
opportunities for offsite street lighting improvements throughout the CCSP area.
The areas selected for street lighting improvements were considered in addition to
anticipated street lighting improvements from development projects, as described
above. This comment, while noted, does not require modifications to the EIR’s
analysis or conclusions of significance.
O8-6

The comment refers to the Central City Special Planning District text and exhibits
and is not a comment on the CCSP EIR. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
changes to building height limits and transition zones.

O8-7

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios.

O8-8

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

O8-9

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

O8-10

The comment refers to an attachment to the comment letter. No further response is
required.

O8-11

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects related to
implementation of the Central City SPD. The comment is noted and will be conveyed
to the City Council for its consideration.

O8-12

Please see Response to Comment O8-5.

O8-13

The comment refers to the Central City Special Planning District text and exhibits
and is not a comment on the CCSP EIR. Please see Master Response 1 regarding
changes to building height limits and transition zones.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-364

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

Letter O9

November 8, 2017
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Community Development Department
City of Sacramento
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
Email: srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP)

Dear Mr. Johnson:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DEIR. We strongly support the City’s
Downtown Housing Initiative and its goals of increasing density, quality, diversity, and affordability of
downtown residential living. We have participated as a stakeholder in the development of the DSP
and submitted a comment letter regarding the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this DEIR in March
2017.

1

The transportation network proposed by the DSP has many roadway improvements that will directly
or indirectly improve bicycle access within DSP area. For example, the many lane reductions and
two-way conversions listed on pages 2-38 and 2-44 of the DEIR’s project description will all provide
space for installing bike lanes, either buffered or not, in some important areas for bicycle access. We
heartily support these improvements to the roadway network.

2

As part of the DEIR’s impact analysis for transportation and circulation, the DEIR states that “impacts
to bicycle facilities are considered significant if the proposed plan would:
x
x

Adversely affect existing or planned bicycle facilities or
Fail to adequately provide access by bicycle.”

We agree with the conclusion of the DEIR analysis that the DSP does not adversely affect existing or
planned bicycle facilities. We strenuously disagree, however, that the DSP provides adequate access
by bicycle. That is, we believe that the DSP fails to adequately provide bicycle access to some areas
destinations and that this failure constitutes a significant impact of the project.
The DEIR does not conduct any analysis of how well the DSP provides bicycle access. It simply
argues, instead, that the DSP does not remove existing bikeways or preclude future installations of
bikeways and, therefore, does not fail to provide access (see page 4.12-64). Unfortunately, not
“removing” and not “precluding” bikeways is not the same as adequately providing access by bicycle.

3

The DSP is to implement the policies of the City’s 2035 General Plan, as for example, this policy from
the Mobility Element:
M 5.1.3 Continuous Bikeway Network. The City shall provide a continuous bikeway
network consisting of bike-friendly facilities connecting residential neighborhoods with key
destinations and activity centers (e.g., transit facilities, shopping areas, education institutions,
employment centers).
Our NOP comment letter identified three types of destinations in the DSP area to which safe and
comfortable bicycle access is needed:

4
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x
x
x

The opportunity sites for near-term residential development under the Downtown Housing
Initiative;
Employment centers, transit hubs, civic amenities, shopping districts, and entertainment
venues; and
The gateways to the DSP area from surrounding neighborhoods.

In our NOP comment letter, we requested that the DEIR analyze the extent to which bicyclists could
travel to and between these destinations on continuous low-stress bikeways. We find no evidence in
the DEIR that this analysis was done. Instead we find a very general statement in the DEIR’s project
description that the DSP’s bicycle network “would involve re-striping existing roadways to fill gaps in
the existing bicycle travel network and provide a more complete system along the Sacramento and
American Rivers . . . establishing a more complete low-stress bicycle network” (see DEIR page 2-46).

4
(cont.)

The DEIR’s description of the existing conditions of the bicycle system states “bicyclist comfort
analysis completed as part of Grid 3.0 reveals that several of these streets [in the DSP area] do not
provide for a high level of bicyclist comfort. This is especially apparent for bicycle facilities that cross
underneath the Capital City Freeway and US-50. This lack of high-comfort facilities limits utility
amongst the majority of bicyclists who are not willing to tolerate low-comfort bikeways.” The quoted
statement is both accurate and appropriate.
The DSP proposes to install several Class III bike routes (listed on page 4.12-38 of the DEIR) but this
designation entails simply posting signage for shared use of travel lanes with vehicles. Three of the
th
locations of this designation are through the gateways under the freeways at 26 Street, H Street,
and N Street; all of these locations have high-speed and high-volume traffic because they are
associated with freeway entrances and exists. They are clearly not appropriate locations for shared
lane use; appropriate bikeways through these gateways should provide separation and protection
from vehicles (i.e., either Class II Enhanced or Class IV bikeways).

5

As part of the Pedestrian Network, the DSP proposes a series of “Connector street enhancement
projects,” consisting of new sidewalks and intersection crossing treatments “to mitigate the barrier
that freeways . . . present” (see page 4.12-39 of the DEIR). Six of these pedestrian improvements are
th
th
th
at locations of important bicycling gateways: 5 Street, Riverside Boulevard/11 Street, 24 Street,
th
Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard, H Street, and North 16 Street. Yet none of these six locations is
proposed for improving the comfort for bicycle access to the DSP area. We hereby request that each
of these six pedestrian projects be designed to improve biking comfort as well as pedestrian comfort.

6

th

The gateway along North 16 Street from C Street to Richards Boulevard is particularly critical
because there are no alternative biking routes over or under railroad berm and none are not
proposed within four blocks in either direction. We request that this pedestrian improvement project
be designed to also provide comfortable bicycle access to the businesses and destinations along
th
North 16 Street, an appropriate application of the City’s Complete Streets goal and this General
Plan policy:

7

M 4.2.1 Accommodate All Users. The City shall ensure that all new roadway projects and
any reconstruction projects designate sufficient travel space for all users including bicyclists,
pedestrians, transit riders, and motorists except where pedestrians and bicyclists are
prohibited by law from using a given facility.
The most important destinations in the DSP are located in the northwest quadrant of the downtown
th
Grid, north of N Street and west of 15 Street, including the Sacramento Valley Station, State Capitol,
Golden 1 Center and the Railyards. These destinations are likely to be sought out by visitors to
Sacramento who will use the new regional bike share system due to launch next spring.
The DSP does not propose any improvements to reduce the stress of continuous bicycling access to
th
th
or between these destinations. Buffered bike lanes proposed for 9 and 10 streets partially improve

2
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connections to the Capitol but do not provide continuous low-stress bikeways between the
destinations.

8
(cont.)

Similarly, the DSP fails to propose continuous low-stress bikeways to accommodate westbound or
th
eastbound traffic immediately north of N Street and west of 15 Street, a significant deficiency given
the high levels of bike usage in Midtown and the demand for bike access to the high concentration of
th
popular destinations west of 15 Street along I, J and L streets: the Convention Center, Community
Center Theater and Memorial Auditorium; Hyatt Regency, Sheraton, Citizen and Holiday Inn
Sacramento-Capitol Plaza hotels; State Capitol, City Hall, Sacramento County Administration
Building and Robert T. Matsui United States Courthouse; Golden 1 Center, Downtown Commons,
and Old Sacramento; new Kaiser Medical Center, Main Library, Sacramento Valley Station and the
Railyards. Low-traffic-stress access along these streets is critical not only to the functionality and
success of the new bike share system, but also for office and service workers who travel by bike to
jobs in this part of downtown Sacramento.

9

th

Finally, the DSP proposes to convert 5 Street between Broadway and the Station to two-way vehicle
th
traffic with bike lanes in both directions; these bike lanes should be buffered or protected as 5 Street
will continue to be a high-volume, high-traffic route for vehicles. Improvements are particularly
needed to support safe and convenient travel by low-income northwest Land Park residents who rely
on bikes as essential transportation.

10

Because the DSP does not provide continuous low-stress bicycle access to important destinations
and gateways of the DSP area, we conclude that it will cause significant adverse impact to bicycling.
Therefore, we request that the City’s approval of the DSP also require these mitigation measures:
1. The DSP will upgrade proposed bikeway improvements through the important gateways
th
under the freeways at 26 Street, H Street, and N Street to buffered or protected bike lanes
because of the high-speed and high-volume vehicle traffic associated with nearby freeway
exits.

11

2. The DSP will expand the designs for proposed “connector street enhancement projects” at
th
th
th
the gateways at 5 St, Riverside Blvd/11 St, 24 St., Capitol Ave/Folsom Blvd, H St., and
th
North 16 St to also provide low-stress bicycling access through these important gateways.
3. The DSP will develop a specific plan for continuous low-stress bikeways to and between the
key downtown destinations (i.e., Sacramento Valley Station, the downtown arena, and the
Capitol) from all directions.
SABA works to ensure that bicycling is safe, convenient, and desirable for everyday transportation.
Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, most energy efficient, and least congesting
form of transportation.
Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,

Jordan Lang
Project Analyst
CC:

Joseph Hurley, Sacramento Air Quality Management District (jhurley@airquality.org)
Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Sacramento Active Transportation Program Specialist
(jdonlonwyant@cityofsacramento.org)
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Letter O9
Response

Jordan Lang, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA)
November 8, 2017

O9-1

The comment advises that the commenting organizations has provided comment
during the NOP process for the CCSP and acknowledges the opportunity to comment
on the CCSP Draft EIR. This comment, while noted, does not require modifications
to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O9-2

The comment describes the commenting organization’s support for improvements to
the transportation network, provided in the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does
not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O9-3

The commenter identifies the significance criteria for bicycle facilities in the CCSP.
The commenter agrees that the CCSP does not adversely affect existing or planned
bicycle facilities but feels that the CCSP fails to provide adequate access by bicycle,
which would constitute a significant impact. The commenter states that the Draft EIR
does not analyze how well the CCSP provides bicycle access and cannot conclude the
impact as less than significant. The commenter also references Policy M.5.1.3
Continuous Bikeway Network from the City’s 2035 General Plan, which states that
“the City shall provide a continuous bikeway network consisting of bike-friendly
facilities connecting residential neighborhoods with key destinations and activity
centers (e.g., transit facilities, shopping areas, education institutions, employment
centers).”
On page 4.12-35, the Draft EIR qualifies impacts to bicycle facilities as significant
should the CCSP either:
•

Adversely affect existing or planned bicycle facilities; or

•

Fail to adequately provide for access by bicycle.

The CCSP Draft EIR documents proposed improvements to bicycle facilities within
the Plan area on pages 4.12-38 to 4.12-40. As stated on page 4.12-38, “The proposed
plan includes a variety of investments intended to improve access by bicycle…” and
proceeds to list individual improvements, which include Class I bike paths, Class II
bike lanes, Class II Enhanced facilities (buffered bike lanes), Class III bike routes,
and Class IV separated bikeways. The Draft EIR continues on page 4.12-38 with
stating, “These investments are intended to increase Central City accessibility for
bicyclists by closing gaps in the existing system and by enhancing facilities to create
a Low Stress Bicycle Network.” The improvements are also displayed in
Figure 4.12-9. As stated on page 4.12-36 of the Draft EIR, the CCSP proposes 188
blocks of additional on-street bike lanes, an increase of 55 percent over existing
conditions, in addition to improvements to existing bike lanes (to improve safety and
reduce bicyclist stress).
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The specific improvements to the transportation network included in the CCSP were
evaluated as part of Grid 3.0 (adopted by City Council on August 16, 2016) after a
thorough analysis and outreach process. As described on page 4.12-35 of the Draft
EIR, Grid 3.0, “was shaped by significant input from community stakeholders, who
identified overarching themes and objectives, provided input on modal priorities for
blocks within the Grid, and provided input on potential network enhancements.”
Analysis conducted as part of the CCSP Draft EIR and Grid 3.0 included a bicycle
stress analysis and use of the SACSIM travel demand forecasting model (described
on page 4.12-42 of the Draft EIR), which includes a mode split component that
accounts for travel via transit, bicycle, and walking, in addition to automobile.
The analysis conducted as part of Grid 3.0, and incorporated into Chapter 6 (Project
Alternatives) of the Draft EIR evaluated multiple transportation network options that
included varying levels of modifications to roadways, including the coverage of
bicycle facilities. As noted on pages 6-7 through 6-9 of the Draft EIR, the City
considered two transportation network alternatives that included fewer modifications
to the existing roadway system relative to the CCSP network (“Transportation
Network Option A Alternative” and “Transportation Network Option B Alternative”),
but ultimately dismissed these alternatives from further evaluation in part because
they would have preserved a higher level of automobile capacity within the study
area resulting in less space for expanding the on-street network of bikeways.
The Draft EIR also evaluated an alternative (“Transportation Network Option C
Alternative”) that included additional on-street bicycle facilities beyond those
included in the proposed CCSP. Implementation of these additional bicycle facilities
would require a higher number of vehicle lane reductions. As documented on page
6-21 of the Draft EIR, “the additional lane reductions would substantially increase
vehicular delay and queuing in a manner that is inconsistent with General Plan Policy
M 1.2.2,” and modeling indicated that this alternative would increase congested
VMT (LOS F) by approximately 40 percent over existing conditions. Therefore, this
alternative would result in more severe impacts to the transportation system than the
proposed CCSP (Draft EIR p. 6-23).
The goals and policies of Grid 3.0 and the CCSP reflect a layered network approach
to identifying transportation network improvements. As described in Response to
Comment A9-1, the layered network approach applies a holistic method to improving
the transportation system for all modes. The CCSP does not attempt to prioritize
bicycle travel on every street within the Plan area, but rather to identify select
corridors to improve bicycle connectivity and accessibility while balancing bicycle
accessibility against accessibility for other travel modes.
Based on the analysis described above and conducted as part of Grid 3.0 and the
CCSP Draft EIR, Impact 4.12-7 and Impact 4.12-14 on pages 4.12-66 and 4.12-83,
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respectively, conclude that impacts to bicycle facilities are determined to be less than
significant and less than cumulatively considerable based on the aforementioned
significance criteria. The CCSP would result in substantially higher levels of bicycle
facilities relative to existing conditions, and would improve multiple existing bicycle
facilities, representing a substantial increase in bicycle access within the study area.
The commenter fails to provide evidence that the resulting level of bicycle access is
in any way “inadequate.”
O9-4

The comment identifies three types of destinations within the CCSP area where safe
and comfortable bicycle access is needed. The comment also requests that the EIR
analyze the extent to which bicyclists could travel to and between destinations on
continuous low-stress bikeways. The commenter expresses concern that the Draft
EIR does not does adequately analyze the low-stress bicycle network.
Refer to Response to Comment O9-3 for a description of analysis relating to bicycle
accessibility within the Plan area. As described in Response to Comment O9-3, Grid
3.0 completed a bicycle stress analysis to develop a Low Stress Bicycle Network,
which served as the basis for the specific improvements to the bicycle network that
were included in the CCSP.

O9-5

The commenter states that the location of Class III bike routes proposed at the
freeway underpasses on 26th Street, H Street, and N Street are inappropriate for
shared lane use because of high traffic volumes. The commenter states that
appropriate bikeways through these gateways should provide separation and
protection from vehicles (i.e., either Class II Enhanced of Class IV bikeways).
This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis used in
the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment O9-3 for a description of analysis
relating to bicycle accessibility within the Plan area. As described in Response to
Comment O9-3, the CCSP incorporates the proposed bicycle network developed as
part of Grid 3.0. Although this network provides connections to all neighborhoods
within the Central City, it is not intended to provide dedicated bicycle facilities on
every roadway. In the case of the specific roadways listed in the comment, parallel
existing or planned bicycle facilities for exclusive bicycle use (i.e., Class II, Class II
Enhanced, or Class IV) are located on 24th Street, J Street, L Street, and P Street, all
of which are located within two blocks from the Class III facilities referenced in the
comment.

O9-6

The commenter references improvements to pedestrian comfort at six “Connector
Street Enhancements Projects” at 5th Street, Riverside Boulevard/11th Street,
24th Street, Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard, H Street, and North 16th Street. The
commenter requests that the design of the six projects include improvements to
biking comfort as well as pedestrian comfort.
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This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis used in
the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment O9-3 for a description of analysis
relating to bicycle accessibility within the Plan area. As described in Response to
Comment O9-3, the CCSP incorporates the proposed bicycle network developed as
part of Grid 3.0. Although this network provides connections to all neighborhoods
within the Central City, it is not intended to provide dedicated bicycle facilities on
every roadway.
Many locations for the proposed “Connector Street Enhancement Projects” have
existing bike lanes. Additionally, the CCSP proposes bike lanes at some locations for
“Connector Street Enhancement Projects,” including the 5th Street two-way
conversion that proposes bike lanes in both directions. Refer to CCSP Draft EIR
Figure 4.12-9 for locations of proposed bicycle network improvements. Although
“Connector Street Enhancement Projects” are primarily intended to improve the
environment for pedestrians, these enhancements (e.g., public art, improved lighting,
intersection crossing treatments, etc.) would also improve the environment for
bicyclists, and would not result in the removal of any existing bicycle facilities. Refer
to page 160 of the CCSP for an example cross section of a “Connector Street
Enhancement Project” that includes a protected bikeway.
O9-7

The commenter states that North 16th Street from C Street to Richards Boulevard is
particularly critical for bicycle network improvements because there are no
alternative biking routes across the UPRR tracks within four blocks in either
direction. The commenter requests that the “Connector Street Enhancement Project”
on North 16th Street include comfortable bicycle access consistent with the City’s
General Plan Policy M.4.2.1. Accommodate All Users.
This comment does not pertain to any specific analysis or conclusions contained in
the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment O9-3 for a description of the layered
network approach utilized by the CCSP. As described in Response to Comment
O9-3, the layered network approach applies a holistic method of improving the
transportation system for all modes. The CCSP does not attempt to prioritize bicycle
travel on every street within the Plan area, but rather identify select corridors to
improve bicycle connectivity and accessibility. It should also be noted that the CCSP
proposes a protected bikeway on North 12th Street four blocks west of North
16th Street and the existing Sacramento Northern Class I Trail is located parallel to
the UPRR tracks 3.5 blocks east of North 16th Street.

O9-8

The commenter states that the CCSP does not propose improvements to reduce the
stress of continuous bicycling access to or between destinations in the northwest
quadrant of the Grid, including the Sacramento Valley Station, State Capitol, Golden
1 Center, and the Railyards. The commenter states that the buffered bike lanes
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proposed for 9th and 10th Streets partially improve connections to the Capitol but do
not provide continuous low-stress bikeways to all destinations.
This comment does not pertain to any specific analysis or conclusions contained in
the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment O9-3 for a description of analysis
relating to bicycle accessibility within the Plan area. As described in Response to
Comment O9-3, Grid 3.0 completed a bicycle stress analysis to develop a Low Stress
Bicycle Network, which served as the basis for the specific improvements to the
bicycle network that were included in the CCSP. Further, the CCSP proposes a twoway conversion on 5th Street with on-street bike lanes in both directions, upgraded
bicycle facilities on Capitol Mall, and new bidirectional bike lanes on N Street, in
addition to bicycle improvements on 9th and 10th Streets referenced in the comment.
O9-9

The commenter states that the CCSP does not propose continuous low-stress
east/west bikeways north of N Street and west of 15th Street, and these connections
are critical for proving low-stress bicycle access to the attractions in the northwestern
portion of the Grid.
This comment does not pertain to any specific analysis or conclusions contained in
the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment O9-3 for a description of analysis
relating to bicycle accessibility within the Plan area. As described in Response to
Comment O9-3, Grid 3.0 completed a bicycle stress analysis to develop a Low Stress
Bicycle Network, which served as the basis for the specific improvements to the
bicycle network that were included in the CCSP.
Refer to Response to Comment O9-8 for a description of proposed bicycle
improvements in the northwest quadrant of the Plan area. As described in Response
to Comment O9-8, the CCSP proposes various new and improved bike lanes in this
area.

O9-10

The commenter correctly states that the CCSP proposes to convert 5th Street between
Broadway and the Sacramento Valley Station to two-way vehicle traffic with Class II
bike lanes in both directions. The commenter recommends the proposed Class II bike
lanes be replaced with buffered or protected bike lanes due to traffic volumes on
5th Street and to support safe and convenient travel for the low-income residents of
Northwest Land Park.
This comment does not pertain to any specific analysis or conclusions contained in
the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment O9-3 for a description of analysis
relating to bicycle accessibility within the Plan area. As described in Response to
Comment O9-3, Grid 3.0 completed a bicycle stress analysis to develop a Low Street
Bicycle Network, which served as the basis for the specific improvements to the
bicycle network that were included in the CCSP.
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O9-11

The commenter concludes that the CCSP will cause significant adverse impacts to
bicycling because it does not provide continuous low-stress bicycle access to
important destinations or gateways in the Plan area. The commenter recommends
mitigation measures that include:
1. Proposing buffered or protected bikeways at “Connecter Street Enhancement
Projects” including the freeway underpasses at 26th Street, H Street, and N Street;
2. Expanding the design of “Connecter Street Enhancement Projects” at 5th Street,
Riverside Boulevard/11th Street, 24th Street, Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard,
H Street, and North 16th Street to also provide low-street bicycling access; and
3. Developing a specific plan for continuous low-stress bikeways between key
downtown destinations.
This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis used in
the Draft EIR. Refer to Responses to Comments O9-3, O9-5, O9-6, and O9-8. No
further response is required.
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November 8, 2017
Submitted by e-mail
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811-0218
E-mail: srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown Specific Plan
Dear Mr. Johnson:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). SacMod is a 501(c)(3) non-profit
organization founded in 2010; we are dedicated to preserving modern art, architecture,
and design in the Sacramento region. We do this by conducting home tours, bike tours,
walking tours, film screenings, preservation campaigns, publications, and educating the
public about modernism.

1

SacMod applauds several goals listed in the DSP, such as: acknowledging the need for
more affordable housing; attempting to address the need for improvement of our city’s
infrastructure (utility, transportation, and street); identifying the importance of our city’s
trees; and incorporating more public art into the cityscape.
But, we are concerned for historic resources at “opportunity sites.” We disagree that the
DSP EIR process acts as the final arbiter for CEQA clearance for all properties located
on “opportunity sites.” The historical evaluations of these properties are incomplete and
inadequate. So, the DSP DEIR lacks substantial evidence necessary to determine the
significant impacts to historical resources.
SacMod also disagrees with the City’s decision to streamline CEQA decision-making
processes in the DSP DEIR. Better results can be achieved when development projects
go beyond in-house staff-level review. Proposed development projects can provide
better community benefits when the community is actively involved and allowed to
meaningfully participate in the process.

A 501(c)(3) non-proﬁt organization dedicated to promoting, preserving and protecting modern art, architecture and design in the Sacramento region.
Gretchen Steinberg 4910 South Land Park Drive, Sacramento, CA 95822
gretchen@SacMod.org

SacMod.org
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We also disagree with a one-size-fits-all “standard mitigation for all projects.” This
approach cannot ensure the needs and concerns of our community are properly
addressed.

4

Another shortcoming with the DSP DEIR is the proposed lowered open space
requirements for housing. These proposed practices could result in dull, hulking,
monolithic structures that will have significant, negative, citywide impacts on livability
and aesthetics, particularly to historic districts and nearby residences.

5

DSP DEIR Does Not Acknowledge Recently Identified Mid-Century Modern
Historic Resources
SacMod submitted a response to the Notice of Preparation for the Downtown Specific
Plan on March 17, 2017. After reviewing the DSP DEIR, it does not appear that our
previous comments and questions have been sufficiently addressed.

6

In particular, we are concerned that historic resources have not been sufficiently
reviewed during the DSP EIR process. Many “opportunity sites” include Mid-Century
Modern and Streamline Moderne historic resources that have not been adequately
evaluated.
Earlier this year, SacMod collaborated with the City of Sacramento’s Community
Development Department, the California Office of Historic Preservation, architectural
historians from GEI Consultants, Inc. and Mead & Hunt, and a dedicated group of
volunteers to produce the “Mid-Century Modern in the City of Sacramento Historic
Context Statement and Survey Results” (hereafter MCM Context/Survey).
The MCM Context/Survey was completed at the end of September 2017. It is the City’s
first attempt to identify and define the different key features, characteristics, and types of
Mid-Century Modern (MCM) places built within city limits between 1940 and 1970. The
MCM Context/Survey highlighted specific examples of MCM throughout the City in an
effort to promote understanding of MCM resources, with the goal of educating and
informing future evaluations and identification of additional historic resources.
Of note, several properties on “opportunity sites” listed in the DSP DEIR were also
identified as notable or eligible for listing as historic resources in the MCM Context/
Survey. The DSP EIR needs to acknowledge and include the findings of historical
significance identified in the MCM Context/Survey.
Some properties located on “opportunity sites” were not explicitly identified in the MCM
Context/Survey but nonetheless exhibit key features and characteristics consistent with
MCM — and therefore warrant further evaluation.
Insufficient historical evaluation can cause significant and negative impacts on MCM
resources located on “opportunity sites.” We believe the opportunity sites listed below
require further intensive evaluation.
SacMod Response: Downtown Specific Plan DEIR

Page 2
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Opportunity Site #115:

8

Gordon D. Schaber Sacramento County Courthouse and Plaza
720 9th Street
Date Completed: 1965
Architect/Designer: Starks, Jozens & Nacht
Landscape Consultants: Sasaki, Walker & Associates
“Proteus” bronze and copper fountain: Aristides Demetrios
Consultants for the MCM Context/Survey conducted an intensive historical evaluation
and determined that: “The County Courthouse appears to meet NRHP Criterion C,
CRHR Criterion 3, and the Sacramento Register Criteria iii and iv within the context of
architecture. The County Courthouse is an important example in Sacramento of the
Brutalist style of architecture and represents the work of master architects Starks,
Jozens & Nacht. The period of significance is 1965, the year the County Courthouse
was completed.” SacMod further asserts that NRHP Criterion A, CRHR Criterion 1, and
the Sacramento Register Criterion i also apply for the entire site.
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Opportunity Site #45:

9

Former Fort Sutter Savings & Loan Association
2200 J Street
Date Completed: 1953
Architect/Designer: Rickey & Brooks
This former bank was identified by SacMod in the MCM Context/Survey as an
outstanding example of MCM architecture. It exhibits the key features and
characteristics consistent with Commercial Modern style and has retained a high degree
of integrity. It is our understanding that a DPR form for this building dated around 2015
may already be on file in the office of City of Sacramento’s Preservation Director, and
identifies it as being eligible for listing as a historic resource.
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Opportunity Site #60:

10

Former Pacific Greyhound Lines Terminal
(Historic postcard image via SacMod’s ephemera collection.)
701 / 703 / 715 L Street
Date Completed: 1937 (expanded and remodeled in 1947)
Architect: W.D. Peugh
According to Sacramento Heritage, Inc., “The Greyhound Station is one of the city’s
best examples of the Streamline Moderne style, with its rounded corner, curved canopy,
and ribbon windows on the upper level. This popular style of the 1930s and 1940s was
meant to express movement and speed, and the building matched the styling of the
company’s buses during that period.”
For more information and photos, please refer to Sacramento Heritage, Inc.’s Flickr set
online: https://www.flickr.com/photos/sac_heritage/albums/72157606517443070
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Opportunity Site #22:
Former Fuller Paint
Store and Pole
Installation/
Sculpture
1608 Q Street
Date Completed:
1964
Building built by
Ericsson
Construction
Designer of pole
installation/
Sculpture: Richard
Hastings
This property was
identified by
SacMod in the
MCM Context/
Survey as a
notable example of
MCM. The building
exhibits key
features and
characteristics
consistent with
Commercial
Modern style and
has retained a high
degree of integrity.
The pole installation/sculpture consists of 81 poles in 32 hues set in a 9 x 9 grid at the
corner of 16th and Q streets. Originally all 81 poles were a different color. It has long
been misattributed to Saul Bass; Bass only commissioned and approved a 12-inch
model. The sculpture was designed by USC-trained Hastings who was working for Herb
Rosenthal & Associates. These poles had been originally designed by Hastings for the
1964 World Fair but had not been used for that project.
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Opportunity Site #7:

Former Sumitomo Bank
(Historic image via Center for Sacramento History’s Sacramento Bee Photo Morgue.)
1331 Broadway
Date Completed: 1966
Architects: Mitsuru Tada and Apaydin, Angell & Lockwood

12

This former bank was identified by SacMod in the MCM Context/Survey as an
outstanding example of MCM bank architecture. It has the key features and
characteristics consistent with New Formalism and has retained a high degree of
integrity.
It was also featured as a Point of Interest for SacMod’s 2013 Sacramento Mid-Century
Modern Home Tour: “The striking geometric grilles on this bank serve multiple purposes:
they provide a decorative element, privacy, and shade. Note also the use of stone
aggregate in the tilt-up concrete slab walls, a popular mid-20th century building
technique. Sumitomo Bank hired Berkeley architects Mitsuru Tada along with the firm of
Apaydin, Angell & Lockwood to create this design. In 1972, Mitsuru Tada & Associates
designed the Japanese American Building (Hokka Nichi Bei Kai) on Sutter Street in
Japantown, San Francisco.”
SacMod notes that the other properties located within “opportunity site #7” at 1309 and
1313 Broadway also exhibit features and characteristics consistent with MCM and
warrant further evaluation.
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Opportunity Site #3:

Former Crocker
Citizen’s National
Bank
2121 Broadway
Date Completed:
1965
Architects:
Barovetto and
Thomas
This former bank
has key features
and
characteristics
consistent with
New Formalism
and has retained a
high degree of
integrity.

(Historic image via Center for Sacramento History’s Sacramento Bee Photo Morgue.)
Of note, consultants for the MCM Context/Survey determined another bank located at
4701 Freeport Boulevard — by the same modern master architects (Barovetto &
Thomas) in the same style (New Formalism) — “appears to meet NRHP/CRHR
Criterion C/3, and the Sacramento Register Criteria iii.”
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Opportunity Site #18
2131 Q Street (incorrectly identified as “2123 Q Street” in DSP DEIR)
(1957 by Dunbar Beck and Robert King; 1972 by Cox, Liske, Lionakis & Beaumont)

14

(Historic sketch via Sacramento Bee, December 4, 1956)
Former McClatchy Newspapers, McClatchy Broadcasting Company, and Sacramento
Bee “Katherine Kitchen” home economics building that housed two kitchens, office
space, and an auditorium for demonstrations. This building exhibits key features and
characteristics consistent with MCM, has a high degree of integrity, and warrants further
evaluation.
Dunbar Beck was a nationally known painter and designer. According to the
Sacramento Bee, February 23, 1986:
Dunbar Beck was one of our own. He helped design the plant in which this
newspaper is edited and published; he was active in the Sacramento Civic.
Theater, now the Sacramento Theater Company, from the time of its founding in
1942, and created the sets for many of its productions; he was a man deeply
interested in the architecture and aesthetic enhancement of this community.
Dunbar Beck's work extended far beyond Sacramento. Having studied at Yale
and the American Academy in Rome, he taught art at Yale, Columbia and Cooper
Union, and worked on mosaics and murals for Rockefeller Center and the New
York World's Fair. His paintings and portraits have appeared in shows around the
country. One of them hangs in the Smith College art museum; another,
commissioned by Steinway and Sons, adorns a grand piano that Steinway
donated to the White House during the Roosevelt administration.
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Please note that while we have identified various opportunity sites that include historic
resources, SacMod would support development projects that include skillful and
innovative adaptive reuse. Creative reuse of yesterday’s buildings is a great way to
address the needs we have today, such as affordable housing and walkable
neighborhoods.

Respectfully submitted,

Gretchen Steinberg, President, SacMod
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Letter O10
Response

Gretchen Steinberg, Sacramento Modern (SacMod)
November 8, 2017

O10-1

The comment describes the commenting organization, activities performed by the
organization, and its support of the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not
require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O10-2

Please see Master Response 2 under Identification/Evaluation of Historic Resources
on Opportunity Sites.

O10-3

The comment advises that the commenting organization is in opposition to the CEQA
Streamlining described in the CCSP EIR.
The City, in accordance with Sections 21159.21, 21159.23, and 21159.24 of CEQA
Guidelines, proposes to streamline the review of projects that are consistent with the
City’s General Plan, and the CCSP. The legislation authorizes streamlining of
projects is intended, in part, to avoid redundant CEQA review of projects. There are
other means by which the public may provide feedback on proposed design elements
of proposed projects, including planning and design review. This comment, while
noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of
significance.

O10-4

The comment advises that the commenting organization does not agree with the
applicability of specific mitigation measures to reduce impacts from the wide range
of projects that may be developed pursuant to the CCSP. The mitigation measures
provided in the CCSP EIR are prescriptive to impacts that may occur for projects that
would be developed consistent with the General Plan and the CCSP. As described in
the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, some impacts would be significant and
unavoidable, even with the implementation of mitigation measures provided in the
Draft EIR. This comment, while noted, does not require modification of mitigation
measures provided in the Draft EIR, analysis, or conclusions of significance.

O10-5

Contrary to the comment, neither the CCSP nor CCSP EIR lower the amount of
parkland required to be dedicated for residential or nonresidential uses. Sacramento
City Code Section 17.512.020 (enacted through Ordinance Ord. 2017-0009) requires
1.75 acres of parkland per 1,000 population within the Central City Community Plan
Area and 3.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 population within the remainder of the city.
The CCSP area is within the Central City Community Plan Area, and therefore used a
service threshold consistent with City Code.

O10-6

Please see Master Response 2. The identification of existing historic resources and
evaluation of potential resources was focused on the Opportunity Sites. This effort
was not intended to be a city-wide survey. Additionally, the Mid-Century Modern
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context statement was not available at the time the technical reports were prepared
for the CCSP. The City agrees that the Mid-Century Modern context statement will
be a valuable resource moving forward with future evaluations of resources that fit
within that period of significance.
O10-7

Please see Response to Comment O10-6.

O10-8

The comments provide information on various buildings in the CCSP area. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O10-9

The comments provide information on various buildings in the CCSP area. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O10-10

The comments provide information on various buildings in the CCSP area. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O10-11

The comments provide information on various buildings in the CCSP area. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O10-12

The comments provide information on various buildings in the CCSP area. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O10-13

The comments provide information on various buildings in the CCSP area. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O10-14

The comments provide information on various buildings in the CCSP area. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

O10-15

The comments provide information on various buildings in the CCSP area. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.
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Letter O11

11/8/2017

VIA EMAIL

Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown Specific Plan
Dear Mr. Johnson:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). The enhancement and addition of pedestrian facilities in the
Central City will help to create a more walkable city. Bicycle, transit and vehicular infrastructure
changes, along with the pedestrian facilities, will result in a more multi-modal downtown.

1

The DEIR Pedestrian Network Improvements section lists “Pedestrian-scale street lighting”
(pp4.12-39) as an investment by the DSP to improve access by pedestrians in the Central City.
The DSP also proposes adding ornamental street lights throughout the plan area, with locations
identified on Figures 2-20 through 2-23.
A policy/action for Travelway Character Goals in the 2006 Pedestrian Master Plan is to “Provide
pedestrian-scale lighting standards for all street categories,” and it states that 14-foot light
standards at all corners of residential and collector street intersections would increase visibility
of pedestrians. The DEIR (p 2-38) states that the predominantly residential Northeast DSP Street
Light Area and the Southeast DSP Street Light Area need street lighting, but the associated
figures indicate new lights are proposed for very few locations. Throughout the DSP area,
pedestrians would benefit from better visibility at night provided by pedestrian scale lighting at
corners, but it may be especially important in the residential areas where illumination from less
numerous 28-foot street lights and other sources is lower.
The discussion of Impact 4.12.12: The proposed DSP, in combination with other cumulative
development, could impact pedestrian facilities observes that providing additional pedestrian
connections “would result in a higher level of pedestrian connectivity between neighborhoods,
further encouraging the use of sidewalks…” (p 3.12-78). With this greater pedestrian use of
sidewalks, there will be more people crossing street intersections at night. If pedestrians are not
easily seen by drivers, there will be more collisions because of the increased pedestrian activity
or there will be fewer pedestrians because they do not feel safe in dark intersections.

2

Letter O11

Just as the City’s General Plan policy M.1.2.3 requires evaluation of discretionary projects for
potential impacts to traffic safety (p 4.12.26), the DEIR should evaluate the DSP for potential
safety impacts to pedestrians created by inadequate illumination of intersection crosswalks.
Locations for new and enhanced facilities are shown in Figure 2-25 Preferred Pedestrian Network
(p 2-45), more accurately called Preferred Pedestrian Investments, and Figure 2-26 Preferred
Bicycle Network (p 2-48). Six locations for pedestrian Connector Street Enhancement projects
that are intended to better connect the DSP area to surrounding neighborhoods are viewed by
bicycle advocates as important gateways for bicycle travel. However, these locations (5th Street,
Riverside Boulevard/11th Street, 24th Street, Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard, H Street and
North 16th Street) are not proposed to receive needed bicycle improvements.

2
(cont.)

3

The pedestrian environment on sidewalks and street crossings is less safe for pedestrians when
bicyclists on high-stress streets feel safer using the pedestrian space inappropriately. The DEIR
should evaluate the safety impacts to pedestrians at the six locations mentioned above and at
any other locations where there’s a bicycle travel demand that isn’t fulfilled with adequate
facilities.
WALKSacramento is working to support increased physical activity such as walking and bicycling
in local neighborhoods as well as helping to create community environments that support
walking and bicycling. The benefits include improved physical fitness, less motor vehicle traffic
congestion, better air quality, and a stronger sense of cohesion and safety in local
neighborhoods.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments and recommendations.
Sincerely,
Chris Holm
Project Manager

4
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Letter O11
Response

Chris Holm, WALKSacramento
November 8, 2017

O11-1

The comment acknowledges the opportunity to comment on the CCSP Draft EIR and
describes the commenting organizations support for the enhancements to
transportation facilities, provided in the CCSP. This comment, while noted, does not
require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

O11-2

The commenter states that the pedestrian-scale street lighting proposed by the CCSP
is inconsistent with the 2006 Pedestrian Master Plan, which includes a policy/action
to provide 14-foot light standards at all corners of residential and collector street
intersections. The commenter states that increased 14-foot pedestrian scale lighting is
especially beneficial in areas with less numerous 28-foot lights, and that the CCSP
lighting plan proposes new lights at few locations.
The commenter also references Impact 4.12.12, which states, “The proposed DSP
[CCSP], in combination with other development, could impact pedestrian facilities.”
The commenter states that increased development and pedestrian activity in the
cumulative scenario will lead to increased pedestrian crossings at night, which can
lead to more collisions and reduced safety. The commenter states that the Draft EIR
should evaluate safety impacts associated with inadequate lighting.
This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis used in
the Draft EIR. Note that pedestrian improvements proposed by the CCSP include
area-wide improvements to pedestrian-scale street lighting, as described on page
4.12-41 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.12-62 describes consistency between the proposed
improvements to pedestrian facilities as part of the CCSP and the City’s Pedestrian
Master Plan (2006), and states, “The proposed plan also proposes similar
improvements in areas identified by the [City’s] Pedestrian Master Plan as Sidewalk
Candidate Project Areas.” Based on the significance criteria documented on page
4.12-35 of the Draft EIR, Impact 4.12-5 and Impact 4.12-12 of the Draft EIR are
determined to be less than significant and less than cumulative considerable,
respectively.

O11-3

The commenter echoes comments in Letter O9 regarding concerns of inadequate
bicycle facilities proposed as part of the “Connector Street Enhancement Projects.”
The commenter states that inadequate bicycle facilities in the proposed “Connector
Street Enhancement Projects” will encourage increased bicyclist sidewalk usage,
which is a safety hazard to pedestrians.
Refer to Response to Comment O9-3 for a description of analysis relating to bicycle
accessibility within the Plan area. As described in Response to Comment O9-3, Grid
3.0 completed a bicycle stress analysis to develop a Low Stress Bicycle Network,
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which served as the basis for the specific improvements to the bicycle network that
were included in the CCSP. Please also refer to Response to Comment O9-6 for a
description of “Connector Street Enhancement Projects,” which indicates that these
projects may also include designated bicycle facilities that separate bicycle traffic
from pedestrian traffic.
O11-4

The comment describes the commenting organization’s purpose and the merits of
increased physical activity such as walking and biking in local neighborhoods. This
comment, while noted, does not require modifications to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.
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Letter I1
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Roland Brady
Scott Johnson
Specific plan
Monday, September 25, 2017 10:21:20 PM

Seriously, what good is it to have a specific plan, when important considerations, such as
building height restrictions, can be swept away by a single Council member because the
developer makes contributions to his campaign. None of the other Council members give a
damn if it is not in their district, so they'll just go along.
So, why should any citizen give a damn about this plan? It's a waste of time.
Roland Brady

Sent from my Verizon 4G LTE smartphone

1
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Letter I1
Response

I1-1

Roland Brady
September 25, 2017

The comment expresses the commenting individual’s opinion regarding the CCSP.
The comment does not address the Draft EIR for the CCSP with sufficient specificity
to allow for a response. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City
Council for its consideration.
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Letter I2
Response

Whitney Leeman
September 29, 2017

I2-1

The comment advises that the commenting individual was unable to find the Draft
EIR posted online, at the time the comment was drafted (September 29, 2017). The
City posted the Draft EIR for the CCSP (Downtown Specific Plan) on September
22,2017, to the Environmental Review Reports page of the City’s website, available
at the following website: https://www.cityofsacramento.org/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports. The Draft EIR has been
available on the City’s website from the date of posting to present.

I2-2

The comment suggests that densification is responsible for undesirable conditions
occurring in the downtown and midtown areas of the City including traffic, noise,
crime, parking issues, unaffordable rents, loss of open space, and increased homeless
encampments. The CCSP identifies 13 principles that guide the vision for the CCSP
area including supporting new places to live and encouraging varied housing options
that reflect the diversity of Sacramento. The CCSP development projections are
consistent with the 2035 General Plan and the SACOG MTP/SCS. The creation of
additional residential and nonresidential uses in the CCSP area is intended to build
out over the next 20 years. The comment is not a comment on the CCSP EIR and no
further response is required.

I2-3

The comment does not address the environmental impact report for the proposed
project with sufficient specificity to allow for a response. The comment is noted and
will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.
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Tom Buford
Senior Planner, City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
Dear Tom:
I returned from a 2-week trip last Monday to find a letter in my mailbox
telling me that my neighborhood, Poverty Ridge, is about to be rezoned, to
become part of a Special Planning District (SPD). Having already missed the
meeting on October 16 and not knowing anything about this, I assumed it
was an effort to allow developers to build taller buildings all around my
neighborhood. I emailed Bill Burg who sent me the link to the Downtown
Specific Plan (DSP), and I read it today. I have some questions and
concerns.
First, and most importantly, Poverty Ridge should not be included in the
Downtown Specific Plan district. The area bounded by 21st on the west,
Capitol City freeway on the south and east, and R Street on the north is very
different from the rest of the Central City. On all of your metrics, our
neighborhood is different; more families, more owner-occupied housing, the
age distribution, and housing types. There is virtually no employment in our
neighborhood and very little opportunity for mixed use in the built-out
historic neighborhood. Please respond to this concern and explain why you
made the decision to make the Downtown Specific Plan apply so broadly,
geographically speaking.

1

2

Secondly, how do the regulations about historic districts interact with the
proposed new zoning? Do the historic district rules take precedence?

3

Next, on page 33 there is a chart of various land-use types in the Central
City (now defined broadly to include Poverty Ridge). If I read it correctly, our
neighborhood is considered "Traditional Neighborhood, Medium Density, R1B." If that is true, with a density of 8 - 36 dwelling units per acre, you
assume we can build about 115 infill units and new growth to include 143

4



Letter I3

additional units, averaging 567 sq. ft. per unit. Is there map that shows
where both infill and new units might be built? And over what time frame?
Page 162 lists Housing Opportunity Sites, and none are in Poverty Ridge. Is
Poverty Ridge not in the "Traditional Neighborhood" category, then?

4
(cont.)

Page 41 shows that diverse and distinct neighborhoods are important. It
says that established neighborhoods need to have appropriate transitions in
building bulk, form and intensity for uses adjoining them. Although laudable,
this goal is vague. Since the plan proposes eliminating the 60 foot height
limit as a trigger for review, I question whether one person's definition of
"appropriate transition" would be the same as that of another person.

5

On page 94, there is a short list of schools that are historic landmarks.
McClatchy Library is an historic landmark. Is the complete list in an
appendix, and does it include that library?

6

Page 114 begins a section on transportation, highlighting especially trains
and the proposed streetcar system. However, there is no mention of
improved transportation to and from the airport. This lack is an
embarrassment for our city, and this planning document would be a great
forum for addressing that problem.

7

The plans to improve bicycle transportation are great. However, in the
drawing on page 118, it shows a car parked in what one would assume is
part of the bike lane if, in fact, you proposed protected lanes where
pedestrians walk next to the bike lane, and all car traffic is separated beyond
the bike lane. What is the plan for bike lanes, then?

8

On page 165, there is a statement that if a proposed development is
consistent with the Specific Plan, it is exempt from CEQA. This removes a
barrier to development, but it also weakens citizen power to have input into
the potential impacts of development. The Specific Plan increases height
allowance, eliminating the 60 foot height threshold that triggers Planning
Commission and Council review. The Specific Plan also allows increased
maximum density, decreases open space requirements, and requires no
open space at all when commercial or industrial space is converted to multiunit residential. All of these changes weaken citizen input because they
encourage the development of projects that may be out of scale with the
surrounding neighborhoods with no public process for review.

9

Finally, in the parks section, there is a map of the parks that includes
Southside Park, but there is no mention of it in the narrative, neither its
important history nor its current multiple uses. Most importantly, there is no
mention of the swimming pool. Although there is a chart that shows
citizens/pool, there is no reference to the importance of fitness for our
citizens, the role that the pool and track at Southside Park play, and
therefore no basis for better support in the future for those important
recreation and activity centers.

10
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Is there really a proposed park at 21st and U Streets?

10
(cont.)

While I applaud the efforts to "unlock the potential" of Sacramento, and I
support increased density in the center of town, Poverty Ridge and the other
"streetcar suburbs" such as Boulevard Park and Newton Booth do not belong
in the district covered by the Downtown Specific Plan or the Special Planning
District. Please re-draw the boundaries to reflect more accurately what you
are proposing to change, more density in the urban core.

11

Sincerely,
Alice Levine
2217 U Street
Sacramento
alevineharroun@gmail.com
(916) 455-0485; (916) 529-6293



3. Comments and Responses

Letter I3
Response

Alice Levine
October 26, 2017

I3-1

The comment is not a comment on the CCSP EIR and no further response is required.

I3-2

The comment suggests that the Poverty Ridge neighborhood should not be included
in the boundaries of the CCSP planning area. The boundaries of the specific plan area
were drawn broadly enough to define a geographic space and encompass the land
uses within that space. While individual neighborhoods within the CCSP planning
area are unique in character and distinctly different from other areas, they are
nonetheless located within the Central City. This comment is in reference to the
CCSP and does not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The
comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I3-3

The comment questions whether there would be zoning conflicts between the
proposed Central City SPD and regulations for historic districts. Please see Master
Response 2 for a discussion of historic districts. The City is currently working on
guidance with regards to development in Historic Districts. This effort is occurring
independently of the CCSP and is not analyzed in the CCSP EIR.

I3-4

The comment asks if there is a map showing potential sites where infill and new units
might be built, and the time frame for their construction. Figure 4.2-1 of the CCSP
(page 163) provides a map of opportunity sites within the CCSP planning area, that
were identified as they are generally vacant and/or underutilized and are at least onequarter of an acre in size. The Draft EIR does not assume that residential
development would only occur at the opportunity sites identified in the CCSP. Sites
throughout the CCSP planning area could be developed or redeveloped as housing,
based on allowable uses described in the CCSP and the General Plan. This may apply
to neighborhoods within which the CCSP did not identify housing opportunities,
including Poverty Ridge. The timeframe and locations of development that would
occur pursuant to the CCSP would be subject to market forces. This comment, while
noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of
significance.

I3-5

The Central City Special Planning District language clarifies the definition of
allowable building heights and transition areas in relation to specific zoning
designations. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height
limits and transition zones.

I3-6

McClatchy High School is not within the boundaries of the CCSP.
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3. Comments and Responses

I3-7

The commenter expresses concern that the CCSP does not address public transit to
the Sacramento International Airport. The commenter suggests that the CCSP include
transit to the airport.
The Sacramento International Airport is outside the Plan area as described in the
CCSP Draft EIR. However, the City supports Sacramento Regional Transit’s (RT)
“Green Line to the Airport” project is evaluating public transit to the Sacramento
International Airport. The first phase of the Green Line extension between Downtown
Sacramento and Township 9/Richards Boulevard opened in 2012. RT is currently
working with stakeholder groups and consultants to complete technical analyses as
part of a Draft EIR for Green Line extension through Natomas to the Sacramento
International Airport. These studies are expected to continue through 2018.

I3-8

The commenter approves of the planned bicycle improvements in the CCSP, but
expresses concern that automobiles would park in bike lanes.
This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis used in
the Draft EIR. The City has design standards for bicycle facilities that include
measures to prevent cars from parking in bicycle lanes. These measures include but
are not limited to signage, lane markings, and parking lane width requirements.

I3-9

Please see Response to Comment O10-3.

I3-10

The comment advises that Southside Park and the amenities within that park are not
adequately described in the Draft EIR. Southside park is among the 28 parks
identified in the Draft EIR, Section 4.11.4 Parks and Open Space, as being within the
CCSP area. Southside Park is identified as a community park within the CCSP area
in Figure 4.11-6 of that section as well. Details of existing or proposed parks are
presented as they pertain to the analysis of potential physical impacts to parks and
open space from implementation of the CCSP and are not intended to be a detailed
inventory of each specific park. This comment, while noted, does not require
modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I3-11

The comment is specific to the proposed boundaries of the CCSP and is not a
comment on the CCSP EIR. No further response is required.
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Letter I4
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Silcox, Travis (Dr.)
Scott Johnson
Downtown Specific Plan comments
Friday, November 3, 2017 2:06:02 PM

Hello Mr. Johnson:
I attended the City Hall meeting a few weeks ago to discuss the Downtown Specific Plan. Unfortunately,
after 2 hours, my meter was about to run out, so I had to leave. I would have preferred a different type of
forum, with more give and take, or at least to have been placed first on the agenda.

1

I have the following comments or questions:

1. the plan should not be called the “Downtown Specific Plan” since this makes it sound like it relates
specifically to downtown. I feel that this is a sneaky way to make changes in midtown under the
radar of most midtown residents.
2. I don’t understand why the map is drawn to include the area of Sutter’s Landing Park. I was one of
the original residents who worked on Sutter’s Landing Park. In fact, four neighbors, of whom I was
one, are the ones who named it Sutter’s Landing Park, after discovering the millstone languishing in
a junk yard on B Street. The park, as a landfill site, is not able to be developed for decades. So why
is it included in this plan?
3. I live in an historic preservation district. I understand that this plan will change my zoning, making
development denser and disregarding the many decades of planning and oversight that have gone
into creating and maintaining the historic preservation districts. We cannot change our screen doors
without a review process, yet this plan will enable development and infill not consistent with current
restrictions.
4. We just went through a lengthy process with the Preservation Commission to assert the Central City
Guidelines with respect to density, massing, height, etc in midtown. Will those guidelines for modest
infill development be eliminated? Will they be modified? Will there be the extensive process that
we just went through to make these changes?
5. Why was the Downtown Specific Plan never presented to the neighborhood residents’ groups, such
as Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association? I noticed that the midtown presentations were made
only to business-friendly, development oriented groups, not to the groups dedicated to preservation
or quality of life for residential stakeholders.
From everything I have seen of the Plan, including its roll out, I am opposed to it. What might make sense
for downtown commercial development does not make sense for midtown residential blocks.
Thank you,
Travis Silcox
2220 C Street
Sacramento

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. Comments and Responses

Letter I4
Response

Travis Silcox
November 3, 2017

I4-1

The comment refers to the format of a public meeting held on the CCSP, and is not a
comment on the CCSP EIR. No further response is required.

I4-2

The comment requests that names of the DSP and DSP EIR be changed. The names
of the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Specific Plan EIR have been revised
to be the Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) and Central City Specific Plan EIR
(CCSP EIR), respectively.

I4-3

The comment questions the inclusion of Sutter’s Landing Park in the CCSP planning
area. The boundaries of the specific plan are drawn broadly enough to define a
geographic space and encompass the land uses within that space. Development
potential of a given property is not a key factor in developing the boundaries of a
specific plan area. Within the CCSP planning area, there are other State-owned
buildings and properties that are within the plan area that will not be developed as
well. The comment does not address the environmental impact report for the
proposed project with sufficient specificity to allow for a response. The comment is
noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I4-4

This comment is concerned with inconsistent new development in historic districts.
Please see Master Response 2 under Infill Development in Historic Districts/Design
Guidelines.

I4-5

Please see Response to Comment O2-1.

I4-6

Public outreach for the CCSP was initiated through several avenues including a
Developer Advisory Group composed of local private developers, affordable housing
developers, architects, attorneys, and bankers; Interest Based Stakeholder Meetings
with neighborhood association leaders, advocacy groups, developers, property and
business improvement districts; Landowner Surveys available to all landowners in
the Central City; Community-wide Workshops and EIR Scoping Meeting open to all
members of the Community; Preservation Commission Meetings with
Commissioners and open to all members of the Community interested in preservation
issues; Public Hearings at the Planning and Design Commission and the City
Council; and Outreach Tools and Materials including a project website, informational
video series, social media postings, project fact sheet, e-newsletters, and online
engagement forum.

I4-7

The comment expresses opposition to the CCSP. The comment does not provide a
comment on the CCSP EIR and no further response is required.
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Letter I5
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Penelope Greenglass
Scott Johnson; Greg Sandlund; Jim McDonald
Requests for reconsidering part of the Downtown Specific Plan
Monday, November 6, 2017 7:50:14 AM

Hello Mr. Johnson, Mr. Sandlund, and Mr. McDonald,
As a citizen and resident of Midtown for over 10 years, of Downtown for 2
years, and of Boulevard Park for over 26 years (where I currently reside), I
respectfully offer the following endorsement of the Boulevard Park
Neighborhood Association Board proposed revisions to the Downtown
Specific Plan.
1. The Name – Downtown Specific Plan – implies no distinction between
Midtown and Downtown, with Midtown losing its identity as a collection of
distinct neighborhoods that are very different from Downtown. Several
residents and Planning Commissioners noted the Plan name should be
changed to Central City Specific Plan and clearly delineate between
downtown and midtown areas.

1

We are requesting the plan name be changed to Central City Specific Plan.
2. The draft Ordinance increases height in the General Commercial Zone
(C2) from 65 feet (6-7 floors) to 85 feet (8-9 floors). The existing and
proposed zoning code requires transitional heights of 45 feet in between
Commercial Zone (C2) areas and Residential zoned (R1 & R2) areas. The
current and proposed zoning does not provide any transitional heights for R3
and R3A areas. Because the Plan is changing commercial area height limits
from 65 to 85 feet, without adding transitional height requirements for C2
areas adjacent to R3 and R3A areas, there are large implications for the
residential lots adjacent to commercial lots in and around major corridors like
19th Street, 21st Street, S Street, G & H Streets, Capitol Avenue, N Street,
etc. The Ordinance protects R1 and R2 zoned areas but does not protect
R3and R3A zoned properties. This has huge implications for all residential
areas next to commercial zones and for BPBA specifically, for properties
along G & H Street and 21st Street. You could very easily see buildings
of 8-10 stories along 21st Street with no buffer between them and
adjacent single family homes, similar to the 19th & J project.

2

Letter I5
Page 8 of 15 of the attached ordinance for Commercial Zones says “17.444.090
C-2 general commercial zone
3. Transitional height.
a. The maximum height of any building or structure, or portion of a building or
structure, within 39 feet of an R-1, R-1B, or R-2 zone is 45 feet.
b. The maximum height of any building or structure, or portion of a building or
structure, within 40-79 feet of an R-1, R-1B, or R-2 zone is 55 feet.

2
(cont.)

We are requesting, that in exchange for the increase to 85 feet in the
Commercial (C2 zone) that R3 and R3A be included in the Transitional
Height Requirement.
3. Language limiting Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is in the Draft EIR but not in
the Plan or Ordinance: This combined with Item 1 above related to
transitional height could have significant impacts on residential areas. The
Draft EIR contains language that places a 20% limit on Floor Area Ratio
(height & density) deviation for residential projects. Page S-6 of the Draft EIR
says “The proposed DSP would retain the existing land use designations, as
identified by the 2035 General Plan, for all parcels within the plan area. The
2035 General Plan would be amended to clarify the policy regarding FAR to
allow a project’s FAR to be exceeded by 20 percent if the project provides a
significant community benefit.” However, the Plan and Ordinance do not
contain this language. The result is the FAR limit is unenforceable. As you
know from the J Street project in 2016, there is a land use policy in the
General Plan that allows the city to approve an unlimited FAR (height and
density) deviation. This policy enabled the city to justify excessive height on J
Street. With the renewed focus on corridors in this plan, including

21st

Street,

without placing a limit on FAR deviations, 21st Street is at risk for the same
kind of overly tall projects, immediately adjacent to residential areas. Staff
presented a benefit statement on page 7 of 995 of the Planning Commission
10/ 12/17 staff report that stated
“General Plan FAR Clarification”
• A project may exceed the FAR threshold by a maximum of 20% if a community
benefit is provided
• Max FARs to be reevaluated in next General Plan Update
This 20% language is in the draft EIR but not the Draft Ordinance of DSP Plan

3

Letter I5
document.
We are requesting that in exchange for increasing the height in the C2
zone to 85 feet, and to ensure consistent development standards that
match with density and intensity standards laid out in the EIR, the FAR
deviation language from the draft EIR MUST be included in the Ordinance
so FAR standards can be enforced.
4. Utilities: At the October open house for community members, I specifically
asked if the city planned to finish streetlights in residential areas. I was told
“YES we plan to finish lighting all of Midtown.” Unfortunately the streetlight
map included in the plan clearly shows huge swaths of the NE (Blvd Park/
New Era Park) and SE corner of the grid still in the dark.

3
(cont.)

4

We are requesting the city include all currently unlit residential areas in its
streetlight map.
5. All of our properties were rezoned to include the SPD designation.
Letters were sent in early October, with only a one week notice ahead of the
Planning Commission meeting. Residents were told by city staff at the
October community open house that this plan and rezone would not impact
our properties. However, Item 1 most certainly does impact us, as there is no
transitional height zones for R3A and C2 heights are increasing so there is
less buffer for R3A areas as they’re excluded from the transitional height
language in the EIR and Ordinance.

5

We are requesting, that in exchange for the increase to 85 feet in the
Commercial (C2 zone) that R3 and R3A be included in the Transitional
Height Requirement. Without this addition of transitional height language
and FAR deviation limits, the statement by staff to residents and the
Planning Commission on 10/12/17 that there is no impact to our properties
is FALSE.
6. Page 39 of the Plan Document under Land Use Policies says “LU.5.1
Consistent Standards and Guidelines. - Maintain clear and consistent
development standards and design guidelines that are user friendly, remove
barriers for Downtown projects, and provide adequate flexibility to react to
changing market opportunities.”
This statement contradicts itself. The city gets the flexibility from the deviation
process described above in item number 4 (FAR deviation) which currently has
no standards. As a result the DSP is internally inconsistent and therefore illegal.

6

Letter I5
Development Advisory Committee feedback stated that consistent standards
were needed. This LU policy and language in the Ordinance under “Purpose and
Intent” that says “ 4. Facilitate infill redevelopment by allowing a broad mix of
uses and flexible development standards.” is not consistent with the stated Land
Use policy.
We are requesting the city clarify that LU Policy 5.1 states consistent
standards and remove the word “Flexibility.” And that the Ordinance
language related purpose and intent item 4 replace the word “Flexibility”
with “Consistent” to ensure the Plan and Ordinance are internally
consistent.
7. Infill in Historic Districts; On 10/26/17 Staff took an item related to the
DSP to the Planning and Design Commission in which the Commission
approved devolving of backyard unit decisions (among many other) to the
director level. This has implications on historic districts as there are not yet
any codified standards for infill in historic districts. This means action by
property owners on backyard units and other infill in historic districts would
not be at the commission level and therefore not noticed, meaning no
neighbor input would be allowed.
We are requesting that the City Council reverse this decision until Infill
Standards for Historic Districts (which the Preservation Commission is
currently working on) are enacted by Ordinance and added to the Planning
and Development Code.

Thank you for your affirmative consideration of these requested changes.
Penny Harding

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com

6
(cont.)

7

3. Comments and Responses

Letter I5
Response

Penny Harding
November 6, 2017

I5-1

The comment requests that names of the DSP and DSP EIR be changed. The names
of the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Specific Plan EIR have been revised
to be the Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) and Central City Specific Plan EIR
(CCSP EIR), respectively.

I5-2

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I5-3

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios and height limits in the C2 zone.

I5-4

Please see Response to Comment O8-5.

I5-5

Please see Response to Comment I5-1.

I5-6

The comment provides suggested revisions to Policy LU 5.1 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of LU 5.1. This comment, while noted, does
not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance. Please
also see Master Response 1 regarding consistent development standards while
providing adequate flexibility to react to changing market opportunities.

I5-7

Please see Response to Comment O2-1.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-413

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

Letter I6
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Herbert
Scott Johnson
DSP--EIR Comments (Due Nov. 8)
Monday, November 6, 2017 10:51:18 AM

Dear Scott
Please consider the following comments as you weigh the pros and conns of the DSP:
We are all aware of what happened to much of the West End of the central city of Sacramento
during the 50's and 60's. Wonderful but under-appreciated neighborhoods were demolished
completely.
Somehow, miraculously, Midtown Sacramento was largely spared.
Years later, Sacramento began to see Midtown for what it is and got busy putting various
protections
in place so that this treasure would not be ruined by careless shortsighted speculation.
Now we have DSP. Why is our attitude toward protecting Midtown different in 2017?
The Downtown west of 16th Street is truly in need of revitalization with
new residential and commercial infill. Let's focus there.
Midtown is already terrific and doing fine. Of course we can continue to make Midtown even
better.
Filling in Midtown's vacant lots is a great idea. The new night life and restaurants are
wonderful.
But 15 story buildings on 25th & "J" ? Filling the backyards of Midtown's historic homes
with modern multi unit townhouses?
Leaving the zoning and design guidelines open to anything that might be called "contributing
a community benefit" ?

1

Let's not make the same mistakes in the Central City that were made in the 50s & 60s.
Please respect Midtown zoning in the new DSP, and include transitional areas between C2
commercial and our
2 story homes. Include all our R1, R2, R3, & R3A areas with 45 foot transitional height
protection.

2

Please include the recommended 20% floor area ratio deviation (FAR) in the actual DSP
ordinance so that it is
meaningful and enforceable.

3

Like a wonderful living room in a beautiful home, the rediscovered Midtown Sacramento is
the center of the Sacramento
experience to many locals and visitors...the place where Sacramento is uniquely
Sacramento. If we plan correctly,
Midtown can be the foundation for pride in our city as Sacramento population grows.

4

David Herbert
cc: Greg Sandlund
Jim McDonald
Steve Hansen

3. Comments and Responses

Letter I6
Response

David Herbert
November 6, 2017

I6-1

The comment provides an opinion regarding desirable types of development in the
midtown area. This is not a comment on the CCSP EIR and no further response is
necessary.

I6-2

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I6-3

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios.

I6-4

The comment does not address the environmental impact report for the proposed
project with sufficient specificity to allow for a response. The comment is noted and
will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.
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Letter I7
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Whitney Leeman
Scott Johnson; Greg Sandlund; Jim McDonald
letter of support for BPNA comments on the Downtown Specific Plan EIR
Monday, November 6, 2017 8:02:09 AM

As a resident of Boulevard Park, I wholeheartedly endorse our neighborhood association's
comments regarding the DSP EIR and issues that may particularly impact our neighborhood,
in addition to other residential neighborhoods in Midtown.

1

I'm including the BPNA's comments, below, in addition to comments that I have previously
submitted.
Respectfully,
Whitney Leeman
___________________________________________
The Name – Downtown Specific Plan – implies no distinction between Midtown
and Downtown, with Midtown losing its identity as a collection of distinct
neighborhoods that are very different from Downtown. Several residents and Planning
Commissioners noted the Plan name should be changed to Central City Specific Plan
and clearly delineate between downtown and midtown areas.
We are requesting the plan name be changed to Central City Specific Plan
# 1) The draft Ordinance increases height in the General Commercial Zone (C2)
from 65 feet (6-7 floors) to 85 feet (8-9 floors). The existing and proposed zoning
code requires transitional heights of 45 feet in between Commercial Zone (C2) areas
and Residential zoned (R1 & R2) areas. The current and proposed zoning does not
provide any transitional heights for R3 and R3A areas. Because the Plan is changing
commercial area height limits from 65 to 85 feet, without adding transitional height
requirements for C2 areas adjacent to R3 and R3A areas, there are large implications
for the residential lots adjacent to commercial lots in and around major corridors like
19th Street, 21st Street, S Street, G & H Streets, Capitol Avenue, N Street, etc. The
Ordinance protects R1 and R2 zoned areas but does not protect R3and R3A zoned
properties. This has huge implications for all residential areas next to commercial
zones and for BPBA specifically, for properties along G & H Street and
21st Street. You could very easily see buildings of 8-10 stories along 21st Street
with no buffer between them and adjacent single family homes, similar to the
19th & J project.
Page 8 of 15 of the attached ordinance for Commercial Zones says “17.444.090 C-2
general commercial zone
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3. Transitional height.
a. The maximum height of any building or structure, or portion of a building or
structure, within 39 feet of an R-1, R-1B, or R-2 zone is 45 feet.
b. The maximum height of any building or structure, or portion of a building or
structure, within 40-79 feet of an R-1, R-1B, or R-2 zone is 55 feet.
We are requesting, that in exchange for the increase to 85 feet in the
Commercial (C2 zone) that R3 and R3A be included in the Transitional Height
Requirement.
#2) Language limiting Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is in the Draft EIR but not in the
Plan or Ordinance: This combined with Item 1 above related to transitional height
could have significant impacts on residential areas. The Draft EIR contains language
that places a 20% limit on Floor Area Ratio (height & density) deviation for residential
projects. Page S-6 of the Draft EIR says “The proposed DSP would retain the existing
land use designations, as identified by the 2035 General Plan, for all parcels within
the plan area. The 2035 General Plan would be amended to clarify the policy
regarding FAR to allow a project’s FAR to be exceeded by 20 percent if the project
provides a significant community benefit.” However, the Plan and Ordinance do not
contain this language. The result is the FAR limit is unenforceable. As you know from
the J Street project in 2016, there is a land use policy in the General Plan that allows
the city to approve an unlimited FAR (height and density) deviation. This policy
enabled the city to justify excessive height on J Street. With the renewed focus on
corridors in this plan, including 21st Street, without placing a limit on FAR deviations,
21st Street is at risk for the same kind of overly tall projects, immediately adjacent to
residential areas. Staff presented a benefit statement on page 7 of 995 of the
Planning Commission 10/ 12/17 staff report that stated
“General Plan FAR Clarification
• A project may exceed the FAR threshold by a maximum of 20% if a community
benefit is provided
• Max FARs to be reevaluated in next General Plan Update
This 20% language is in the draft EIR but not the Draft Ordinance of DSP Plan
document.
We are requesting that in exchange for increasing the height in the C2 zone to
85 feet, and to ensure consistent development standards that match with
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density and intensity standards laid out in the EIR, the FAR deviation language
from the draft EIR MUST be included in the Ordinance so FAR standards can be
enforced.
#3) Utilities: At the October open house for community members, I specifically asked
if the city planned to finish streetlights in residential areas. I was told “YES we plan to
finish lighting all of Midtown.” Unfortunately the streetlight map included in the
plan clearly shows huge swaths of the NE (Blvd Park/ New Era Park) and SE corner
of the grid still in the dark.
We are requesting the city include all currently unlit residential areas in its
streetlight map
#4) All of our properties were rezoned to include the SPD designation. Letters
were sent in early October, with only a one week notice ahead of the Planning
Commission meeting. Residents were told by city staff at the October community
open house that this plan and rezone would not impact our properties. However, Item
1 most certainly does impact us, as there is no transitional height zones for R3A and
C2 heights are increasing so there is less buffer for R3A areas as they’re excluded
from the transitional height language in the EIR and Ordinance.
We are requesting, that in exchange for the increase to 85 feet in the
Commercial (C2 zone) that R3 and R3A be included in the Transitional Height
Requirement. Without this addition of transitional height language and FAR
deviation limits, the statement by staff to residents and the Planning
Commission on 10/12/17 that there is no impact to our properties is FALSE.
# 5) Page 39 of the Plan Document under Land Use Policies says
“LU.5.1 Consistent Standards and Guidelines. - Maintain clear
and consistentdevelopment standards and design guidelines that are user friendly,
remove barriers for Downtown projects, and provide adequate flexibility to react to
changing market opportunities.”
This statement contradicts itself. The city gets the flexibility from the deviation process
described above in item number 4 (FAR deviation) which currently has no standards.
As a result the DSP is internally inconsistent and therefore illegal.
Development Advisory Committee feedback stated that consistent standards were
needed. This LU policy and language in the Ordinance under “Purpose and Intent”
that says “ 4. Facilitate infill redevelopment by allowing a broad mix of uses and
flexible development standards.” is not consistent with the stated Land Use policy.
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We are requesting the city clarify that LU Policy 5.1 states consistent standards
and remove the word “Flexibility”. And that the Ordinance language related
purpose and intent item 4 replace the word “Flexibility” with “Consistent” to
ensure the Plan and Ordinance are internally consistent.
# 6) Infill in Historic Districts; On 10/26/17 Staff took an item related to the DSP to
the Planning and Design Commission in which the Commission approved devolving
of backyard unit decisions (among many other) to the director level. This has
implications on historic districts as there are not yet any codified standards for infill in
historic districts. This means action by property owners on backyard units and other
infill in historic districts would not be at the commission level and therefore not
noticed, meaning no neighbor input would be allowed.
We are requesting that the City Council reverse this decision until Infill
Standards for Historic Districts (which the Preservation Commission is
currently working on) are enacted by Ordinance and added to the Planning and
Development Code.
Thanks for your time. I hope this helps focus energy on the most important aspects
and critical points/ concerns in this plan.
Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association Board

2
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter I7
Response

Whitney Leeman
November 6, 2017

I7-1

The comment expresses the commenting individual’s endorsement of the comment
letter provided to the City by the Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association (Letter
O1). This comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis
or conclusions of significance.

I7-2

This comment is addressed in the response to comments for Letter O1, Boulevard
Park Neighborhood Association.
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Letter I8
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alix Ogilvie
Scott Johnson
Comments: City of Sacramento Downtown Specific Plan Draft EIR
Monday, November 6, 2017 9:58:26 AM

Greetings Scott -Please find my comments below. Thank you.
Aesthetics, Light and Glare
Protect the night sky, biological systems (including human circadian rhythms).
Set guidelines that include max illumination levels and color temperature levels
appropriate to function/ context.
We live along the Pacific Flyway. Integrate bird-safe building/ lighting
guidelines.
Climate Change
Address flooding, drought, and extreme heat events.
Designate (paint) bike & pedestrians lanes on sidewalk along N Street at Capital Park, et
al Shared Use Paths.
-Alix Ogilvie | Architect | LEED AP
City of Sacramento Planning and Design Commission

1

2
3

3. Comments and Responses

Letter I8
Response

Alix Ogilvie
November 6, 2017

I8-1

The comment suggests the implementation of guidelines or policies to limit impacts
from buildings, light and glare on humans and bird species. The Draft EIR assumes
that projects would be developed consistent with current (at the time of project
construction) California Building Code standards and City policies and design
guidelines. These include direction for the types of lighting, glass, and potentially
reflective surfaces to be used in construction. Analysis for impacts from light and
glare are analyzed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, and include impacts from spillover
light, which would diminish views of the night sky. Impacts to bird species are
analyzed in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR. All aspects of urban development, including
impacts from light are considered in determining whether development pursuant to
the CCSP would have an adverse impact on sensitive species, including birds, that
may occur in the CCSP planning area. This comment, while noted, does not require
modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I8-2

The comment suggests that the EIR should address flooding, drought, and extreme
heat events from climate change. The Draft EIR for the CCSP analyzes the physical
environmental impacts that would take place resulting from implementation of the
CCSP. Climate change, as analyzed in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, evaluates the
potential contribution of greenhouse gas emissions, known to contribute to climate
change, from implementation of the CCSP. Subsequent impacts from climate change,
such as sea-level rise, flooding, drought, and extreme heat events are considered in
the relevant technical sections of the EIR, within Chapter 4 Environmental Setting,
Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.

I8-3

The commenter suggests that paint delineate separate lanes for bicyclists and
pedestrians on the shared use path north of N Street at Capitol Park.
This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis used in
the Draft EIR. As shown in Figure 4.12-8 and Figure 4.12-9 of the Draft EIR, the
CCSP proposes conversion of N Street to two-way travel with designated bike lanes
in each direction, resulting in separate facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-427

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

Letter I9
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

patrick cosentino
Scott Johnson
Jim McDonald; Greg Sandlund; Steve Hansen
Fw: Letters Needed on Downtown Specific Plan by Nov. 8!
Monday, November 6, 2017 2:01:35 PM

Dear Mr.'s Johnson, McDonald, and Sandlund, and Councilman Hansen,
Please note that we have forwarded the letter of comments for the Downtown
Specific Plan by Boulevard Neighborhood Association. The neighborhood
association has done a fine job of reading through the Plan and addressing
issues that would severely impact our neighborhood. Please read the
comments and note that we agree with the conclusions 100%.

1

Sincerely,
Patrick and Vickie Cosentino
2326 H St. Apt B
Sacramento, CA 95816

Comments for Downtown Specific Plan

These issues have only recently come to light as the draft EIR and Ordinance
have only been available for a couple weeks. Specifically - 6 items we see
impacting Blvd Park and nearby areas (you determine the order of
importance). I am happy to attend a board meeting to discuss. Attached is the
draft Ordinance presented to the Planning Commission on 10/12. This and
the EIR and EIR appendices are the only documents that really count in this
whole plan. The rest is pretty packaging.
Because the DSP is enacted by Ordinance, the Commissions (Preservation;
Planning and Design) only provide review and comment. The City Council
approves it and is tentatively scheduled for Council approval in January 2018.
We will be providing a letter to the City Councils Law and Legislation
Committee which it tentatively scheduled to hear this item on Nov 14. Once
they ‘approve’ it, it goes on to the full Council some time in January. Law &
Legislation meets in the afternoon which makes it hard for neighbors to
attend.
The Name – Downtown Specific Plan – implies no distinction between
Midtown and Downtown, with Midtown losing its identity as a collection of
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distinct neighborhoods that are very different from Downtown. Several
residents and Planning Commissioners noted the Plan name should be
changed to Central City Specific Plan and clearly delineate between
downtown and midtown areas.
We are requesting the plan name be changed to Central City Specific
Plan
# 1) The draft Ordinance increases height in the General Commercial
Zone (C2) from 65 feet (6-7 floors) to 85 feet (8-9 floors). The existing and
proposed zoning code requires transitional heights of 45 feet in between
Commercial Zone (C2) areas and Residential zoned (R1 & R2) areas. The
current and proposed zoning does not provide any transitional heights for R3
and R3A areas. Because the Plan is changing commercial area height limits
from 65 to 85 feet, without adding transitional height requirements for C2
areas adjacent to R3 and R3A areas, there are large implications for the
residential lots adjacent to commercial lots in and around major corridors like
19th Street, 21st Street, S Street, G & H Streets, Capitol Avenue, N Street,
etc. The Ordinance protects R1 and R2 zoned areas but does not protect
R3and R3A zoned properties. This has huge implications for all residential
areas next to commercial zones and for BPBA specifically, for properties
along G & H Street and 21st Street. You could very easily see buildings
of 8-10 stories along 21st Street with no buffer between them and
adjacent single family homes, similar to the 19th & J project.
Page 8 of 15 of the attached ordinance for Commercial Zones says
“17.444.090 C-2 general commercial zone
3. Transitional height.
a. The maximum height of any building or structure, or portion of a building or
structure, within 39 feet of an R-1, R-1B, or R-2 zone is 45 feet.
b. The maximum height of any building or structure, or portion of a building or
structure, within 40-79 feet of an R-1, R-1B, or R-2 zone is 55 feet.
We are requesting, that in exchange for the increase to 85 feet in the
Commercial (C2 zone) that R3 and R3A be included in the Transitional
Height Requirement.
#2) Language limiting Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is in the Draft EIR but not
in the Plan or Ordinance: This combined with Item 1 above related to
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transitional height could have significant impacts on residential areas. The
Draft EIR contains language that places a 20% limit on Floor Area Ratio
(height & density) deviation for residential projects. Page S-6 of the Draft EIR
says “The proposed DSP would retain the existing land use designations, as
identified by the 2035 General Plan, for all parcels within the plan area. The
2035 General Plan would be amended to clarify the policy regarding FAR to
allow a project’s FAR to be exceeded by 20 percent if the project provides a
significant community benefit.” However, the Plan and Ordinance do not
contain this language. The result is the FAR limit is unenforceable. As you
know from the J Street project in 2016, there is a land use policy in the
General Plan that allows the city to approve an unlimited FAR (height and
density) deviation. This policy enabled the city to justify excessive height on J
Street. With the renewed focus on corridors in this plan, including 21st Street,
without placing a limit on FAR deviations, 21st Street is at risk for the same
kind of overly tall projects, immediately adjacent to residential areas. Staff
presented a benefit statement on page 7 of 995 of the Planning Commission
10/ 12/17 staff report that stated
“General Plan FAR Clarification
• A project may exceed the FAR threshold by a maximum of 20% if a
community benefit is provided
• Max FARs to be reevaluated in next General Plan Update
This 20% language is in the draft EIR but not the Draft Ordinance of DSP
Plan document.
We are requesting that in exchange for increasing the height in the C2
zone to 85 feet, and to ensure consistent development standards that
match with density and intensity standards laid out in the EIR, the FAR
deviation language from the draft EIR MUST be included in the
Ordinance so FAR standards can be enforced.
#3) Utilities: At the October open house for community members, I
specifically asked if the city planned to finish streetlights in residential areas. I
was told “YES we plan to finish lighting all of Midtown.” Unfortunately the
streetlight map included in the plan clearly shows huge swaths of the NE
(Blvd Park/ New Era Park) and SE corner of the grid still in the dark.
We are requesting the city include all currently unlit residential areas in
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its streetlight map
#4) All of our properties were rezoned to include the SPD designation.
Letters were sent in early October, with only a one week notice ahead of the
Planning Commission meeting. Residents were told by city staff at the
October community open house that this plan and rezone would not impact
our properties. However, Item 1 most certainly does impact us, as there is no
transitional height zones for R3A and C2 heights are increasing so there is
less buffer for R3A areas as they’re excluded from the transitional height
language in the EIR and Ordinance.
We are requesting, that in exchange for the increase to 85 feet in the
Commercial (C2 zone) that R3 and R3A be included in the Transitional
Height Requirement. Without this addition of transitional height
language and FAR deviation limits, the statement by staff to residents
and the Planning Commission on 10/12/17 that there is no impact to our
properties is FALSE.
# 5) Page 39 of the Plan Document under Land Use Policies says
“LU.5.1 Consistent Standards and Guidelines. - Maintain clear and
consistent development standards and design guidelines that are user
friendly, remove barriers for Downtown projects, and provide adequate
flexibility to react to changing market opportunities.”
This statement contradicts itself. The city gets the flexibility from the deviation
process described above in item number 4 (FAR deviation) which currently
has no standards. As a result the DSP is internally inconsistent and therefore
illegal.
Development Advisory Committee feedback stated that consistent standards
were needed. This LU policy and language in the Ordinance under “Purpose
and Intent” that says “ 4. Facilitate infill redevelopment by allowing a broad
mix of uses and flexible development standards.” is not consistent with the
stated Land Use policy.
We are requesting the city clarify that LU Policy 5.1 states consistent
standards and remove the word “Flexibility”. And that the Ordinance
language related purpose and intent item 4 replace the word
“Flexibility” with “Consistent” to ensure the Plan and Ordinance are
internally consistent.
# 6) Infill in Historic Districts; On 10/26/17 Staff took an item related to the
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DSP to the Planning and Design Commission in which the Commission
approved devolving of backyard unit decisions (among many other) to the
director level. This has implications on historic districts as there are not yet
any codified standards for infill in historic districts. This means action by
property owners on backyard units and other infill in historic districts would
not be at the commission level and therefore not noticed, meaning no
neighbor input would be allowed.
We are requesting that the City Council reverse this decision until Infill
Standards for Historic Districts (which the Preservation Commission is
currently working on) are enacted by Ordinance and added to the
Planning and Development Code.
Thanks for your time. I hope this helps focus energy on the most important
aspects and critical points/ concerns in this plan.
Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association Board
Copyright © 2017 Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association, All rights reserved.
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter I9
Response

Patrick and Vickie Cosentino
November 6, 2017

I9-1

The comment expresses the commenting individuals’ endorsement of the comment
letter provided to the City by the Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association (Letter
O1). This comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis
or conclusions of significance.

I9-2

This comment is addressed in the response to comments for Letter O1, Boulevard
Park Neighborhood Association.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

3-435

ESA / D150842.00
February 2018

Letter I10
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Herbert Nobriga
Scott Johnson; Greg Sandlund; jald@cityofsacramento.org
Ron Vrilakas; Marsha McCormick; Hull, Fred; ABBCHST
Nini Redway
Downtown Specific Plan - Requests for Amendments
Monday, November 6, 2017 2:31:46 PM

Meagan M O"Neill; Lorraine & Jim Garrison;

Gentlemen:

Barbara and I reside at 2409 H Street. We have participated in the
continuing revival of Boulevard Park and Midtown since the mid-70s.

1

We petition you because we are concerned about maintaining an
architecturally consistent, safe, and pleasant neighborhood. If you
share our objectives, we respectfully suggest you favorably consider
adopting these amendments to the Downtown Specific Plan.

1. The plan name be changed to Central City Specific Plan.

2

2. In exchange for the increase to 85 feet in the Commercial (C2 zone)
that R3 and R3A be included in the Transitional Height Requirement.

3

3. The City include all currently unlit
residential areas, particularly those
abounding traffic circles at
intersections in its streetlight map.

4
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This request reflects the dangerous
condition which exists at traffic circle
controlled intersections. Police reports
of vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian
accidents and near accidents at the
corner of 24th and H Street (and
similarly situated midtown
intersections) demonstrate that street
lighting is necessary for the safety of
commuters, bicyclists, pedestrians,
and homeowners and their pets.

4
(cont.)

4. The City include R3 and R3A in the Transitional Height
Requirement.

5

5.The City replace the word “Flexibility” with “Consistent” to ensure the Plan
and Ordinance are internally consistent.

6

6. The City Council defer action until Infill Standards for Historic
Districts (which the Preservation Commission is currently working on)
are enacted by Ordinance and added to the Planning and Development
Code.

7

These recommendations reflect the wishes of many of our Boulevard
Park neighbors...especially the street lighting request!
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Thanks for your thoughtful review and favorable action.

Sincerely,

Herb and Barbara Nobriga

8
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter I10
Response

Herbert and Barbara Nobriga
November 6, 2017

I10-1

The comment expresses the commenting individuals’ endorsement of the comment
letter provided to the City by the Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association (Letter
O1). This comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis
or conclusions of significance.

I10-2

The comment requests that names of the DSP and DSP EIR be changed. The names
of the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Specific Plan EIR have been revised
to be the Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) and Central City Specific Plan EIR
(CCSP EIR), respectively.

I10-3

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I10-4

Please see Response to Comment O8-5.

I10-5

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I10-6

The comment provides suggested revisions to policy LU 5.1 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of LU 5.1. This comment, while noted, does
not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I10-7

Please see Response to Comment O2-1.

I10-8

Please see Response to Comment O8-5.
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Letter I11
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sally Flory-O"Neil
Scott Johnson; Greg Sandlund; Jim McDonald; Steve Hansen
Proposed Downtown Specific Plan Comments
Monday, November 6, 2017 7:11:28 PM

Messrs. Johnson, Sandland, McDonald and Hansen
We are writing to you because we have some concerns that we wish to express regarding
some of the elements of the proposed plan.
1) Confusing Plan Title. The name of the plan is very confusing and implies that Midtown and
Downtown are not distinct from one another. Until late this summer we were unaware that
our neighborhood in Midtown would be affected by provisions of the plan because of the
word "Downtown" in the title, an area distinctly different from Midtown. A title change is
needed; perhaps replacing "Downtown" with "Central City". Also, delineating in the plan that
there is a difference between Downtown and Midtown should be included.
2) Transitional Height Requirement. In regard to the increase in height allowed in the General
Commercial zone to 85 feet (8-9 stories), transitional zones are in place for C-2, R-1, R-1A,
and R-2 zoned buildings but there is no mention of a transitional zone to soften the visual
impact of very tall buildings zoned C-2 that might be built on a street with R-3 & R3A buildings. This has already occurred in the 19th & J Street structure currently being
built. This has huge implications for all residential areas next to commercial zones

1

2

and specifically for properties along G & H Street and 21st Street.Without the abovementioned transitional zone, buildings of 8-10 stories would be allowed along 21st Street with
no buffer between them and adjacent single family homes, similar to the 19th & J
Streets project.
3) Language Limiting Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Included in the Draft EIR Needs to Be in

the Plan or Ordinance: The Draft EIR places a 20% limit on Floor Area Ratio (height &
density) deviation for residential projects. If the height in C2 zones are to be increased to
85 feet, consistent development standards must match with density and intensity standards
laid out in the EIR. The FAR deviation language from the draft EIR needs be included in the
Ordinance so FAR standards can be enforced. The inclusion of this wording in
combination with Item 2 above which relates to transitional height is necessary as without it
there could be significant negative impacts on residential areas.

3

4) Street Lights: Many residential areas in the Central City lack sufficient street lighting.
Please include a requirement for street lighting for the areas of the Central City which are
lacking this important amenity.

4

5) Written Notices of Rezoning to Include the SPD Designation: We received notices
by mail in early October that our residence and rental property are being rezoned and that
there would be a Planning Commission meeting open house in one week that we could
attend. This was insufficient notice for something as important as a discussion of the
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adoption of this far-reaching plan. As it happened, we had a previous commitment and
could not attend. We feel that there needs to be more time for public discussion and that
this process is being extremely rushed. The proposed plan has the potential to have a huge
negative impact on the quality of lives in Midtown as well as on our property values.
6) Infill in Historic Districts. Backyard unit and other infill decisions should not be made
by the director. They should be made at the commission level. There are not yet codified
standards for infill in historic districts and without purview by the commission, neighbor
input would not be allowed. The City Council should reverse this decision until Infill
Standards for Historic Districts are enacted by Ordinance and added to the Planning and
Development Code.
We hope you consider our input carefully.
Sincerely,
Sally Flory-O'Neil & Paul O'Neil
2423 H Street
916-446-3390

5
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter I11
Response

Sally Flory-O’Neil and Paul O’Neil
November 6, 2017

I11-1

The comment requests that names of the DSP and DSP EIR be changed. The names
of the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Specific Plan EIR have been revised
to be the Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) and Central City Specific Plan EIR
(CCSP EIR), respectively.

I11-2

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I11-3

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios and height limits.

I11-4

Please see Response to Comment O8-5.

I11-5

The comment explains that the commenter received one week notice in advance of a
public meeting, which was insufficient notice for the commenter. The comment also
opines that the CCSP process is being rushed. The CCSP planning process was
initiated by the City in June of 2016, and has provided numerous opportunities for
public involvement. Please see Response to Comment I4-6.

I11-6

This comment expresses concern regarding the review process for infill projects that
have the potential to impact historic resources. Please see Master Response 2 under
Infill Development in Historic Districts/Design Guidelines.
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Letter I12
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sarah Kerber
Scott Johnson
Downtown Specific Plan EIR Comments
Tuesday, November 7, 2017 11:49:07 PM

Please find my comments below:

1) Traffic Delay Due to Congestion, Friction, and Transit Stops caused by streetcar
project is not “less than significant” and requires additional explanation. Not addressed
in provided LOS impact for intersection at 19th street at J and L street.
1
The proposed plan includes expanding transit stops, lane reductions, curbside activity,
includes changes to the Streetcar (RT’s vehicle fleet) that would increase dwell delay due to
boarding and alighting, and bisects busy traffic intersections as a result of the proposed
streetcar project. Additional environmental particulate mitigation analysis is necessary.
For parts of the route, the streetcar follow existing traffic signals. In locations where the
streetcar must cross active lanes of vehicular traffic, additional streetcar-only signals will be
installed. The streetcar travels in the automobile lanes at travel speeds. There will be some
delays when the streetcar stops to pick up and let passengers out. Streets will have to be
redesigned to include turn lanes at intersections. In addition, several proposed streets and
adjacent streets will have to be converted from one-way to two-way streets. What are the
projected traffic impacts from moving the streetcar into 2- and 3-lane streets? Part of the
project will result in the streetcar needing dedicated signals and turning against traffic, slowing
and stopping traffic at certain times. Specifically where it crosses 19th street at J and L street,
K street at 7th, 8th, and 12th street. What are the traffic congestion and emission impacts of
this? How will it differ between commuting and non-commuting hours? How will special
events at the downtown arena impact these traffic delays? Is there evidence that the increased
impact to SOV trips will be offset by projected ridership? How long until projected rider ship
number will achieve the needed environments particle reduction?

2

3

Will the streetcar receive priority signal coordination on Main Street? The streetcar will
operate like other vehicles on the road and will stop for red lights. If the streetcar is close to
the intersection, the system may be able to keep the light green for a few extra seconds so the
streetcar can pass through without stopping. Most streetcars also run “at-grade,” which means
that their rails are right there on the street, and in many cases are subject to the same trafficrelated delays as all the rest of the motorized vehicles on that street. In many cities, tests have
proven that people can actually walk faster. What evidence is being used to support this as
achieving the goals of the DSP?
It is plausible that traffic delays and congestion caused by the streetcar project would conflict
with or obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans, as described in Impact 4.2-1,
the proposed DSP, based on SACOG’s future growth projections for the region, and thus, this
needs to be further discussed in the cumulative analysis.

4

It would also require years of construction and development for infrastructure that has been
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previously removed form the downtown urban core, when comparable transit gains could be
immediately achieved by improving the RT bus system.

5
(cont.)

A goal of the Project is Incentivize Transit-Oriented Development throughout downtown
Sacramento including the Downtown Riverfront streetcar alignment. Additional research
needs to be done on the impact of the streetcar project. Is this the best use of resources for
reducing emissions, or would the community be better served by investing the funding into
exiting transit systems, improving frequency and service coverage of the existing bus and train
systems?

The document states the Streetcar would positively impact the desirability of development for
both tenants and buyers, by how much? What analysis was used? What evidence justifies
these claims? Is there a study being done on the impact of these policies to transit dependent
riders, low income riders, minority riders, LEP riders?

6

A supporting document states “From the perspective of affordable housing, streetcar is not
guaranteed to be helpful for cap and trade funding acquisition.” Would pursuing investment in
existing public transit infrastructure improve cap and trade funding acquisition?

How many businesses will the streetcar benefit? How many employees are projected to use the
streetcar to get to work? How many SOV trip reductions are projected with the streetcar
project? How long will we have to wait to see the street car fulfill environment impact
reduction estimates? How will the additional blocked crossings impact emergency vehicles?

Transit-oriented development (TOD) is the creation of mixed-use walkable communities built
around a strong transportation network. TOD communities are highly walkable and rely on a
strong network of amenities and resources that promote thriving urban environments.
7
The proposed transportation system would also include the removal of a multimodal
connection consistent with the recently approved Railyards Specific Plan, which seems
counter intuitive to the goals of improving multimodal transit.
Since the proposed DSP would facilitate higher-density, transit-oriented development, much
of the reduction would be achieved by project design and location within the Sacramento
urban core with access to a variety of transportation options. What are these projections? What
data are they based on?

8

Bus stop enhancements would provide for wider pedestrian spaces at high activity bus stops,
will this be at the expense and safety of riders?

9
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A study in the Journal of Transport Geography suggests that four light-rail systems built
around England during the 1990s and 2000s had virtually no effect on overall car traffic.
Instead, the rail systems mainly seemed to attract riders who would otherwise have taken the
bus.
Another study found that there's so much demand for road space that light-rail systems often
have minimal effect — every time someone gives up his car, another driver takes his place on
the road. How will streetcar have different impact? What evidence is used?

10

2) The draft Ordinance increases height in the General Commercial Zone (C2) from 65
feet (6-7 floors) to 85 feet (8-9 floors). Transitional height requirements are important
for maintaining the integrity of neighborhoods, parking, and congestion in a city with limited
public transit and I urge these be included in the final design. This has huge implications for
my neighborhoods and all residential areas next to commercial zones.

11

3) Requesting the city include all currently unlit residential areas, which includes my
neighborhood, in its streetlight map. Having unlit corners is a public safety hazard as drivers
speed through residential streets without regard to residents and pedestrians that this plan is
hoping to encourage. Having unlit stretched is a public safety hazard.

12

4) Finally, was any outreach done in any language other than English? Civil Rights
Requirements- A. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq. ("Title
VI") Title VI prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin in any
program or activity that receives Federal funds or other Federal financial assistance. Programs
that receive Federal funds cannot distinguish among individuals on the basis of race, color or
national origin, either directly or indirectly, in the types, quantity, quality or timeliness of
program services, aids or benefits that they provide or the manner in which they provide them.
This prohibition applies to intentional discrimination as well as to procedures, criteria or
methods of administration that appear neutral but have a discriminatory effect on individuals
because of their race, color, or national origin. Policies and practices that have such an effect
must be eliminated unless a recipient can show that they were necessary to achieve a
legitimate nondiscriminatory objective. Even if there is such a reason the practice cannot
continue if there are alternatives that would achieve the same objectives but that would
exclude fewer minorities. Persons with limited English proficiency must be afforded a
meaningful opportunity to participate in programs that receive Federal funds. Policies and
practices may not deny or have the effect of denying persons with limited English proficiency
equal access to Federally-funded programs for which such persons qualify. Being able to
understand the impacts to ones' community and participate in a meaningful way is essential to
the development of the DSP.

Sincerely,

Sarah Kerber
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Response

Sarah Kerber
November 7, 2017

I12-1

The comment challenges the City’s conclusions regarding impacts from the
Sacramento Streetcar Project. Environmental impacts from the Sacramento Streetcar
project (Streetcar) were evaluated by SACOG in the Environmental Assessment/
Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (EA/ISMND) for the Downtown/
Riverfront Streetcar. The Sacramento Streetcar project, while having a footprint
within the CCSP planning area, is not part of the CCSP. Inclusion of the Streetcar in
project scenarios and assumptions is for the purpose of providing all known
conditions within the transportation network during the planning horizon for the
CCSP.

I12-2

Please see Response to Comment I12-1. This comment, while noted, does not require
modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I12-3

Please see Response to Comment I12-1. This comment, while noted, does not require
modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I12-4

The comment advises that traffic delays and congestion caused by the Streetcar
project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans,
as described in Impact 4.2-1. As described in the Response to Comment I12-1,
impacts from the Streetcar project have been analyzed in a separate document.
Project-specific and cumulative air quality impacts resulting from implementation of
the CCSP are described in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the CCSP EIR.

I12-5

The comment advises that improvements to the bus system would provide equivalent
transit gains to the Streetcar project. Alternatives to the Streetcar project were
evaluated in the EA/ISMND for the Downtown/Riverfront Streetcar project. The
Sacramento Streetcar project, while having a footprint within the CCSP planning
area, is not part of the CCSP. Inclusion of the Streetcar in project scenarios and
assumptions is for the purpose of providing all known conditions within the
transportation network during the planning horizon for the CCSP.

I12-6

Please see Response to Comment I12-1. This comment, while noted, does not require
modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I12-7

The comment does not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, with
sufficient specificity to require a revision to the Draft EIR. The Comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I12-8

The comment inquires about projections for higher-density, transit-oriented
development. Transportation analysis, which includes transit ridership is described
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and analyzed in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, and Section 3.3,
Population and Housing. The comment does not address the analysis or conclusions
of the Draft EIR, with sufficient specificity to require a revision to the Draft EIR. The
Comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.
I12-9

The comment does not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, with
sufficient specificity to require a revision to the Draft EIR. The Comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I12-10

Please see Response to Comment I12-1. This comment, while noted, does not require
modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I12-11

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I12-12

Please see Response to Comment O8-5.

I12-13

The comment questions whether City conducted outreach in other languages and cited
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as a basis for requiring such. The federal
statute referenced in the comment is applicable to actions that are subject in full or in
part to federal funding. Adoption of the CCSP and CCSP EIR would be a local and
state action that does not have a federal nexus, by which the requirements of Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act would be applicable. The CCSP and CCSP were published in
the English language. However, the City of Sacramento provides language translation
services for people who need assistance with City business in a different language.
The City offers this service through its 311 phone service, or people can call
(916) 264-5011 to speak with a translator. The City offers over 150+ languages and
dialects. Additional information about the City's translation services is available at
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Information-Technology/311/Language-Services.
This comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.
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Letter I13

November 7, 2017

Via Electronic Mail
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Community Development Department Environmental Planning Services
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
SRJohnson@cityofsacramento.org
Re:

Comments on the Downtown Specific Plan and its Draft Environmental
Impact Report (SCH# 2017022048)

Dear Mr. Johnson:
I am writing to comment on the proposed Downtown Specific Plan (“DSP”) and the
draft environmental impact report (“DEIR”) for the DSP. I am commenting in my capacity
as a resident of Southside Park, one of the neighborhoods within the boundaries of the DSP.
Upon reviewing the DSP, the DEIR, and related documentation, I have concluded that that
the DSP could be improved and the DEIR violates the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”).

1

In consideration of the following issues, I strongly urge the City Council to not
approve the DSP until the City of Sacramento (“City”) revises the DSP and the DEIR, and
recirculates both documents for public comment.
I.

THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY DESCRIBE THE PROJECT

The DEIR fails to meet CEQA’s requirements because it lacks an accurate, complete,
and stable project description, rendering the entire environmental impacts analysis
inadequate. California courts have repeatedly held that “an accurate, stable and finite
project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient [CEQA
document].”1 CEQA requires that a project be described with enough particularity that its
impacts can be assessed.2 Accordingly, a lead agency may not hide behind its failure to
obtain a complete and accurate Project description.3

County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (3d Dist. 1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193.
Id. at p. 192.
3 See Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 311.
1
2
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It is impossible for the public to make informed comments on a project of unknown
or ever-changing description. California courts have held that “a curtailed or distorted
project description may stultify the objectives of the reporting process.”4 Furthermore,
“only through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public decisionmakers balance the proposal’s benefit against its environmental cost…”5 As articulated by
the court in County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, “a curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project
description draws a red herring across the path of public input.”6 Without a complete
project description, the environmental analysis under CEQA is impermissibly limited, thus
minimizing the project’s impacts and undermining meaningful public review.7

2
(cont.)

An accurate and complete project description is necessary to perform an adequate
evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a proposed project. In contrast, an
inaccurate or incomplete project description renders the analysis of environmental impacts
inherently unreliable. Without a complete project description, the environmental analysis
under CEQA will be impermissibly narrow, thus minimizing the project’s impacts and
undercutting public review.8
In the Project Description section of the DEIR, the City describes two new hotels that
the DSP “allows” to be built at the northwest corner of 13th Street and J Street, and the
southwest corner 15th Street and K Street.9 The J Street hotel will be a “full service hotel”
with approximately 350 rooms.10 The K Street hotel will also be “full service” and contain
approximately 350 rooms, as well as 70,000 square feet of “meeting/conference” space.11
In addition, the K Street hotel will include “200 on-site parking spaces.”12 Though the DEIR
insists these projects are only “anticipated,” the DEIR’s presentation of the number of
rooms, square footage of “meeting/conference” space, and number of parking spaces in the
parking garage, all suggest “formal applications” are in fact a mere formality, and the City is
committing the subject parcels to hotel use.13 As set forth below, such a commitment
violates the objectives of the GP, DSP, and Central City Community Plan.

County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (3d Dist. 1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 192.
Id. at p. 192-193.
6 Id. at p. 198.
7 See, e.g., Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376.
8 See, e.g. id.
9 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown Specific Plan (“DEIR”), p. 2-51.
10 Id.
11 Id.
12 Id.
13 Id.
4
5
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First, the DSP, in contrast the DEIR, makes no mention of the two hotels and thus the
DEIR’s Project Description is inaccurate and violates CEQA. Though the DEIR does indicate
that “project-specific details” are unknown, the commitment to hotel use at two locations is
misleading when the current zoning of the affected parcels permit many more uses than
“hotel.”14 A C-3 zone in Sacramento includes over two dozen uses that are allowed “by
right.”15 The DEIR cannot assume that the two hotels will be constructed in light of the
numerous other uses allowed by right or a conditional use permit.
Second, the DSP provides policies to “encourage development of neighborhood
amenities such as grocery stores, neighborhood-serving retail, parks and open space, and
enhancement of the public realm,” and construction of two new hotels conflicts with these
policies.16 The DEIR offers no explanation as to how these hotels further the DSP policies.
Instead, the public must speculate as to whether these hotels create jobs that are worth the
commitment of these parcels to the hotel industry, and whether the existing hotels in the
DSP Area, specifically the Central Business District, already meet the business demand that
would be addressed by the new hotels.

3
(cont.)

4

If the demand for hotel services is already being met by existing hotels, and will
continue be met during the projected build-out period of the DSP, then the new hotels will
not provide sustainable jobs because the hotels themselves will be unsustainable. If the
hotels were provided for and conditioned to the needs of low-income travelers or other
disadvantaged groups, then it would be easier for the public to perceive how the hotels fit
into policy goals of the City. But instead of providing facts or studies demonstrating
demand for hotel services or public benefits, the City provides no justification for the
DEIR’s commitment to two new hotels.
Three, the GP and DSP chant the mantra of increasing housing in the DSP area. The
two hotels not only fail to further this aim, but in fact thwart it by occupying parcels in a C3 designation that could otherwise be used for multi-unit dwellings. Note that these hotels
are not guaranteed to meet the City’s definition or function of “residential hotels.”17
Therefore, the City cannot shoehorn the two new hotels into a solution for housing
shortages. As currently presented in the DEIR, the new hotels are not part of a housing
solution in the DSP area.

Id.
Sacramento City Code (“SCC”) § 17.216.810 Permitted Uses.
16 DEIR, p. 3-29.
17 SCC § 17.108.190 “R” definitions.
14
15
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Four, the inclusion of a 200-parking-space garage calls into question the City’s goals
of making the DSP area more pedestrian friendly, reducing vehicle miles traveled in the
DSP area, and reducing greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions. The subject parcels both
already contain parking garages, and so furtherance of the aforementioned City goals
through simply replacing these parking garages with more parking garages is a dubious
prospect.

6

The current DEIR’s Project Description, particularly as it relates to the two new
hotels, violates CEQA because it is inaccurate in ascribing two new hotels to the DSP. The
City must revise the DEIR by withdrawing its commitment to two new hotels, and, if not,
the City must revise the DSP to include these two new hotels and revise the DEIR to assess
the hotels’ environmental impacts.

7

II.

THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ESTABLISH THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL
SETTING AGAINST WHICH ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS SHOULD BE MEASURED

The DEIR describes the existing environmental setting inaccurately and
incompletely, thereby skewing the entire impact analysis. The existing environmental
setting is the starting point from which the lead agency must measure whether a proposed
project may cause a significant environmental impact.18 CEQA requires the lead agencies to
include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of a project, as
they exist at the time environmental review commences.19 CEQA defines the
environmental setting as the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, from both a local
and regional perspective.2021
Describing the environmental setting accurately and completely for each
environmental condition in the vicinity of the Project is critical to an accurate, meaningful
evaluation of environmental impacts. Courts are clear that, “[b]efore the impacts of a
Project can be assessed and mitigation measures considered, an [environmental review
document] must describe the existing environment. It is only against this baseline that any

18 See, e.g., Communities for a Better Env’t v. S. Coast Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (March 15, 2010) 48 Cal.4th 310,
316; Fat v. County of Sacramento (2002) 97 Cal.App.4th 1270, 1277 (“Fat”), citing Remy, et al., Guide to the
Calif. Environmental Quality Act (1999), p. 165.
19 CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(a); see also Communities for A Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality
Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 321; see also, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.15.
20 CEQA Guidelines §15125(a) (emphasis added); Riverwatch v. County of San Diego (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th
1428, 1453 (“Riverwatch”).
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significant environmental effects can be determined.” County of Amador v. El Dorado County
Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 952. In fact, it is:
a central concept of CEQA, widely accepted by the courts, that the significance of a
Project’s impacts cannot be measured unless the DEIR first establishes the actual
physical conditions on the property. In other words, baseline determination is the
first rather than the last step in the environmental review process.22
The DEIR must also describe the existing environmental setting in sufficient detail
to enable a proper analysis of Project impacts.23 Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines
provides that “[k]nowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of
environmental impacts.”24 This level of detail is necessary to “permit the significant effects
of the Project to be considered in the full environmental context.”25
The description of the environmental setting in the DEIR is inadequate because it
omits highly relevant information regarding aesthetic resources. The City must gather the
relevant data and provide an adequate description of the existing environmental setting in
a revised and recirculated DEIR.
A. THE DEIR FAILS TO DESCRIBE THE EXISTING SETTING FOR AESTHETIC
RESOURCES
The DEIR cites the GP Background Report to establish the existing
setting features that qualify as “scenic resources.” But the DEIR omits a key component of
the GP Background Report’s overview of scenic resources.
The GP Background Report explains that scenic resources include “viewsheds”: “the
range of vision in which scenic resources may be observed.”26 The DEIR makes no mention
of viewsheds in its description of existing setting for aesthetics or its definition of “scenic
resources.”27 The DEIR’s description of views is almost wholly concerned with buildings,
rivers, and other ground-level views. No where in the discussion of the existing aesthetic
setting is there a description of sky views, and thus no discussion of sunrise and sunset
views. The failure of the DEIR to “raise its head” from the ground-level and assess the sky
views offered by Downtown Sacramento becomes fatal to the DEIR when considering a
Save our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 125.
Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Mgmt. Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1122.
24 CEQA Guidelines § 15125(c).
25 County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 952.
26 GP 2035 Background Report, p. 6-121.
27 See DEIR, p. 4-135
22
23

8
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major component of the DSP is to raise building heights in the C-2, OB, and RMX zones. One
of Downtown Sacramento’s precious aesthetic resources is open sky for the viewing of
golden sunrises and sunsets, and the colorful effects of these events on clouds. Without
recognizing this scenic resource, the DEIR impacts analysis related to increased building
heights is flawed because the analysis lacks a proper baseline from which to measure
impacts.
III.

THE DEIR LACKS SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT THE DEIR’S
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FINDINGS

CEQA has two basic purposes, neither of which the DEIR satisfies. First, CEQA is
designed to inform decision makers and the public about the potentially significant
environmental impacts of a Project before harm is done to the environment.28 The DEIR is
the “heart” of this requirement.29 The DEIR has been described as “an environmental
‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials to
environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no return.”30
To fulfill this function, the discussion of impacts in a DEIR must be detailed,
complete, and “reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure.”31 An adequate DEIR must
contain facts and analysis, not just an agency’s conclusions.32 CEQA requires a DEIR to
disclose all potential direct and indirect significant environmental impacts of a project.33
Second, if a DEIR identifies potentially significant impacts, it must then propose and
evaluate mitigation measures to minimize these impacts.34 CEQA imposes an affirmative
obligation on agencies to avoid or reduce environmental harm by adopting feasible project
alternatives or mitigation measures.35 Without an adequate analysis and description of
feasible mitigation measures, it would be impossible for agencies relying upon the DEIR to
meet this obligation.

CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(1); Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. (2001) 91
Cal.App.4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jets”); County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810.
29 No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 84.
30 County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810.
31 CEQA Guidelines § 15151; San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27
Cal.App.4th 713, 721-722.
32 See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 568.
33 PRC § 21100(b)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).
34 PRC §§ 21002.1(a), 21100(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2) and (3); Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at
1354; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the University of Cal. (1998) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400.
35 PRC §§ 21002-21002.1.
28

8
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Under CEQA, a DEIR must not only discuss measures to avoid or minimize adverse
impacts, but must ensure that mitigation measures are fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.36 A CEQA lead agency is
precluded from making the required CEQA findings unless the record shows that all
uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts have been resolved; an agency may not
rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy or feasibility.37 This approach helps
“insure the integrity of the process of decision by precluding stubborn problems or serious
criticism from being swept under the rug.”38
In this case, the DEIR fails to satisfy the basic purposes of CEQA. The DEIR’s
conclusions regarding impacts to air quality, global climate change, hazards and hazardous
materials, and aesthetics are not supported by substantial evidence. In preparing the DEIR,
the City: 1) failed to provide sufficient information to inform the public and decisionmakers about potential environmental impacts; 2) failed to accurately identify and
adequately analyze all potentially significant environmental impacts; and 3) failed to
incorporate adequate measures to mitigate environmental impacts to a less than significant
level. The City must correct these shortcomings and circulate a revised DEIR for public
review and comment.

9
(cont.)

A. The DEIR Lacks Substantial Evidence to Support the Finding that Air
Quality Impacts Associated with the DSP Will be Less than Significant
Currently, the City requires that a minimum of 50 percent of construction wastes be
diverted to a recycling processor.39 However, the DSP proposes that up to 75 percent of
applicable materials be diverted.40 This stricter requirement may result in more truck trips
through the DSP area and beyond.
The DEIR’s analysis of air quality impacts does not appear to factor in the new and
stricter recycling requirement.41 Evidence of this failure exists in the DEIR’s description of
the City’s methodology for estimating carbon monoxide (CO). In this example, the DEIR
relies on the highest 1-hour and 8-hour background concentrations of CO in Sacramento
over the last five years, the use of baseline plus project (2016) traffic volumes, and the use of
CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2).
Kings County Farm Bur. v. County of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727-28 (a groundwater purchase
agreement was inadequate mitigation because there was no record evidence that replacement water was
available).
38 Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935.
39 DEIR, p. 4.13-42.
40 Id.
41 See p. 4.19 – 4.36.
36
37
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2016 CO emission rates.42 In other words, the CO assessment does not account for the
increased truck traffic stemming from the proposed diversion requirement, which will be
in effect no earlier than 2017.
Similarly, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed diversion requirement
was taken into account when assessing other air quality impacts that are influenced by
truck traffic, including short-term and long-term exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants
(TACs), reactive organic gases (ROG), respirable particulate fine matter (PM10), fine
particulate matter (PM25), and cumulative impacts from TACs and nitrogen dioxide (NOx).
The result is that the City lacks substantial evidence to assume that the DSP’s impacts on
CO will be less than significant, and that prescribed mitigation measures are adequate to
reduce admittedly significant air quality impacts to less than significant in regards to long
and short-term exposure to TACs, cumulative short-term construction emissions,
cumulative increases in long-term operation emissions of NOx, ROG, PM10, and PM25, and
cumulative CO concentrations. The DEIR must be revised to reflect the DSP’s new diversion
requirement’s influence on air quality impacts, and the revised DEIR must be circulated for
public comment.

10
(cont.)
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B. The DEIR Lacks Substantial Evidence to Support the Finding that Global
Climate Change Impacts Associated with the DSP Will be Less than
Significant
The DEIR relies on compliance with the City’s 2012 Climate Action Plan (CAP),
adopted by the GP, to demonstrate that the DSP’s impacts on global climate change impacts
will be less than significant. In doing so, the DEIR proceeds to analyze the DSP’s impacts as
compared to the CAP’s checklist, which is intended to provide streamlined review for
development projects.43
Notably, one item on the checklist demands “traffic calming measures” to reduce
“vehicle speeds and volumes.”44 The DEIR presents DSP features such as lane reductions
and two-way conversion as “traffic calming measures,” and, along with comparison to the
CAP’s other criteria, concludes that the DSP will have a significant impact on global climate
change. In response to this finding, the City offers but one mitigation measure, which
applies only to non-residential projects. This mitigation measure demands that, before

DEIR p. 4.28 – 4.29.
DEIR, p. 4.7-14.
44 Id., p. 4.7-16.
42
43
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receiving a building permit, an applicant submit building design plans indicating that the
project will exceed 2016 Title 24 energy standards by 15 percent or more.45

12
(cont.)

But, as occurred in the City’s air quality analysis, the DEIR completely omits any
discussion of the DSP’s new and stricter diversion requirement for construction project
waste, which will require a diversion of at least 75 percent of project waste to recycling
processors. The new standard will raise the current requirement by a full 25 percent. This
stricter requirement may lead to more truck trips to and from recycling processors.
The DEIR’s global climate change impacts analysis, particularly in regards to “traffic
calming measures,” fails to assess the impact of the increased truck trips resulting from the
DSP’s new and stricter recycling requirement. The DEIR’s findings regarding “traffic
calming measures” are misleading because, on one hand, traffic may be reduced by the
infrastructure changes offered as proof of CAP compliance, but there is no analysis of the
extent to which the “calming” will be nullified due to increased truck traffic resulting from
the stricter diversion requirement.

13

The DEIR must be revised to account for the amended diversion requirement and
the manner in which it will affect greenhouse gas emissions, and the revised DEIR must be
circulated for public comment.
C. The DEIR Lacks Substantial Evidence to Support the Finding that Aesthetic
Impacts Associated with the DSP Will be Less than Significant
The GP’s Land Use Element calls for transitions of scale between high density
centers and neighborhoods with lower development intensities, including “building
heights.”46 The GP also requires that building design “mitigates the scale of larger
buildings.”47
The DSP will raise building height limits in the C-2 zone from 65 to 85 feet, in the OB
Zone from 35 to 65 feet, and the RMX zone from 45 to 65 feet.48 The DSP will also relax
certain height restrictions on C-2 buildings that are based on the buildings’ distance from
residential zones.49 In the C-3 zone, height will no longer trigger automatic review by the
Planning and Design Commission regardless of a project’s height.50
Id., p. 4.7-22.
Id., p. 4.1-23.
47 Id.
48 Id., p. 2-15-2.16.
49 Id.
50 DEIR, p. 2-20.
45
46
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First, the GP did not contemplate the lifting of height restrictions in any of the three
zones in question, and this lifting appears to conflict with GP goals to achieve transitions of
scale and mitigate the scale of larger buildings.
Second, as described in Section II(A) above, the City’s failure to consider viewsheds
and the aesthetic value of sky views undermines the DEIR’s aesthetics impacts analysis. As
could have been predicted based on the DEIR’s narrow view of “scenic resources,” the
aesthetics impacts analysis is wholly concerned with buildings, rivers, greenways,
landmarks, and the Capitol Building. While these features all deserve in-depth impacts
analysis, there is no mention of sky views, including sunrises, sunsets, and the effect of
these events on cloud cover. These sky views, which are enjoyed under current zoning of
the DSP area, are completely ignored by the DEIR’s aesthetics impacts analysis.51

14
(cont.)
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The “skyscapes” of Sacramento must not be ignored by the DEIR. A sky view is a
scenic resource that is created by the absence of landscape features rather than their
presence. In the parts of the DSP area that are not shaded by large trees, an open viewshed
reaching to the sky is one advantage Sacramento has over many other cities in which
building heights suffocate and limit viewsheds.
Three, the DEIR’s assurances that impacts to visual character of the DSP area and
existing scenic resources will be less than significant rings hollow when reviewing the DEIR
itself. With one hand, the DEIR holds out the promise that current planning processes of
the City will guarantee less than significant impacts, but, with the other hand, the DEIR
pulls away the very restrictions and automatic review triggers—current height limits in the
C-2, OB, and RMX zones and the 60-foot trigger for commission review in the C-3 zone--that
would allow these processes to protect scenic resources and visual character.52
The current DEIR lacks substantial evidence supporting its conclusion that raising
building height restrictions, eliminating automatic triggers for review, and completely
ignoring the value of sky views, will lead to less than significant impacts on aesthetics. The
DEIR must be revised to include analysis of impacts to sky views due to increased building
heights in C-2, OB, and RMX zones, and the elimination of automatic review in the C-3 zone
based on building height.

51
52

DEIR, p. 4.1-38 – p.4-39.
Id., p. 4-39 – 4-41.
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D.

The DEIR Lacks Substantial Evidence to Support the Finding that
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts Associated with the DSP Will
be Less than Significant

The DEIR is dismissive of human health impacts that may occur due to
operational—as opposed to construction—hazards and hazardous materials. The DEIR
repeatedly indicates that exposure to contaminated soils, lead-based paints, and asbestos
will only occur during construction activities.53 Operational exposure, according to the
DEIR, will be limited to “common hazardous materials including paint thinners, cleaning
solvents, and fuels, oils, and lubricants.”54
However, the DSP is a programmatic document, which mandates very few specific
projects. In fact, zoning in the northern DSP area provides for M-1 (Industrial) and M-2
(Heavy Industrial) uses. This zoning allows for manufacturing, laboratories, truck
terminals, tractor and heavy truck service and repairs, and warehouses--all by right.
Hazards and hazardous materials present in these zones may be exacerbated by the DSP
because the DSP calls for “increasing Downtown’s attractiveness to new emerging, and
innovative businesses and industries.”55 This implies that the DSP may result in increased
industrial activity in the M-1 and M-2 zones, in which case the DSP could lead to
proliferation of hazards and hazardous materials beyond “common hazardous materials,”
which the DEIR seems to associate with residential and mixed-use development.
Without limiting, or even acknowledging, the potential for heavy and light industries
to move into the DSP area as a result of the proposed DSP, the DEIR lacks substantial
evidence supporting its conclusion that hazards and hazardous material impacts will be
less than significant, particularly in regards to operational impacts. This flaw becomes even
more egregious when considering the M-1 and M-2 zones in the DSP area are located
adjacent to the biologically sensitive American River and Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, a
location where people who are ill-equipped to protect themselves from hazards and
hazardous wastes are likely to congregate. Though the DEIR is correct in stating that the
California Supreme Court has ruled that impacts of hazards on a project’s future residents
need not be assessed in an EIR, this decision does not excuse the City from assessing the
DSP’s impact on current residents in the DSP area. The DEIR must be revised and
recirculated to include analysis of the DSP’s impact on industrial zones within the DSP area,
and any correlated impacts on hazards and hazardous materials.

Id., p. 4-18 – 19 and S-17.
Id., p. 4-23 – 4.24.
55 DEIR, p. 6-2.
53
54
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IV.

THE DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN SHOULD INCLUDE SITING FOR PUBLIC
WASTE RECEPTACLES

The proposed DSP provides siting for street lamps in areas that the City determined
need lighting upgrades.56 But there is also a need for additional public trash and recycling
receptacles in the DSP area. Residents of the DSP area lament the lack of availability for
waste disposal when they are out enjoying their neighborhoods, neighborhoods which will
presumably benefit from more pedestrian activity in the future. Even without the
population increase in the years ahead and the increased desirability of excursions in the
DSP area, there is a present need for more receptacles. The DSP’s projections and goals will
only exacerbate the need. By adding waste receptacles on street corners and points of
interest, the City can reduce waste impacts in public places. (Pet feces are a particularly
annoying waste that might be reduced if pet owners were presented with more accessible
receptacles.)

18

As an example of deficiency at the neighborhood level, this commenter is aware of
only one location in Southside Park with public waste receptacles, and this is in the park
itself. However, there is certainly a need elsewhere in the neighborhood, notably R Street.
This deficiency is shared by other neighborhoods in the DSP area. The DSP should be
revised to provide for a detailed siting of waste receptacles, and the revised DSP should be
circulated for public comment.
V.

CONCLUSION

The DEIR’s Project Description is inaccurate as it concerns two new hotels. The
DEIR fails to adequately establish the existing setting upon which to measure impacts to
aesthetic resources. The DEIR’s impacts analysis is adequate because it omits key DSP
components related to new recycling diversion requirements, the existence of M-1 and M-2
zones in the DSP area, and the failure to establish a proper aesthetics baseline, the result of
which is that the City lacks substantial evidence for its significance findings related to air
quality, global climate change, hazards and hazardous materials, and aesthetics. Finally, the
DSP can be improved by providing siting for waste receptacles. Due to these significant
deficiencies, the DEIR and DSP must be revised to address these inadequacies, and they
must be recirculated for public comment.
Sincerely,

56

Id., p. 2 – 28 and Figures 2-20 – 2-23.
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Ned C. Thimmayya
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Letter I13
Response

Ned Thimmayya
November 7, 2017

I13-1

The comment urges the City Council to require revision to the CCSP and the CCSP
EIR and argues that the CCSP EIR could be improved and violates CEQA. The
comment does not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR with
sufficient specificity to allow for the City provide a response. The comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I13-2

The comment argues that the project description for the Daft EIR is not sufficient for
CEQA purposes. Analysis in the CCSP EIR is based on the assumption that
development within the CCSP planning area would be consistent with the CCSP and
the City’s 2035 General Plan. Both documents define the designated general plan
land uses and zoning identifications and policies, which provide the confines by
which development may occur within the CCSP planning area. While the specific
details of future projects within the CCSP planning area cannot be known at this
time, land use and zoning codes provide a contour for which conservative
assumptions can be made regarding development levels and the physical impacts to
the environment, resulting from implementation of the CCSP. The comment does not
provide a level of specificity from which specific revisions to the project description
should be made. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for
its consideration.

I13-3

The comment argues that the Project Description in the Draft EIR discusses hotels
with a level of detail suggesting no further CEQA review would be conducted for
those sites. The comment further argues that the hotel designations for those sites
precludes other allowable uses on those sites. The City has included the two hotel
uses in the Project Description, as referenced in the comment, in an effort to include
potential impacts from those uses in the cumulative analysis conducted for the CCSP.
The inclusion of the hotels was based on anticipated or existing development
proposals at the time of release for the Draft EIR.
While no formal application has been submitted, the hotel use identified in the CCSP
Draft EIR for the southwest corner of 15th and K Streets is under evaluation in the
Sacramento Convention Center Renovation and Expansion and the 15th/K Street
Hotel Projects Environmental Impact Report, for which an NOP was released on
August 2, 2017. The Draft Environmental Impact Report for those projects was made
available for public review from November 15, 2017 to January 2, 2018.
The City considers the 13th/J Street location to be a likely location for a hotel based
on existing and proposed surrounding uses. Should a hotel use for the 13th/J Street
location be submitted to the City, it would be subject to CEQA compliance. The
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CCSP does not propose land use designation changes or zoning changes, so any
proposed project that is consistent with the General Plan land use and zoning
designations for that parcel could be constructed there. The identification of the hotel
as a possible use for that parcel does not obligate the site to be used for that purpose,
does not preclude alternative uses from being constructed, and does not signify a
preference by the City for the type of development that could take place.
The City included both of the above hotel projects in the Project Description to
improve the accuracy of analysis, including modeling for traffic and air quality
impacts as they pertain to foreseeable development within the CCSP planning area.
The City’s response to this comment does not require specific revisions to the project
description. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its
consideration.
I13-4

The comment advises that the hotels identified in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, Project
Description, are not compatible with CCSP goals and require demonstration that they
are consistent with the public interest. As described in Response to Comment I13-3,
the City’s inclusion of the hotel uses for analysis in the Draft EIR is based on
anticipated development by private property owners and does not represent a
commitment or preference by the City, that those sites will be developed as hotels.
Both sites may be redeveloped for other allowable uses under the land use and zoning
designations for those parcels, and remain consistent with the CCSP and the City’s
General Plan. Both sites are under the Central Business District general plan land use
designation and C-3 (Central Business District) zoning designation, which allow for
hotels and a number of other uses. As described above, the City included the hotel
uses in question due to the likelihood that both sites may be developed for hotel uses,
in the interest of improving the accuracy of the analysis and conclusions set forth in
the EIR. The City’s response to this comment does not require specific revisions to
the project description. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City
Council for its consideration.

I13-5

The comment advises that the two hotels identified in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR,
Project Description, conflict with the housing goals of the CCSP. As described in
Responses to Comments I13-3 and I13-4, the City has included the hotel uses as it is
anticipated that the owners of those sites would develop those parcels as hotels in the
future. The EIR for the CCSP analyzes anticipated development that would occur
under the CCSP. The CCSP does not propose to change zoning designations for
parcels within the plan area, so hotel uses on the parcels in question would be
consistent with the CCSP. In addition, goals of the CCSP are not limited to improved
housing, and encourage other types of development within the CCSP area. For the
above reasons, the City’s response to this comment does not require specific
revisions to the project description. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to
the City Council for its consideration.
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I13-6

Please see Response to Comment I13-5.

I13-7

Please see Response to Comment I13-3.

I13-8

The comment argues that the existing environmental setting description is inadequate
and fails to include sky views as aesthetic resources which could be subject to impacts
from implementation of the CCSP. As described in the Environmental Setting
subsection of Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, views to and from the CCSP
planning area are dominated by elements consistent with urbanized development. The
Central City is the urban core of the City and is characterized by greater development
height and density. Consistent with highly urbanized development, the City assumes
that views of the distant horizon and sky views at ground or lower levels are likely to
be at least partially impeded by elements of urban development, including taller
structures and mature trees. For this reason, sky views including sunrises and sunsets
are anticipated to be fully or partially obscured by existing urban elements at most
vantage points within the CCSP planning area. Views of sunrises and sunsets can still
be attainable along street corridors and public areas such as parks and plazas.
Development pursuant to the CCSP would allow for greater heights in the C-2, OB,
and RMX zones. While taller development in those zones would have potential to
obscure sky views from nearby or adjacent vantage points to a greater extent than
under existing development, partial obstruction of sky views from that development
would be consistent with existing partial obstruction of sky views throughout the
CCSP planning area and characteristic of views within a highly urbanized setting.
The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I13-9

The comment provides the basis for the commenting individual’s argument that the
Draft EIR lacks substantial evidence to support the Draft EIR’s significant impact
findings. The specifics of that argument are contained in subsequent comment
(I13-10 through I13-17). Responses to those comments are provided below. This
comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I13-10

The comment argues that, in the Draft EIR, the City’s analysis of impacts to air
quality from implementation of the CCSP does not account for the proposed
increased diversion requirements for construction waste, as described in the CCSP.
The commenting individual advises that increased waste diversion requirements
would generate more truck trips through and from the CCSP area, for which the
added emissions were not included in air quality analysis. As described in Section
4.13 of the Draft EIR, construction waste generated by projects constructed pursuant
to the CCSP that would not be used on site would be transported to landfills or
diverted to recycling facilities. In both instances, truck trips would be necessary and
the overall volume of waste to be transported remains the same. For this reason, any
changes in waste diversion requirements would be anticipated to affect the
destination of truck trips and not the overall number of truck trips for the transport of
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construction waste. Furthermore, the specific type of construction waste that would
be diverted to meet more stringent waste diversion requirements is not known at this
time and the identification of specific recycling facilities for that waste would be
speculative. Recycling facilities may also require shorter truck trips than would be
necessary for transport to landfills, in which case air emissions would be lessened,
relative to existing diversion requirements. For these reasons, no changes have been
made to the Air Quality analysis in response to the comment. The comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.
I13-11

Please see Response to Comment I13-10.

I13-12

The comment provides a description of the analysis from the Draft EIR of the
impacts to climate change from implementation of the CCSP. The purpose of the
comment is to provide context for comment I13-13, below, and does not require a
response. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its
consideration.

I13-13

Please see Response to Comment I13-10.

I13-14

The comment argues that the increase in allowable heights in the C-2, OB, and RMX
zones, in the CCSP, is not consistent with the goals of the General Plan to achieve
transitions of scale and mitigate the scale of larger buildings. As described in Chapter
2.0 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, the provisions for existing transitional
height-tiering that can be applied to portions of buildings located in the C-2 zone
within specific distances of the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zones would be modified to
accommodate the new maximum height requirement. When located 0–39 feet from
the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would remain 45 feet. From
40–79 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would
remain 55 feet. However, for locations 80 feet or greater from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2
zone, the maximum height limit would be increased from 65 feet to 85 feet.
The OB zone would allow the maximum height limit to be tiered between 45 feet and
65 feet when located in proximity to the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zones. From 0–39 feet
from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would be 45 feet. From
40–79 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would be
55 feet. From 80 feet or greater from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum
height limit would be 65 feet.
The RMX zone would allow the maximum height limit to be tiered between 45 feet
and 65 feet when located in proximity to the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zones. When
located 0–39 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit
would be 45 feet. When located 40–79 feet from the R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the
maximum height limit would be 55 feet. When located 80 feet or greater from the
R-1, R-1B, and R-2 zone, the maximum height limit would be 65 feet.
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As described above, the City would maintain tiered heights in transitional areas,
while allowing for an increased allowable-heights in specified zones, which would
maintain consistency with the general plan goal of achieving transitions of scale and
mitigating the scale of larger buildings. This comment, while noted, does not require
alteration to the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.
I13-15

Please see Response to Comment I13-8.

I13-16

Please see Responses to Comments O10-3 and I13-8.

I13-17

The comment argues that the Draft EIR must be revised and recirculated to include
analysis of the CCSP’s impact on industrial zones within the CCSP planning area,
and any correlated impacts on hazards and hazardous materials. As described Impacts
4.8-1 and 4.8-2 of the Draft EIR, exposure to contaminated soil materials could occur
during construction. Once a particular project has been constructed, there would be
no further direct exposure to contaminated soil materials during operations. Exposure
to ACM, LBP, or other hazardous materials in structures would only occur during
demolition or renovation of existing structures during construction activities. Once
the structures on a property under redevelopment have been removed or renovated,
there would be no further exposure during operations. Some of the sites identified in
the Phase I ESA Overview Study may be susceptible to vapor intrusion from
contaminated soils. If contaminated groundwater is encountered during construction
activities, compliance with DTSC regulations regarding the treatment of
contaminated groundwater would be required. However, vapor intrusion from
contaminated groundwater could result in the release of VOCs.
Parcels in M-1 and M-2 zones within the CCSP area are already subject to industrial
uses and would be anticipated to continue as existing or have similar industrial uses
in the future. Any use of hazardous materials throughout the CCSP area would be
subject to state and federal regulations for the handling and disposal of hazardous
materials. Businesses that use hazardous materials are required to prepare and
implement hazardous materials business plans (HMBPs) describing procedures for
handling, transportation, generation, and disposal of hazardous materials. Because
numerous laws and regulations govern the transportation and management of
hazardous materials to reduce potential hazards, impacts from the use of hazardous
materials by industrial land uses within the CCSP area would be less than significant.

I13-18

The comment suggests that the City include a plan for public waste receptacles into
the CCSP. The comment, while noted, does not require alteration to the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

I13-19

The comment provides a summary of comments provided in Letter I13. The
comment, while noted, does not require alteration to the analysis or conclusions of
the Draft EIR.
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Letter I14
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dylan Wiseman
Scott Johnson
Downtown Plan
Tuesday, November 7, 2017 5:05:49 PM

Please don’t label Midtown as Downtown. We’re completely different. One is where people
work, and Midtown is full of life.
Thank you
Dylan Wiseman
Boulevard Park

1

3. Comments and Responses

Letter I14
Response

I14-1

Dylan Wiseman
November 7, 2017

The comment requests that names of the DSP and DSP EIR be changed. The names
of the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Specific Plan EIR have been revised
to be the Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) and Central City Specific Plan EIR
(CCSP EIR), respectively.
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Letter I15
Margaret Buss
711 22nd Street
Sacramento California 95816
Scott Johnson, Associate Environmental Planner
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento CA 95811
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report: Downtown Specific Plan
Dear Mr. Johnson,
First, I would like to compliment the city on a very well-written and readable Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Downtown Specific Plan. That readability makes all the difference in providing
transparency to the public. I also very much appreciate that, in addition to other amenities called for, the
DSP will enhance the pedestrianism, including adding streetlighting, which is also a crime reduction
measure.

1

Second, I would like to state again, as I have twice in public testimony, that the Specific Plan should be
the Central City Specific Plan. While I understand the city chose to try to make the name parallel to the
Downtown Housing Strategy, the common understanding of “downtown” is the CBD, and what would
not be a problem in the CBD could be a huge problem in the lower-lying residential neighborhoods. Over
time the distinction between downtown and the surrounding residential would be blurred. A Specific
Plan is for the public, and should be tied to the common understanding, not a subsidiary planning
document.

2

Third: I have read Preservation Sacramento (PS)’s comments on the DEIR, agree with all of the points,
and would like to incorporate the comments into mine by reference. I am particularly concerned about
the PS comments numbered 4, 6, 7 and 8.
x Regarding comment 4: the consultant’s work should not be so constrained that she could not use
new (or existing) information to evaluate all properties, including identifying new ones.
Sacramento is a State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) designated Certified Local
Government (CLG) – that is, the SHPO has delegated its review authority under CEQA because
the city demonstrated the capacity and knowledge to act as the SHPO would. The city’s job is to
identify all potential historic properties; the SHPO would not constrain the parameters of that, and
the city, to meet its CLG responsibilities, should not either.
x Regarding comment 6: while respecting the city’s desire to streamline the permitting process, I
strongly object to devolving this decision-making to staff without requisite historic preservation
expertise. Again, the city’s role as a CLG requires that it do as the SHPO would – and the SHPO
would not delegate that review to that level. The proposal, and the proposed ordinance moving
forward, would severely constrain the public’s right to know and respond; public review may be
time-consuming, but any good city should display transparency and the right to appeal
governmental decisions. The new provisions delegate authority to inappropriate staff, obscure
notification of actions, and prevent citizen’s from input into projects affecting their quality of life.
The mitigations proposed by PS and by the city’s Preservation Commission should be put into
effect.
x Regarding comment 7: Leaving out the maximum limits means the EIR cannot analyze the
effects of a key provision in the DSP, a clear inadequacy in the EIR. The mitigation suggested by
PS would be an effective resolution of the issue, still allowing the city to develop the measure in
the 2040 General Plan.

3
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5

Letter I15
x

Regarding comment 8: This is a key point. I live in Boulevard Park. The west side of 20th Street
is commercial; the east side is completely residential, with some R3 properties. The east side of
19th Street, on the other side of the tracks, is primarily residential. Likewise, C Street is
residential south of Blues Alley, but north is commercial. The “transition” height needs to be
applied to all residential/commercial interfaces.

6

Fourth, a niggly point: there are two Boulevard Park Historic Districts, one, the National Register district,
limited primarily to 20th to 22nd Streets, and the city’s larger historic district, which encompasses a greater
time period. The Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association boundaries are the larger one described in
the EIR.

7

Other comments:
Open Space: I am concerned that multi-unit dwellings would be exempt from open space requirements.
Roof gardens might not be practical in all cases, but studies have shown that open space is particularly
necessary in dense urban environments to relieve stress, provide greenery that helps air quality, and in
fact reduce tension and crime. Greenery also offsets noxious fumes and reduces the heat sink effect of
buildings and roads.

8

Proposed DSP Analysis section 3.3.4 – The section does not provide a clear understanding of the
potential jobs-housing balance. Presumably, the reason for making the central city more dense is to
reduce commutes by putting people closer to jobs, but later in the EIR it is predicted that the DSP would
instead increase VMT and could result in a greater housing/jobs imbalance (I assume, although it is not
discussed here, that the fact that current proposed housing projects target wealthy clients, not low to
moderate income workers, is part of that potential imbalance). Although this section cites the MEIR, it
could use an expanded discussion of why this imbalance is not a liability or effect.

9

Overlapping areas: I understand that organizing this massive amount of material is a challenge, but in
some areas cross-over discussions would be useful: for instance, the city’s Tree Ordinance is discussed
under Biology, and parks and open space have their own separate sections, but maintaining a robust
canopy of trees and encouraging green space are mutually reinforcing mitigations to off-set climate
change and reduce the immediate effects of the air quality problem densification will bring. Although a
detailed analysis may not be appropriate, a mention of the relationships would lessen the silo effect of
CEQA’s EIR categories.

10

Urban Decay, Section 5.5 – although the central city is on an upswing at the moment, it has gone through
cycles of neglect, and those historical cycles should be mentioned, because they can happen again. One
of the concerns about targeting wealthier buyer for central city properties and businesses is that small
businesses become less sustainable and leave. A strong sustainable central city requires mixed income
housing and businesses that support those residential concerns. Some discussion of these potential social
factors would present a more realistic picture, even though your ultimate conclusion may be the same.

11

Finally, as a 28-year resident of Midtown, I am discomfited to read that the DSP could contribute to nonmitigatible cumulative increases of NOx, ROG, and PM 10 and 25 as well as Toxic Air Contaminants.
Perhaps No Project is the better alternative.

12

Thank you for all your hard work.
Sincerely
Margaret Buss

Letter I15

November 7, 2017
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
RE: Public Comment regarding the Downtown Specific Plan EIR
The Board of Preservation Sacramento wishes to identify the following items as potential areas of
concern regarding the Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown Specific Plan. Each item is
addressed in detail on the following pages, including recommended strategies for mitigation,
providing further analysis, or otherwise addressing potential negative impacts on historic properties
and districts.
1. The EIR lacks mitigation measures for historic properties and districts, despite identified
potential impacts to historic properties.
2. Evaluation of potential additional contributors to R Street historic district is flawed due to
consultant’s misinterpretation of Criterion A and Sacramento Register historic contexts.
3. Evaluation of eligible “opportunity site” historic properties is limited and incomplete, including
multiple potentially eligible properties that are mislabeled or ignored.
4. Evaluation of eastern portion of R Street fails to evaluate the properties in context of the
eastern R Street corridor; a separate R Street historic district appears to exist in this area but
was not analyzed by consultant, presumably due to city instructions to only evaluate as
individual properties.
5. Historic landmarks and districts in commercial corridors: Many individually listed historic
landmarks and historic districts are located in the “corridor” areas identified in the Downtown
Specific Plan, and no map showing the location of individual landmarks was provided in the
Downtown Specific Plan materials.
6. Devolution of historic preservation decisions from Preservation Commission to director or staff
level limits public opportunity for notification, comment, and appeal. Inappropriate assignment
of final authority for decisions affecting historic properties to Planning & Design Commission
means decisions are made by a city board without subject matter expertise.
7. Proposed language to limit maximum deviation of Floor Area Ratio to 20% in cases of significant
community benefit is not part of the Plan, despite its earlier inclusion, and frequent mention in
the EIR and public presentations. Without maximum deviation limit, it is impossible to calculate
cumulative impact of multiple projects or conform to required policy elements regarding clear
and consistent development standards, including required density and intensity standards.
8. Changes to height limits in C2 zones are moderated by required setbacks where C2 zones meet
R1/R1A or R2/R2A zones, but not where C2 zones meet R3/R3A or R4 zones. Many historic
districts, and most of Midtown, are zoned R3/R3A, because they are adjacent to C2 zones.
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1.
Lack of mitigation measures for historic properties and districts, despite identified potential
impacts to historic properties. (EIR, Page S-39, 4.4-3): The EIR mentions potential negative and
unavoidable effects to historic districts, but includes no recommended mitigation measures for those
effects. The proposed DSP could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource (per Page S-40, 4.4-5: New construction in proposed DSP area, in combination with other
cumulative development within Sacramento County and the City downtown core, could contribute to
the cumulative loss or alteration of historic built resources.) We consider both of these impacts
potentially significant and thus require mitigation measures. Below are a list of mitigation measures we
recommend for adoption in these areas, adapted from the Preservation Toolkit document sent to city
staff in August 2017:
* Comprehensively survey the eastern portion of R Street (20th Street to 29th Street) for potential
eligibility as a historic district, separate from the existing R Street historic district context, in order to
proactively identify eligible historic resources along the R Street corridor. The EIR evaluation did not
include assessment for a potential district.
* As part of the 20 year span of the General Plan, continue to update historic district surveys within the
Plan area and survey areas within the Plan area for potential historic resources and historic districts. The
long-term result will be clearer identification of historic resources and reduced need for evaluation of
potentially historic sites, as updated surveys proactively identify ineligible properties.
* Implement the 2007 agreement between Code Enforcement department and Preservation Director
diverting 50% of code enforcement lien monies collected to the Historic Places Grant program, a
matching grant intended to provide funds to restore and repair eligible historic buildings.
* Create a special mitigation fund for historic resources based on fines and fees collected when
unavoidable impacts to historic resources occur, such as those that resulted when excavation of
underground sidewalk structures on K Street were required in 2010. These funds can be used to repair
and restore historic properties and historic features in the plan area, via existing programs like the
Historic Places Grant.
* Adopt the Preservation Commission’s interim guidelines regarding infill in historic districts as part of
the city’s Planning and Development Code, as an interim means to address alley infill until subsequent
guidelines specific to historic districts can be implemented.
* Reevaluate the survey of R Street for a potential new historic district east of 20th Street, and
reevaluate and expand the historic context of the R Street corridor to include a later period of
significance, recognizing use of the R Street corridor via railroads and trucks through the 1960s.
* Add required setbacks/height limits in C2 zones adjacent to R3/R3A zoned properties within the
Downtown Specific Plan boundaries.
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2.
Evaluation of potential additional contributors to R Street historic district is flawed due to
consultant’s misinterpretation of National Register Criterion A, California Register Criterion 1,
Sacramento Register Criterion I, and Sacramento Register historic contexts. Consultant’s analysis
suggests that city is ignoring industrial historic context despite R Street’s historic role as an industrial
corridor. (EIR Appendix E, Cultural Resources Data, Cultural Resources Survey and Inventory Report. DPR
523 Forms)
*The overly strict evaluation criteria, due to the project’s constrained scope of work, resulted in a report
that found no new properties eligible for inclusion in the Sacramento Register or the R Street Historic
District that were not already listed historic properties, including the finding that the eastern half of the
Perfection Bakery building (a listed Sacramento landmark) is not eligible to be part of the R Street
historic district, while the western half of the same building (also an individual landmark and physically
attached to each other) is eligible for inclusion in the R Street historic district, with no explanation given
for the discrepancy.
* The consultant incorrectly cites National Register Criterion A. According to National Register Bulletin
15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, Page 12, Criterion A, Events, reads: “A
property can be associated with either (or both) of two types of events: A specific event marking an
important moment in American pre-history or history, and, a pattern of events or a historic trend that
made a significant contribution of a community, a State, or the nation.” The evaluator incorrectly
describes this criterion on DPR forms (e.g., Page 2 of 3 of evaluation of 1800 24th Street) as: “Criterion
1/A recognizes properties associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. The
property must also (emphasis added) have an important association with the event or historic trends—
mere association with historic events or historic events or trends is not enough to qualify.” This
implication that a property must be significant with broad patterns and specific events, rather than
being associated with broad patterns or specific events, is an overly strict interpretation of Criterion A.
* Similarly, California Register Criterion 1 does not require association with specific events at all: per
California Code of Regulations 4852(b)(1), Criterion 1 is defined as a property that “is associated with
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the
cultural heritage of California or the United States.”
* The City of Sacramento’s landmark eligibility criteria also does not require association with both broad
patterns and specific events; Landmark Eligibility Criteria 17.604.210(A) lists Sacramento Register
Criterion I as “It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of the history of the city, the region, the state or the nation.” Per the consultant’s admission of
their instructions regarding this survey, properties were not surveyed for eligibility as contributors to a
historic district.
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* In testimony to the Preservation Commission on October 18, 2017, consultant Amber Grady of ESA
reported that they were given a very detailed scope by City of Sacramento staff, and directed strictly to
use the existing context statements. This restriction led the consultant to use an unnecessarily narrow
period of significance and criteria for evaluation, excluding potentially eligible resources. Consultant also
reported that they believe there is a larger industrial district on R Street, but it did not fit within the
narrow parameters provided by the City of Sacramento. This recommendation is located in the cultural
resources survey provided by ESA but not included in the EIR appendices. This suggests that the
evaluation of potential historic properties that may be affected by this project on R Street is incomplete
and requires reevaluation for eligibility as resources under CEQA without the restriction on examining
other contexts.
*This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure requiring a redone survey of the
properties in the R Street historic district without limiting the analysis to currently listed historic
contexts. It is not necessary to write an entire citywide historic context to evaluate potential historic
properties on R Street in order to carry out this measure.
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3.
Evaluation of eligible “opportunity site” historic properties is limited and incomplete,
including multiple potentially eligible properties that are mislabeled or ignored. (EIR Appendix E,
Cultural Resources Data, Opportunity Sites Table.) The examples below demonstrate errors in procedure
and evaluation resulting from incorrect interpretation of National Register criteria, exclusion from
consideration due to instructions to ignore properties not eligible under 2035 General Plan historic
contexts, or otherwise incorrectly evaluated by the consultant team. It is not a comprehensive list.
* Consolidated Electrical Distributors, 1800 24th Street, had a railroad spur located along R Street serving
the building directly, and its occupant in the mid-1950s (Valley Paper Co.) was listed as a railroad
customer served by team track in Western Pacific Railroad’s Circular No. 167-E (a document listing
industries served by Western Pacific, Southern Pacific, Sacramento Northern, and Central California
Traction railroads, via direct spur or team track in Sacramento, circa 1955)—document attached.
* Fischer Tile & Marble, 1800 23rd Street: As with CED above, this property utilizes the incorrect
interpretation of National Register Criterion A and California Register Criterion 1 mentioned above.
* 1730 14th Street is identified as having a railroad spur on Quill Alley, disconnected from the R Street
railroad line. However, the DPR form does not explain that Western Pacific Railroad’s railroad line ran
along Quill Alley, and as an industry directly served by rail, is eligible within the historic context of
railroading in Sacramento.
* 915 R Street is identified as associated with “Goodwill Tire & Rubber”; incorrectly labeled, the name of
the company is Goodyear. See comments below re Goodyear Tire & Rubber.
* Goodyear Tire & Rubber, 925 R Street/1724 10th Street was served by the adjacent railroad and built
within the R Street Historic District’s period of significance. The consultant considered it ineligible
because the property was not directly associated with product development or manufacturing, which
took place elsewhere, but does not evaluate the property within its local context on R Street, specifically
within the R Street Historic District’s established historic context, which considers the transition from
railroads to trucks, running on rubber wheels such as those supplied by this warehouse, to be a
significant event ending the district’s initial period of significance.
* This concern could be addressed via mitigation measures re-surveying the properties along the
eastern portion of R Street and other industrial properties between Q and S Streets as potential
contributors to either the R Street historic district or a new eastern R Street historic district with a
separate context.
* Other eligible Mid-century Modern resources on opportunity sites should be compared to the
pending Mid-century Modern Survey of Sacramento for evaluation as historic resources within the
established Mid-century Modern historic context generated as part of that survey document, and
other eligible criteria.
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4.
Evaluation of eastern portion of R Street fails to evaluate the properties in context of the
eastern R Street corridor; a separate R Street historic district appears to exist in this area but was not
analyzed by consultant, presumably due to city instructions to only evaluate as individual properties.
* The consultant did not evaluate R Street for potential historic districts, despite the fact that the
regulatory framework of the Environmental Impact Report considers properties potentially eligible for
inclusion as historic districts to be historic properties. Thus, the evaluation of cultural resources, limited
(per consultant’s scope of work) to evaluation as individually eligible properties, is legally insufficient.
*This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure re-surveying the properties in the
eastern portion of R Street for potential eligibility as a historic district with a period of significance
extending through the 1960s and the end of freight railroad service, adding the context of distribution
by truck and team track (in addition to direct railroad service) as part of the industrial district’s
statement of significance.
5.
Historic landmarks and districts in commercial corridors: Many individually listed historic
landmarks and historic districts are located in the “corridor” areas identified in the Downtown Specific
Plan, and no map showing the location of individual landmarks was provided in the Downtown Specific
Plan materials.
* This concern could be addressed by adding a mitigation measure requiring updating and revision of
central city historic property surveys as a DSP goal in the area of historic preservation.
6.
Devolution of historic preservation decisions from Preservation Commission to director or
staff level limits public opportunity for notification, comment, and appeal. Inappropriate assignment of
final authority for decisions affecting historic properties to Planning & Design Commission, with
Preservation Commission providing only an advisory role, means decisions are made by a city board
without subject matter expertise.
*This issue could be addressed via a mitigation measure requiring the adoption of interim historic
district design guidelines immediately, and adopting the Preservation Commission’s
recommendations regarding their concerns about revisions to the Planning and Development Code as
presented to the Preservation Commission and Planning & Design Commission in October 2017.
Attachment: Preservation Commission Ad-Hoc Committee Letter regarding Amending Section
145.156.020 and Various Provisions of Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code Relating to Planning and
Development (M17-016)
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7.
Proposed language to limit maximum deviation of Floor Area Ratio to 20% in cases of
significant community benefit was removed from the Plan at some point between October 12 and 19,
2017, despite its mention in EIR (Page 3-27) and public presentations (October 9, 2017 at City Hall,
Station 5, Urban Design, Land Use & Preservation.) Without maximum deviation limit, it is impossible to
calculate cumulative impact of multiple projects or conform to required policy elements regarding clear
and consistent development standards. Without this limit, it is impossible to determine if a property is
substantially consistent with its land use and urban form designation.
The Draft EIR specifies an amendment to 2035 General Plan land use policy 1.1.10, Exceeding Floor Area
Ratio (FAR), clarifying the policy regarding FAR to allow permitted FAR to be exceeded by 20 percent if
the project provides a significant community benefit, replacing the current policy as interpreted, which
has no maximum limit for FAR. This item was also presented at the October 9, 2017 community meeting
at City Hall, as an element of the Downtown Specific Plan, as part of Station 5. It was also presented to
the City’s Planning and Design Commission on October 12 as part of the staff report in which this 20%
limit on exceeding FAR was described as a General Plan FAR clarification and benefit of the Downtown
Specific Plan. On October 18, city planner Greg Sandlund informed the Preservation Commission that
this was being removed from the Downtown Specific Plan objectives and would be deferred until the
city’s 2040 General Plan update, a process that could take several years.
If there is no maximum limit on FAR deviation, and thus no upper limit on potential development, it is
impossible to calculate cumulative impact of multiple projects within the Downtown Specific Plan. The
DSP’s policy element, LU 5.1, specifies “Maintain clear and consistent development standards and
design guidelines.” If there is no numeric limit on FAR deviation, this standard is impossible to
implement, and the EIR cannot achieve one of its required purposes, to calculate and estimate
cumulative impacts of projects within the Downtown Specific Plan area. It is thus also inconsistent with
the City of Sacramento’s 2035 General Plan EIR. Policy Element LU 5.1 is internally inconsistent; the city
cannot provide clear and consistent development standards that are also unlimited in their flexibility.
LU.5.1 Consistent Standards and Guidelines: Maintain clear and consistent development standards and
design guidelines that are user friendly, remove barriers for Downtown projects, and provide adequate
flexibility to react to changing market opportunities. (Downtown Specific Plan, Page 39)
Standard conditions of approval for projects in the DSP area, which the draft EIR states addresses all
potential impacts, does not include the maximum FAR if there is no way to ensure a maximum FAR for
projects within the DSP boundary, so there are no consistent standards for cumulative impact of
downtown projects. This means the EIR is out of compliance with government code regarding density
and intensity standards.
* This issue could be addressed by including the maximum Floor Area Ratio deviation bonus of 20% in
the Downtown Specific Plan, amending the 2035 General Plan to reflect this maximum FAR deviation,
instead of deferring revision until the 2040 General Plan update, and adding this language to the
ordinance that will be adopted by the City Council regarding the Downtown Specific Plan.
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8.
Changes to height limits in C2 zones are moderated by reduced height limits where C2 zones
meet R1/R1A or R2/R2A zones, but not where C2 zones meet R3/R3A zones. Many historic districts, and
in fact most of Midtown, are zoned R3A.
* Given the proposed increase of height in C2 zoned areas from 65 to 85 feet, or higher with deviations,
the issue of interface between residential neighborhoods is important. The city clearly prioritizes this by
proposing the reduced heights for R1 and R2 zones adjacent to commercial zones, but R3 zones are
excluded.
* Sacramento’s residential districts and historic districts include a mixture of R1, R2 and R3 land use
categories, with R3 being the most predominant. In most cases the built environment in all three zones
includes a mixture of single-family homes, duplexes and multiplexes, and small apartment buildings,
generally ranging from 1-3 stories. Some areas zoned R1 (single family or duplexes) include multi-story,
multi-unit apartment complexes, while some areas zoned R3 (multi-family) include solely single-family,
one-story homes (such as the Bungalow Row historic district.) Based on past central city plans, zoning
decisions between R1, R2 and R3 were based on proximity to commercially zoned areas, not intensity of
built environment. Thus, the R3 zones are generally closest to commercial zones. They at greatest risk
when adjacent to commercial zones, but would lack the protections of R1 and R2 zones, which are
generally farther from commercially zoned areas.
* Historic districts mostly or entirely R3A zoned within the DSP boundary include all three Alkali Flat
historic districts, Mansion Flat, Capitol Avenue, Capitol Mansions, Winn Park, Bungalow Row, 1200-1300
Q Street, 20th & N Street, Fremont Park, Marshall Park, Washington and Washington School, and
portions of Boulevard Park, Southside Park, Poverty Ridge, and Newton Booth historic districts.
Hundreds of individual landmarks are also located in R3A zones. While restricting these height limits to
R3A zoned properties in historic districts, there is so much overlap that applying the same rules to R3 as
R1/R2 is logistically much simpler—see map on next page to see historic districts overlaid with zoning.
*This issue can be addressed by providing the same transition zones in R3/R3A properties as provided
for R1 and R2 zones. Adding this change also meets the DSP’s LU 8.2 regarding transitional heights.
We appreciate this opportunity to provide review and comment, and wish to thank City of Sacramento
planner Greg Sandlund for providing prompt feedback regarding the Downtown Specific Plan.

Garret Root, president, Preservation Sacramento Board of Directors
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Attachment: Diagram showing overlay of historic district boundaries (green lines) with R-1/R-2 zones
(yellow) and R-3A zones (brown) adjacent to C-2 zones (red) within Downtown Specific Plan
boundary. Many of Sacramento’s historic districts contain R-3A zoned properties.
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Letter I15
Response

Margaret Buss
November 8, 2017

I15-1

The comment provides the commenting individuals support for the readability of the
Draft EIR and enhancements to pedestrian facilities. The comment, while noted, does
not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I15-2

The comment requests that names of the DSP and DSP EIR be changed. The names
of the Downtown Specific Plan and Downtown Specific Plan EIR have been revised
to be the Central City Specific Plan (CCSP) and Central City Specific Plan EIR
(CCSP EIR), respectively. Please see Chapter 2, Text Changes to the Draft EIR, for a
description of the specific plan’s name change.

I15-3

The comment refers to Preservation Sacramento’s comments on the DEIR.
Presumably this is a reference to Comment Letter O3, and specifically to Comment
O3-3. As such, please see Response to Comment O3-3 and Master Response 2.

I15-4

This comment expresses concern regarding the review process for projects that have
the potential to impact historic resources. Please see Master Response 2 under
Identification/Evaluation of Historic Resources on Opportunity Sites.

I15-5

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios.

I15-6

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I15-7

The comment provides clarification on the boundaries of the Boulevard Park
Neighborhood Association. The comment, while noted, does not require modification
to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I15-8

As described in Subsection 4.11.4 of Section 4.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR,
there are 21 parks within the CCSP area. Additionally, several parks exist within the
CCSP area that are not under the jurisdiction of Sacramento Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) that provide additional parkland acreage and recreational
opportunities, relieving pressure on Sacramento DPR-managed facilities. These parks
include Capitol Park, Old Sacramento State Historic Park, and Sutter’s Fort State
Historic Park, among others. Further, there are a few larger parks located just beyond
the plan area boundaries that similarly provide additional park access for plan area
residents, including McKinley Park, Miller Regional Park, and much of the American
River Parkway. Although multi-unit residential units would not be required to
provide open space, there are many park and open space amenities throughout the
CCSP area.
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I15-9

The comment advises that the description of the jobs-housing balance, provided in
the Draft EIR, is unclear and does not signify that the CCSP would improve the jobshousing balance. As described in Chapter 3.0, Land Use, Population, and Housing,
the City anticipates that under the CCSP the jobs housing ratio would be
approximately 1.7 in 2035 within the CCSP area, which would be less balanced than
the 2016 ratio of 1.32. However, one purpose of CCSP is to address the trend toward
imbalance in housing growth relative to growth in jobs within the CCSP area. The
CCSP would provide incentives for the construction of housing within the CCSP
area, which would counteract the trend toward imbalance of the jobs housing ratio.
Thus, it is anticipated that under the CCSP the jobs-housing ratio would be lower
than without the housing incentives provided in the CCSP.
As described in Section 3.3.4, several factors, including recent demographic trends
and ongoing housing and development patters would likely result in a more balanced
ratio of jobs and housing in the City, along with a reduction in vehicle trips. Major
infill projects, including the Railyards and Township 9 developments, as well as
recently approved loft, condominium, and single-family residential projects in the
CBD and Midtown neighborhoods provide a wide range of housing types as well as
housing and employment centers in close proximity to transit, bike lanes, and the
network of sidewalks.
The CCSP is intended to facilitate housing closer to employment centers within the
Central City. As described in analysis for Impact 4.12-1, under the CCSP vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) per capita would be lowered from 11.93 to 11.64 and from
17.73 to 17.30 on a per-employee basis.
For the above reasons, the City anticipates that the Central City would have an
improved jobs-housing ratio and improved VMT under the CCSP at buildout than
would occur if the CCSP were not implemented.

I15-10

The comment advises that inclusion of discussion regarding urban greening as it
pertains to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, biological resources, and public
parks and open space. The comment urges the City to include discussion of how
these topics are interrelated. Technical sections within the Draft EIR (Chapter 4
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) are identified by their
general area of impact and take into consideration, ways in which seemingly
unrelated factors may contribute to overall environmental impacts. Sections are
generally divided based on the City’s template and are intended to serve as a
common reference for types of impacts across various City documents. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.
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I15-11

The comment advises the City to add to Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR (Urban Decay),
mention of mixed income housing and businesses that support those residential
concerns as being vital for a strong sustainable central city. As described in Section
5.5, “urban decay” is not simply a condition in which buildings become vacant as
businesses compete with each other in the normal course of the market-based
economy, nor is it a condition where a building may be vacated by one business or
use and reused by a different business or for alternative purposes. Rather, under
CEQA “urban decay” is defined as physical deterioration of properties or structures
that is so prevalent, substantial, and lasting a significant period of time that it impairs
the proper utilization of the properties and structures, and the health, safety, and
welfare of the surrounding community. Physical deterioration includes abnormally
high business vacancies, abandoned buildings, boarded doors and windows, parked
trucks and long-term unauthorized use of the properties and parking lots, extensive or
offensive graffiti painted on buildings, dumping of refuse or overturned dumpsters on
properties, dead trees and shrubbery, and uncontrolled weed growth or homeless
encampments. The factors identified by the comment are similar to the City’s
interpretation of economic pressures that may lead to changes in retail businesses
within the CCSP area. However, the City’s analysis of potential for urban decay is
concentrated on the specific factors, described above and in Section 5.5 of the Draft
EIR, which would contribute to the urban blight effects of urban decay. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

I15-12

The comment describes the commenting individuals concern regarding significant
and unavoidable increases in air pollutants, described in the Draft EIR. The comment
does not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The Comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I15-13

This comment is the same as a portion of Comment Letter O3 and O7. Please see
Responses to Comments O3-2 through O3-17.
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Letter I16
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Karen Jacques
Scott Johnson
Jim McDonald; Greg Sandlund
Comments on Downtown Specific Plan (now Central City Specific Plan
Wednesday, November 8, 2017 1:31:38 PM

November 7, 2017

Scott R. Johnson
Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
Community Development Dept.
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor
Sacramento CA 95811

Dear Mr. Johnson

Re: Downtown Specific Plan Comments

I have lived in the Central City for 35 years and been a neighborhood/preservation activist for most of that time. In
the eighties and early nineties I was involved in the effort to get the R Street Corridor, that was then slated to have
mid and high rise offices, rezoned to residential mixed use. I founded the Midtown Neighborhood Association
(formerly Winn Park/Capitol Avenue) in 1991 and served on its board for 25 years. I joined the Preservation
Sacramento (formerly Sacramento Old City Association) board in the mid nineties and have served on and off since
then. With the backing of Preservation Sacramento, I put on the ‘Fainted Ladies Tour’ from 1994 through 2003. The
tour documented the ‘demolition by neglect’, of pre World War II buildings in the Central City, much of which was
due to land speculation. I served on both the Preservation Commission and the Sacramento Heritage board from
2007 to 2012, including two years as Preservation Commission chair. In recent years I’ve become involved in a
variety of efforts to address climate change. I attended the Downtown Specific Plan Community Stake Holder
meetings. My comments and concerns are based all the above experience.

For as long as I have lived in the Central City, I have advocated for increased housing density and a better
jobs/housing balance. That said, I have serious concerns about the Downtown Specific Plan (hereinafter referred to
as DSP) as currently proposed. It puts maximum possible density above all else and ignores many of the concerns
raised by residents and participants in the stake holder meetings. Unless significant changes are made, the DSP has
the potential to negatively impact Central City neighborhoods and historic resources and to destroy much of what
makes the Central City, with its different neighborhoods and commercial corridors the unique, beloved place that it
is now. As of this evening (11/7) I learned that the DSP has been renamed the ‘Central City Specific Plan’. That’s a
step in the right direction, but more is needed to mitigate the potentially negative impacts of the DSP. I’ve listed
some of them below.
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Land Use Issues:

1. Deviations/Community Benefits: Throughout the various stakeholder meetings and open houses, community
members were told that the DSP would include a maximum FAR/height deviation of 20% for projects that provide a
‘community benefit’ or ‘benefits’. The maximum 20% FAR/height deviation was included in the most recent
community open house, the presentation made to the Planning and Design Commission and the Draft EIR. Despite
community feedback, there was still no list of what could be considered a ‘community benefit’. Then, at the October
18th Preservation Commission hearing, it was announced that the 20% maximum had been eliminated creating a
situation where any height could be allowed on any C2 zoned parcel as long as it provided a still undefined
‘community benefit’ or ‘benefits’. This giant loophole effectively makes zoning irrelevant, creates planning chaos
and ignores not only community feedback, but feedback from developers who said they wanted predictability. The
loophole has the potential to erase the differences between ‘Downtown’ and ‘Midtown’, something community
members who worked on the General Plan tried very hard to maintain. The lack of both height limits and definition
of ‘community benefits’ makes planning decisions arbitrary and is likely to lead to legal challenges from developers
who think some other developer got treated better than they did. It encourages land speculation with would be
investors/developers buying up less expensive parcels outside the downtown core in the hope they will be able to
build to whatever height they want. Land speculation has the potential to raise land values and make it even harder
to build affordable housing. It also encourages ‘demolition by neglect’ because the land beneath buildings becomes
more valuable than the buildings themselves and property owners waiting for the right time to sell or build will have
no incentive to maintain their buildings. (A rerun of what the Fainted Ladies Tour documented with owners
allowing existing buildings to rot on the assumption that they could build larger more lucrative buildings in the
future.) The removal of the 20% maximum FAR/height deviation at the last minute was not only a bad planning
decision, but also a bait and switch tactic since members of the public did not know it was gone until the last minute.
The 20% maximum FAR/height deviation needs to be put back into the DSP and included in the DSP
ordinance. ‘Community benefit’ needs to be clearly defined and must be something that is above and beyond
what is normally required and serves the public good. (See item #2 under ‘Community Participation in the
Planning Process’ below for suggestions.)

2. In order for an EIR to determine potential impacts, there has to be an accurate description of what is being
evaluated. Maximum FAR/height deviations play a major role in determining the potential number of new dwelling
units/residents and describing their impact. Until October 18th the DSP included a 20% maximum FAR/height
deviation. Now it is gone and, with it, the basis for determining the DSP’s impact. The EIR must be as accurate as
possible. In order for that to happen, the maximum 20% FAR/height deviation that was promised must be
put back.

3. DSP land use policies call out General Plan Policy LU 5.1. which reads “Maintain clear and consistent
development standards and design guidelines that are user friendly, remove barriers for Downtown projects and
provide adequate flexibility to react to changing market opportunities. This policy is internally inconsistent.
“Adequate flexibility” could mean anything (e.g. 100 ft. deviation as was allowed at 25th and J) Either we have
zoning standards or we don’t. If land use planning is to be rational and fair, then residents, property owners and
developers all need to know what to expect. If changes to standards need to be made, this should be done through an
open public process, not project by project. Change Standard LU 5.1 so that it is internally consistent by
removing the undefined term “adequate flexibility”.

4. The maximum height in the C2 commercial corridors east of 19th Street was 65 ft. The DSP increases it to 85 ft.
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This is a major increase that will, in an of itself, significantly impact neighborhoods and change the character of
much of the Central City. It requires mitigation. Throughout the Central City the C2 commercial corridors run
immediately adjacent to residential neighborhoods. In many cases they are immediately adjacent to historic districts
or potential districts and in some cases (e.g. 19th to 21st Street Corridor, the R Street Corridor, the JKL Corridor)
they include historic districts, parts of historic districts and/or stand alone City Landmarks. Currently the Zoning
Code requires a transitional height limit of 45 ft. for buildings within 39 ft. of an R1 or R2 zone and 55 ft. for
buildings within 40 to 79 ft., but says nothing about a transitional height limit for neighborhoods zoned R3 and R3A
or for historic resources. While there are some limited areas of R1 zoning in the Central City, the majority of
residential parcels are R3 or R3A meaning that under current zoning rules a small residential structure in those zones
could find itself next to or across the street or alley from an 85 ft. building (or an even taller building if a deviation is
allowed). The same holds true for historic resources within or adjacent to commercial corridors. This has the
potential to drastically change the character of large portions of Central City neighborhoods, turn them into
undesirable places to live and negatively impact historic resources. Notices to property owners informing them that
their R3 and R3A properties were being rezoned to include SPD did not inform them that their properties could now
be adjacent to a building 85 ft. tall or taller. To preserve the character and livability of Central City
neighborhoods, the Zoning Code must be changed to mandate the same transitional height limit between R3
/R3A and C2 zones as currently exists between R1/R2 and C2 zones. The same transition requirement must
apply to new buildings adjacent to historic districts and landmark properties whatever zone those historic
resources are in.

5. The height limits along the north and south edges of the R Street Corridor are 75 ft. The R Street Corridor runs
from the south side of Q Street to the north side of S Street and from the west boundary of the DSP to the east
boundary. There are existing historic districts or portions of districts within the R Street Corridor (e.g. Q Street,
Fremont, Newton Booth and Winn Park historic districts) and the edges of portions of the Southside, Richmond
Grove, Poverty Ridge, Newton Booth and Midtown neighborhoods butt up against and sometimes spill over into the
corridor. Just like the transitional height limits described in # 4 above, there must be transitional height limits
between the R Street Corridor and the neighborhoods and historic districts and/or city landmarks that either
abut it or are included within it.

7
(cont.)

8

Preservation Issues:

1. The EIR talks about potential negative and unavoidable impacts to historic resources, but offers no mitigation
measures despite the fact that a number of mitigation measures are possible. This is sloppy work and shows a
disregard for the benefits (including increased tourism) that historic resources provide. The City should
immediately adopt appropriate mitigation measures. Such measures should include the transitional height
limits discussed in #’s 4 and 5 under the land use comments above. They should also include continued
updating of historic districts by city staff’ immediate adoption of the Preservation Commission’s Interim
Infill Development Principles for infill in historic districts; adoption of individual infill guidelines for each
historic district as these are developed; implementation of the Mills Act so as to provide tax incentives for the
purchase and maintenance of historic properties; implementation of the 2007 agreement between Code
Enforcement and the Preservation Director diverting 50% of code enforcement lien monies collected to the
Historic Places Grant Program; and creation of a mitigation fund for historic resources based on fees
collected when unavoidable impacts to historic resources occur.

2. The consultant’s survey of R Street is inadequate and did not consider the possibility of either adding additional
buildings to the existing historic district at the west end or R Street or a second R Street historic district at the east
end between 20th and 29th Streets which is associated with more recent rail and truck uses. The Corridor should
be resurveyed in terms of both adding additional buildings to the existing historic district and the creation of
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a second R Street historic district with its own context statement. The more limited approach that the
consultant took, which involved only looking at buildings on identified ‘opportunity sites’ to determine
whether those building might qualify for landmark status, was not adequate.

10
(cont.)

3. The consultant did not look at the survey of mid century modern resources that is currently underway citywide or
consult with anyone involved in that survey to see whether any of the mid century modern buildings on ‘opportunity
sites’ might qualify as historic resources. Mid century modern historic buildings located on ‘opportunity sites’
must be looked at in coordination with the mid century modern survey that is currently underway and the
historic context statement that was generated as part of that survey.
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4. Many new infill projects in historic districts and on lots containing city landmarks involve lot splits. Where lot
splits and new construction are involved the Preservation Commission makes recommendations to the Planning and
Design Commission regarding design, but the Planning and Design Commission has the final say on both design
and the lot split. The Planning and Design Commission has a history of ignoring the Preservation Commission’s
design recommendations despite the fact that its members lack expertise with regard to historic preservation. This
has resulted in some inappropriate decisions. It is important that the integrity of city landmarks and historic
districts be maintained, especially in light of the development pressure that the DSP will create. To this end,
the Preservation Commission needs to be given the final say with regard to infill design issues even where the
Planning and Design Commission has jurisdiction with regard to lot splits. This should be treated as an
additional mitigation for the impact to historic resources that the DSP creates.
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5. There are neighborhoods and parts of neighborhoods within the DSP area that preliminary surveys have identified
as potential historic districts. These include: Richmond Grove, New Era Park, Broadway and 17th, Tower Historic
District, Yale, and Yale 2000. The DSP needs to recognize these potential districts and staff needs to work with the
community to get these potential historic districts surveyed and adopted. The south side of the 1500 block of S,
which was identified as the northern boundary of the proposed Richmond Grove historic district and contained four
houses that were identified as potential contributors to that district is now a blighted, burned out eyesore and has
been for roughly the past three years. It has had a very negative impact on adjacent parts of the neighborhood. This
kind of destruction must not be repeated in other potential historic districts. The DSP needs to acknowledge these
potential historic districts and city staff needs to work with community members to find a way to complete
needed surveys while these potential districts are still intact. This should be treated as an additional
mitigation for the impacts of the DSP on historic resources.
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6. The DSP moves decisions, including alley infill projects in historic districts from the Preservation Director level
to the staff level. Where appeal is allowed in some cases, it is to the Preservation Director and not to the
Preservation Commission. This strips the Preservation Commission of an important role and significantly reduces
the ability of the public to have a meaningful say in the planning process. This provision of the DSP should either
be removed or mitigated by the immediate adoption of the Interim Infill Development Principles as
referenced in Item #1 above.
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7. The DSP encourages the adaptive reuse of historic resources and makes it easier for housing developers to
build small affordable units inside historic buildings. This is helpful both for the preservation of historic
resources and for addressing the housing affordability crisis and is a positive aspect of the DSP
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Affordability Issues:

1. A major justification for the DSP is that it will reduce vehicle miles traveled. The assumption is that density will
both facilitate transit and improve the jobs/housing ratio thus allowing more people to live close to where they work.
However, Central City housing costs are rising and the majority of new infill projects that are under construction or
have been approved are market rate. It’s becoming more difficult for low and even middle class people who work in
the Central City to find housing that they can afford. The housing data presented in the DSP clearly illustrates this,
but the DSP does not include a plan for addressing the problem. The city must develop a plan to better address
the affordability crisis in the Central City or it will not realize the reduction in vehicle miles traveled that is
one of the major justifications for the DSP. The zoning code includes a ‘housing density bonus’ and the City
should use it as a guide, treat affordable housing as a ‘community benefit’ and allow a reasonable (maximum
20% increase in FAR/height) as an incentive for building it.

2. Much of the new alley infill that has occurred is large, expensive, often ‘for sale’ housing. The City has seen an
increase in applications to build this type of housing and it was one such application (2218 Capitol) that lead the
Preservation Commission to develop its Interim Infill Development Principles. If used, these principles would result
in the building of smaller, more affordable alley units (both rental and for sale) that could help address the
affordability crisis. While they would likely not result in as much profit for developers as the larger units that have
been built, developer Ron Vrilakis testified in favor of them at the Preservation Commission, stating that developers
could make a reasonable profit. The DSP should include adoption of the Preservation Commission’s Interim
Infill Development Principles not only because they provide appropriate guidelines for alley development in
historic districts and on city landmark parcels, but because they have the potential to increase the number of
affordable housing units. To increase the potential for affordable housing still further, the City should
develop similar design principles for alley units that are not currently in historic districts or on landmark
parcels.

3. The DSP encourages the adaptive reuse of historic buildings, but says nothing about adaptive reuse of nonhistoric buildings, including buildings at ‘opportunity sites’ Adaptive reuse including expansion of existing
buildings can often be more affordable than new construction because it reuses existing materials, many of which
(e.g. old growth lumber) are of high quality and it makes use of embodied energy. Adaptive reuse offers a potential
means for expanding affordable housing and also providing locations for small local businesses that cannot afford
the rents that are generally charged for new buildings. Local businesses, including art galleries and artist studios, are
part of what makes the Central City unique and interesting and, if they are forced to move or close due to
unaffordable rents, much of the character of the Central City will be lost. In addition to encouraging the adaptive
reuse of historic buildings, the DSP should encourage adaptive reuse of older buildings that do not qualify as
historic, including those on ‘opportunity sites’, as a way of creating more affordable housing and assuring
that small businesses can afford to remain in the Central City
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Livability/Amenities for Residents:

1. In presentations and stakeholder meetings about the DSP, participants were told that it would include street lights
for neighborhoods that currently lack them. It now appears that, while there will be some new streetlights on
commercial corridors, there are no provisions for adding them to neighborhoods. Streetlights are critical to safe
walking and biking at night and also contribute to the overall safety of the areas in which they are located. As part
of the DSP, the City needs to find a way to fund streetlights in neighborhoods and on any streets in the DSP
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that don’t have them. One way to help do this would be to define the provision of new streetlights in the DSP
area as a ‘community benefit’ and allow a maximum 20% FAR/height deviation for providing a specified
number of streetlights to a specified number of blocks that don’t have them.
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(cont.)

2. The DSP allows for very limited park space per resident and does not foresee adding any additional park space.
As density grows, access to open space will become increasingly important to the quality of life of residents. There
is already a waiting list for existing community gardens. The City needs to find some way to acquire additional
open space/park space for use by residents as community gardens, small landscaped areas in which to sit or
gather. These could be relatively small spaces. Creation of such spaces as part of a development project could
be considered a ‘community benefit’ provided that there is a clear definition of how much total space would
need to be provided to qualify, what improvements would need to be made and that the maximum 20%
increase in FAR/height applies.
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Sustainability Issues:

1. The DSP talks about new and expanded utilities for ‘opportunity sites’. The discussion includes new gas lines.
Given the speed with which climate change is occurring (and the resulting climate chaos) it is imperative that the
City transition off fossil fuels, including natural gas, as quickly as possible. When extraction, transportation and
processing are considered, natural gas has been shown to be equivalent to coal in green house gas emissions. To
meet climate goals, the City should not approve new gas lines for ‘opportunity sites’ but should instead
mandate that construction at such sites be all electric.
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2. One of the problems that all cities face is heat island effect. Already hot summers and predictions of increasing
heat make this a significant problem for Sacramento. In order to address this, many cities go to great lengths to
preserve their healthy trees and add new trees. The Central City has been losing trees, including large, healthy street
trees at an alarming rate with some of the loss being the result of an aging urban forest, but much of it the result of
new development. Often the lost trees are not replaced or, when they are replaced, they are replaced by smaller
species spaced further apart. Large canopy trees are important not only because they reduce heat island effect and
make streets more walkable and bikeable, but also because they absorb carbon. As part of the DSP the City needs
to institute policies that mandate the protection of existing trees, adopt design policies like step backs and set
backs that allow for the retention of existing canopy trees and the planting of new ones. The City needs to
plant new canopy trees wherever there is space for them throughout the DSP area.
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3. Increased density will mean less open space where water can be absorbed and more water runoff. Climate change
models predict that when rainstorms are likely to become more intense with more rain dropped in shorter periods of
time than has been the case in the past. The City needs to take steps to mitigate this problem. Such steps could
include smaller sized alley units with more land around them as discussed in item #1 and #6 under
Preservation Issues and item #2 under Affordability Issues. Additional mitigations could include incentivizing
the removal of cement from parkway strips (this would also create room for new trees) or mandating
significantly larger tree wells for street trees where parkway strip cement cannot be completely removed,
incentivizing swales in parkway strips and other open spaces where there is room for them and mandating
that, when sidewalks need replacement, they be replaced with permeable cement.
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4. The DSP doesn’t include provision for public EV charging stations. Given the need to transition off of fossil fuels
as quickly as possible, such stations should be included. The DSP needs to include plans for the siting and
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funding of public EV charging stations

24
(cont.)

Community Participation in the Planning Process:

1. Over the years it has become increasingly difficult for members of the public to participate in the planning
process in a meaningful way. This is true even in situations where nearby residents are likely to suffer negative
impacts from a proposed project. The approval of the Yamanee project, in direct violation of the 2035 General Plan
that members of the public had spent four years working on, is an example of resident efforts and input being
ignored. Removing the 20% maximum FAR/height deviation from the DSP after it had been included as part of
every public meetings about the DSP is another. Another is the DSP provision that moves decisions about small
infill projects that were previously made a the director level to the staff level and precludes commission level
appeals. This may be quicker and more efficient for staff and developers, but it is adding to public distrust and
cynicism about our role in the planning process in Sacramento. The City needs to stop finding ways to block
public participation in the planning process and either change DSP guidelines to return projects to their
previous levels of review or, at the very least, the DSP needs to include the Interim Infill Development
Principles for infill in historic districts and an equivalent set of firm, clear principles for infill in
neighborhoods that are not currently historic districts.

2. The process for approving deviations needs to be made consistent, transparent and objective. In order for
this to occur, the limit of 20% maximum FAR/height deviation needs to be put back into the DSP for all the
reasons previously stated in this letter. In addition, there should be a public list of what actually constitutes a
‘community benefit’ and such benefits should be things that clearly contribute to the public good, not just the
good of the limited number of people who live in, do business in or otherwise use whatever gets built. The list
of what constitutes a ‘community benefit should be limited and should be developed via an open public
process. Given the affordable housing crisis, the number one ‘community benefit’ should be affordable
housing units that meet clear criteria with regard to rent/sale prices and how long they must remain
affordable. Other possible ‘community benefits’ could include providing streetlights to a specified number of
unlit blocks within the SPD area; providing and developing additional public open space in the SPD area; a
net zero energy or ‘living building’ project; or providing a specified number of public EV recharging stations
within the SPD. Things like good design (something every project should be required to have) or extra
private outdoor spacer for project residents, or being next to a bus stop do not provide sufficient (or any)
benefit to the public and should not qualify.

Thank-you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Karen Jacques
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Letter I16
Response

Karen Jacques
November 8, 2017

I16-1

The comment describes the commenting individual’s longstanding community
involvements and participation in the CCSP community stake holder meetings. This
comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or
conclusions of significance.

I16-2

The CCCP identifies 13 principles that guide the vision for the CCSP area including
supporting new places to live, encouraging varied housing options that reflect the
diversity of Sacramento, and preserving and enhancing the unique character,
buildings and streetscapes of Sacramento’s Central City. Please also see Master
Response 3 regarding preservation of the City’s historic districts.

I16-3

The comment supports the renaming of the DSP to the CCSP and argues that more
changes are needed to mitigate the potentially negative impacts of the CCSP. The
comment does not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, with
sufficient specificity to require a revision to the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and
will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I16-4

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios, changes to building height limits, and transition zones.

I16-5

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios.

I16-6

The comment provides suggested revisions to policy LU 5.1 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of LU 5.1. This comment, while noted, does
not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I16-7

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I16-8

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to building height limits and
transition zones.

I16-9

The comment expresses opposition for the lack of mitigation measures for historic
properties and districts. Please see Master Response 2 under Mitigation Measures.

I16-10

Please see Master Response 2 regarding the R Street Historic District.

I16-11

Please see Master Response 2 regarding the historic resources survey and Response
to Comment O3-9.
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I16-12

The comment is concerned about infill development that may impact historic districts
and landmarks. Please see Master Response 2 under Infill Development in Historic
Districts/Design Guidelines.

I16-13

The comment requests that the City acknowledge the previously identified potential
historic district and complete the necessary surveys for these districts. The comments
do not speak to the methods or adequacy of the environmental analysis.

I16-14

This comment expresses concern regarding the review process for projects that have
the potential to impact historic resources. Please see Master Response 2 under Infill
Development in Historic Districts/Design Guidelines.

I16-15

The comment is in support of CCSP policies that encourage adaptive reuse of historic
resources and streamline development of affordable housing units. This comment is
in reference to the CCSP and does not address the analysis or conclusions of the
Draft EIR. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its
consideration.

I16-16

The comment addresses tradeoff between housing affordability and the benefits of
people living close to where they work and the reduction in vehicle miles traveled.
The CCSP does not dictate how many units would be market rate versus affordable
units. The City has a Mixed Income Housing Ordinance which applies to all projects
in the City and requires the provision of affordable housing or the payment of fees to
provide affordable units. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the
maximum allowable floor area ratios.

I16-17

Please see Response to Comment O2-1.

I16-18

The comment encourages the City to include policies in the CCSP that encourage
adaptive reuse of structures that do not quality as historic. This comment is in
reference to CCSP policy and does not address the analysis or conclusions of the
Draft EIR. The comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its
consideration.

I16-19

Please see Responses to Comments O8-5 and O11-2.

I16-20

The comment encourages the City to seek opportunities to provide additional park
and open space areas for various uses. As described in Section 4.11.4 of the Draft
EIR, Parks and Open Space, City policy ERC 2.2.5 requires new residential
development to meet its fair share of the park acreage service level goal by either
dedicating land for new parks, paying a fair share of the costs for new parks and
recreation facilities or renovation of existing parks and recreation facilities. City
policy ERC 2.2.6 requires the City to explore creative solutions to provide
neighborhood park and recreation facilities, in urban areas where land dedication is
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not reasonably feasible. This comment is in reference to CCSP policy and does not
address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and will
be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.
I16-21

The comment urges the City to implement policy ceasing approval of new natural gas
lines and mandating that new construction be all electric. The City intends to evaluate
citywide energy supply, demand, and infrastructure as part of the 2040 General Plan
update and CAP update. This comment is in reference to CCSP policy and does not
address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and will
be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I16-22

The comment urges the City to institute policies that mandate the protection of
existing trees and provides suggested details to implement that policy. The CCSP
includes Policy LU 3.2:
LU 3.2

Preserve and enhance the urban street tree canopy. Allow for flexibility in
building design and selection of appropriate species to avoid or minimize
conflicts between trees with transit facilities, buildings and overhead utility
infrastructure (69kV and above).

The City would implement the above policy to achieve the goals described in the
comment. This comment is in reference to CCSP policy and does not address the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and will be conveyed
to the City Council for its consideration.
I16-23

The CCSP is consistent with the 2035 General Plan, which considers the urbanization
of the CCSP area, as well as the rest of the City. As described in Section 4.13,
Utilities, of the Draft EIR, storm drainage conveyance is analyzed for the CCSP area.
Although the CCSP does not specifically offer incentives for replacing impervious
surfaces with pervious surfaces, it does not prohibit it, either. Therefore, property
owners are permitted to replace concrete and hardscape with landscaping and
permeable surfaces.

I16-24

The comment advises that the CCSP does not include EV charging stations and
recommends the inclusion of plans for the siting funding of public EV charging
stations. The City is considering a citywide EV strategy that would promote EV
charging stations. While the CCSP planning area would include EV charging stations
as part of a citywide program, the City is conducting these considerations in a
separate process from the CCSP and CCSP EIR processes. The comment does not
address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The Comment is noted and will
be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I16-25

Please see Response to Comment O10-3.
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I16-26

Please see Master Response 1 regarding changes to the maximum allowable floor
area ratios, Response to Comment I16-24 regarding EV charging stations, and
Response to Comment I16-16 regarding the City’s Mixed Income Housing
Ordinance.
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Letter I17
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

allpointrentals@aol.com
Scott Johnson
Greg Sandlund; jmcdinald@cityofsacramento.org
Objections to Downtown Specific Plan
Wednesday, November 8, 2017 8:46:23 AM

Hello:
I own and operate a small business at 2315 C Street Sacramento 95816. I've been there since 1990.
My building is listed on the National Register of Historical Buildings.
I object to the recent EIR report and agree with our Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association
objections
which I believe have been presented to all of you.
I agree and hope the City Council will reverse these inappropriate decisions, and further consider the
roll and voice of the Preservation Commission's input.
Thank you for your time,
Linda Schetter

1
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Letter I17
Response

Linda Schetter (1)
November 8, 2017

I17-1

The comment advises that the commenting individual owns a business within the
CCSP area, in a building that is listed in the National Register of Historic Buildings.
The comment, while noted, does not require modifications to the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

I17-2

This comment is addressed in the response to comments for Letter O1, Boulevard
Park Neighborhood Association.
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Letter I18
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

allpointrentals@aol.com
Scott Johnson
Jim McDonald; Greg Sandlund
Fwd: Objections to Downtown Specific Plan
Wednesday, November 8, 2017 5:10:30 PM

From: allpointrentals@aol.com
To: srjohnson@cityofsacramento.org
CC: gsandlund@cityofsacramento.org, jmcdinald@cityofsacramento.org
Sent: 11/8/2017 8:46:16 A.M. Pacific Standard Time
Subj: Objections to Downtown Specific Plan
Hello:
I own and operate a small business at 2315 C Street Sacramento 95816. I've been there since
1990.
My building is listed on the National Register of Historical Buildings.
I object to the recent EIR report and agree with our Boulevard Park Neighborhood
Association objections
which I believe have been presented to all of you.
I agree and hope the City Council will reverse these inappropriate decisions, and further consider
the
roll and voice of the Preservation Commission's input.
Thank you for your time,
Linda Schetter
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Letter I18
Response

I18-1

Linda Schetter (2)
November 8, 2017

This comment is addressed in the response to comments for Letter O1, Boulevard
Park Neighborhood Association.
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Letter I19
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jessica Sorensen
Scott Johnson
Greg Sandlund; Jim McDonald
Comment on the DTSP
Wednesday, November 8, 2017 2:08:55 PM

To whom it may concern -

I am a homeowner in Midtown with a historic property. My husband and I chose to
buy our first home here because of the vibrancy and walkability of our neighborhood,
and our love of the older homes surrounding us. We also love the fact that we live in a
growing urban neighborhood, and I am concerned about the lack of housing supply
and its impact on housing affordability for the region. I appreciate the opportunity to
provide comments on the Downtown Specific Plan (DTSP) and the associated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City of Sacramento.

The Sacramento region is suffering from a shortage of new units, particularly those in
close proximity to job centers and affordable to working class residents. The
Downtown Specific Plan represents a great opportunity to add housing where it is
needed most. Downtown Sacramento and the Greater Sacramento Region is far
from full, but only if we create an inclusive vision that allows projects and new
development to move forward. As a result of the housing crisis, community groups
are forming across the country to support infill development, but a very vocal minority
often continues to oppose projects. In a constrained market, increasing supply will
lower prices for everyone. I support housing and infill development because it will
make us a healthier and more sustainable city. The City’s efforts with the Downtown
Specific Plan demonstrate their support of these ideals, and their commitments
should be applauded.

1

I am well aware that there is local opposition to the DTSP. Many residents,
understandably, fear change in their own backyards. This culture of exclusion,
however, benefits existing wealthy households at the expense of those with the least
means. Community pressures and exclusionary zoning are contributing to the current
housing crisis by limiting supply. This is driving rents and home prices to an
unaffordable level for many households.

I ask that the following be considered before finalizing the DTSP and the associated
DTSP EIR:
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On Established Neighborhoods – LU.8.2

This policy reads: “Established Neighborhoods. Preserve and protect established
neighborhoods by providing appropriate transitions in building bulk, form, and
intensity for uses adjoining these neighborhoods.”
I fear this policy may be used to limit development in existing Downtown/Midtown
Neighborhoods as a means of protecting so called “neighborhood character.” While
the preservation of historic homes (my own included) is incredibly important to me,
and our existing neighborhoods deserve certain amounts of protection, we should not
unnecessarily limit development that contrasts with existing and historic structures.
Varied uses and intensities should be the norm across all of the DTSP plan area. I
would encourage the wording be revised to the following:
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(cont.)

“Established Neighborhoods. Consider the context of the existing neighborhood
when locating and selecting building bulk, form, and intensity for future
development.” To me, “neighborhood character” is defined by the people that live in
the region, not just the way that it looks, and we are pushing out the various
“characters” in this neighborhood but restricting housing to the point that only the
wealthy can live here.

On language limiting Floor Area Ratio (FAR):

The Draft EIR contains language that places a 20% limit on Floor Area Ratio (height
& density) deviation for residential projects. Page S-6 of the Draft EIR says “The
proposed DSP would retain the existing land use designations, as identified by the
2035 General Plan, for all parcels within the plan area. The 2035 General Plan would
be amended to clarify the policy regarding FAR to allow a project’s FAR to be
exceeded by 20 percent if the project provides a significant community benefit.” Staff
presented a benefit statement on page 7 of 995 of the Planning Commission 10/
12/17 staff report that stated:
“General Plan FAR Clarification
• A project may exceed the FAR threshold by a maximum of 20% if a community
benefit is provided
• Max FARs to be reevaluated in next General Plan Update”
If we want to continue to encourage infill over sprawl, and have any chance of
meeting the housing unit goals that have been laid out, the maximum FAR should
NOT be limited to a 20% maximum. As we have seen with recent development
projects such as Yamanee, anti-development homeowners latch on to this definition
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of “community benefit” to fight approvals, appeal decisions, and drag out the process.
This hurts developers in holding costs, legal fees, and makes it more difficult to obtain
financing when a project’s approval is in question. We should be encouraging efficient
land use, and making it easier to build with a high FAR, not limiting it. I strongly
encourage reevaluating limits in the next General Plan update.

3
(cont.)

On infill in historic districts:
I applaud recent efforts to streamline the process for backyard/accessory units. More
housing is desperately needed in the central city, and many are struggling to either
afford their current housing payments, or to save up enough to buy a property in the
first place. These accessory units help solve both problems by providing more
housing units, and an income stream for the homeowner. Too much power is given to
neighbors who oppose these projects just because they are concerned about privacy
or neighborhood character. Historic homes are something to be cherished and
preserved, but the view from that historic home is not protected, and shouldn’t be
used as reason to block development. I would like to see even more incentives for
these types of infill/accessory units in backyards and alleyways.

The DTSP represents exactly what we need to encourage as a region to combat our
housing crisis: infill development that is compatible with surrounding land uses in a
walkable and bikeable environment. It will also enable more residents to call this great
city home and give them an opportunity to grow and succeed alongside us. Future
residents will be valuable members of the community and we look forward to
welcoming them as our neighbors. Thank you so much for your time and
consideration.

Sincerely,
Jessica Sorensen
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Letter I19
Response

Jessica Sorenson
November 8, 2017

I19-1

The comment provides the commenting individual’s support or the CCSP. The
comment, while noted, does not require modification of the analysis or conclusions
of the Draft EIR.

I19-2

The comment provides suggested revisions to policy LU 8.2 of the CCSP. The City
does not intend to change the language of LU 8.2. This comment, while noted, does
not require modification to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I19-3

The comment provides suggested revisions to language limiting floor area ration
(FAR) in the CCSP. The City does not intend to change the language in the CCSP
limiting FAR. This comment, while noted, does not require modification to the EIR’s
analysis or conclusions of significance.

I19-4

The comment describes the commenting individual’ support for efforts to streamline
the process for backyard/accessory units. The does not intend to revise the CCSP in
response to the comment. This comment, while noted, does not require modification
to the EIR’s analysis or conclusions of significance.

I19-5

The comment is in support of the CCSP. The comment, while noted, does not require
modification of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.
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Letter I20
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Susan Valdez
Scott Johnson
Downtown specific plan
Wednesday, November 8, 2017 7:51:57 PM

We own a home in midtown on 24th street between U and V. It is a nice neighborhood with young and
older families. We are in an historic zone and are the 3rd owner of our home. We consider ourselves
caretakers of this home and give it the love that it requires. However the move to make all of us a part of
downtown would make the "historic zone" designation meaningless. I assume all properties would then
be allowed to subdivide lots and teardown historic homes in order to construct apartment buildings all in
the name of progress. Unfortunately, what we have seen already is the construction of apartment
buildings that will charge higher rents forcing everyday workers and their families out of the rental market
let alone the housing market. What we need is balance in our city core so that all socio economic levels
can live and work in the city core and preserve our historical heritage.
Susan and Leonard Valdez
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Letter I20
Response

Susan Valdez
November 8, 2017

I20-1

The comment advises that the commenting individual is a resident of a historic zone
in the CCSP area, and is opposed to the CCSP. As described in Section 4.4 of the
Draft EIR, Cultural Resources, the City’s General Plan and the CCSP provide
policies for the preservation historic resources within the CCSP planning area. The
comment does not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, with
sufficient specificity to require a revision to the Draft EIR. The Comment is noted
and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.

I20-2

The comment advises that the CCSP area is in need of workforce housing to maintain
a socioeconomic balance in the CCSP area. This comment is in reference to the
CCSP and does not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. The
comment is noted and will be conveyed to the City Council for its consideration.
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CHAPTER 4

Mitigation Monitoring Plan
4.1 Introduction
Public Resources Code section 21081.6 and section 15097 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require public agencies to establish monitoring or reporting
programs for projects approved by a public agency whenever approval involves the adoption of
either a mitigated negative declaration or specified environmental findings related to
environmental impact reports.
The following is the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the Central City Specific Plan. The
intent of the MMP is to track and successfully implement the mitigation measures identified
within the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for this project.

4.2 Mitigation Measures
The mitigation measures are taken from the Sacramento Central City Specific Plan Draft EIR and
are assigned the same number as in the Draft EIR. The MMP describes the actions that must take
place to implement each mitigation measure, the timing of those actions, and the entities
responsible for implementing and monitoring the actions.

4.3 MMP Components
The components of the attached table, which contains applicable mitigation measures, are
addressed briefly, below.
Impact: This column summarizes the impact stated in the Draft EIR.
Mitigation Measure: All mitigation measures identified in the Sacramento Central City Specific
Plan Draft EIR will be presented, as revised in the Final EIR, and numbered accordingly.
Action(s): For every mitigation measure, one or more actions are described. The actions delineate
the means by which the mitigation measures will be implemented, and, in some instances, the
criteria for determining whether a measure has been successfully implemented. Where mitigation
measures are particularly detailed, the action may refer back to the measure.
Implementing Party: This item identifies the entity that will undertake the required action.
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Timing: Implementation of the action must occur prior to or during some part of project
approval, project design or construction or on an ongoing basis. The timing for each measure is
identified.
Monitoring Party: The City of Sacramento is primarily responsible for ensuring that mitigation
measures are successfully implemented. Within the City, a number of departments and divisions
would have responsibility for monitoring some aspect of the overall project. Other agencies, such
as the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, may also be responsible for
monitoring the implementation of mitigation measures. As a result, more than one monitoring
party may be identified.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

4.2-2(a)

Comply with all applicable Rules of the Sacramento
Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and
include the required SMAQMD Basic Construction
Emission Control Practices on all grading or
improvement plans.

Include construction equipment specifications listed
in Mitigation Measure 4.2-2(b) on Grading and
Construction Plans.

Timing

Monitoring Party

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of demolition or
grading permit

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department,
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD)

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of demolition permit
or grading permit

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department,
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD)

4.2 Air Quality
4.2-2: Construction of development under
the proposed CCSP could result in shortterm emissions of NOx, PM10 and PM2.5.

For any development project within the CCSP area that would involve
excavation, grading, or site preparation that would expose soil, the
applicant shall comply with all applicable Rules of the Sacramento Air
Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and shall include the required
SMAQMD Basic Construction Emission Control Practices on all grading or
improvement plans.
4.2-2(b)
Prior to the issuance of a demolition or building permit for major
development projects in the CCSP area, each project shall be screened for
construction emissions based on the then-current screening criteria
established by the SMAQMD. If the project emissions fall within the limit of
the screening criteria no further action is required.
If the project exceeds the screening criteria the applicant shall model
emissions for the project. If the emissions fall below the thresholds of
significance for construction air emissions no further action is required.
If the air emissions model reflects emissions above the thresholds for
construction emissions, the applicant shall mitigate such emissions
consistent with applicable rules and procedures of the SMAQMD and City
of Sacramento. This includes the following:

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
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•

Provide a comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction
equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used
an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the proposed
project to the City and the SMAQMD. The inventory shall include the
horsepower rating, engine model year, and projected hours of use for
each piece of equipment. The construction contractor shall provide the
anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and
phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman. This
information shall be submitted at least four business days prior to the
use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment. The inventory shall be
updated and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the
proposed CCSP, except that an inventory shall not be required for any
30-day period in which no construction activity occurs.

•

Provide a plan in conjunction with the equipment inventory, approved
by the SMAQMD, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 horsepower
or more) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project,
including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a
project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent
particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average.
Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late
model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine
retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as
they become available.

•

Emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the
project site shall not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three
minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent
opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and the City
and SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of identification of noncompliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment
shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual
survey results shall be submitted throughout the duration of the project,
except that the monthly summary shall not be required for any 30-day
period in which no construction activity occurs. The monthly summary
shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the
dates of each survey. The SMAQMD and/or other officials may
conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in
this measure shall supersede other SMAQMD or state rules or
regulations.
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure
•

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Prior to issuance of a building permit

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department,
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD)

See Mitigation Measures 4.2-2(a)
through 4.2-2(b).

See Mitigation Measures 4.2-2(a)
through 4.2-2(b).

See Mitigation Measures 4.2-5

See Mitigation Measures 4.2-5

If at the time of granting of each building permit, the SMAQMD has
adopted a regulation applicable to construction emissions, compliance
with the regulation may completely or partially replace this mitigation.
Consultation with the SMAQMD prior to construction will be necessary
to make this determination.

The applicant shall include the following SMAQMD Fugitive Dust Control
Practices on all grading or improvement plans:
•

Water exposed soil with adequate frequency for continued moist soil.

•

Suspend excavation, grading, and/or demolition activity when wind
speeds exceed 20 mph.

•

Install wind breaks (e.g., plant trees, solid fencing) on windward side(s)
of construction areas.

•

Plant vegetative ground cover (fast-germinating native grass seed) in
disturbed areas as soon as possible. Water appropriately until
vegetation is established.

•

Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks and
equipment leaving the site.

•

Treat site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with
a 6- to 12-inch layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel to reduce
generation of road dust and road dust carryout onto public roads.

•

Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to
contact at the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person
shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The phone
number of the District shall also be visible to ensure compliance.

The applicant shall estimate and quantify the construction emissions of
NOx. The applicant shall pay into the SMAQMD’s construction mitigation
fund to offset construction-generated emissions of NOx that exceed
SMAQMD’s daily emission threshold of 85 ppd. The applicants shall keep
track of actual equipment use and their NOx emissions so that mitigation
fees can be adjusted accordingly for payment to the SMAQMD.
4.2-5: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP could result in short-term and longterm exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants.

4.2-5
The City shall require implementation of the following mitigation measures
as part of approval of any residences in the CCSP area within 500 feet of
Business 80, Highway 50 or I-5:
•

Locate sensitive receptors as far as possible from Business 80,
Highway 50 or I-5.

•

Provide vegetative barriers between the source and receptors.
Guidance from the US EPA’s July 2016 Recommendations for
Constructing Roadside Vegetation Barriers to Improve Near-Road Air
Quality or Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Landscaping Guidance for Improving Air Quality near Roadways may
be incorporated.

4.2-7: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP could contribute to cumulative
increases in short-term (construction)
emissions.

4.2-7

4.2-10: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP could contribute to cumulative
increases in short- and long-term
exposures to Toxic Air Contaminants.

4.2-10

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
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Implement the criteria described in Mitigation
Measure 4.2-5.

See Mitigation Measures 4.2-2(a) through 4.2-2(b).

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.2-2(a) and (b).

See Mitigation Measures 4.2-5

Project applicant

See Mitigation Measures 4.2-2(a)
through 4.2-2(b).

See Mitigation Measures 4.2-5

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.2-5.
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

4.3-2(a)

Conduct nesting surveys prior to tree removal.

For projects proposed to be constructed in the CCSP area that have trees
onsite or trees immediately adjacent to the project site (including within a
planter strip), the applicant shall conduct a nesting bird survey to determine
whether there are nesting special-status birds present. Surveys shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist prior to and within 14 days of
construction activities. If nesting birds are present during the survey, then
the applicant shall notify the City’s Planning Director and proceed as
follows:

Conduct any tree removal and construction activities
according to the protocol described in Mitigation
Measure 4.3-2(a).

Timing

Monitoring Party

Project applicant

Between February 1 and August 31,
conduct surveys no more than
48-hours before tree removal

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)

4.3 Biological Resources
4.3-2: Development under the proposed
CCSP could result in the loss of potential
nesting habitat for special-status bird
species and other sensitive and/or
protected bird species.

1)

applicant shall conduct any tree removal activities required for project
construction outside of the migratory bird breeding season (February 1
through August 31) where feasible.

2)

trees slated for removal during the nesting season shall be surveyed
by a qualified biologist no more than 48-hours before removal to
ensure that no nesting birds are occupying the tree.

3)

ending on conditions specific to each nest, and the relative location
and rate of construction activities, it may be feasible for construction to
occur as planned without impacting the breeding season. In this case
(to be determined on an individual basis), the nest(s) shall be
monitored by a qualified biologist during excavation and other outdoor
construction that involves the use of heavy equipment. If, in the
professional opinion of the monitor, the construction activities
associated with that part of construction activities would impact the
nest, the monitor shall immediately inform the construction manager
and the applicant shall notify the City’s Planning Director. The
construction manager shall stop construction activities that have the
potential to adversely affect the nest until the nest is no longer active.
Completion of the nesting cycle shall be determined by a qualified
biologist. If construction begins outside of the migratory bird breeding
season (February 1 through August 31), then the applicant is permitted
to continue construction activities through the breeding season.

4)

applicant shall maintain a 100-ft buffer around each active purple
martin nest. No construction activities are permitted within this buffer.

Establish 100-buffer around active raptor nests.

Project applicant

Establish buffer no more than
48-hours before tree removal; leave
buffer in place through construction of
each applicable development project

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)

5)

other migratory birds, a no-work buffer zone shall be established
around the active nest in consultation with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife. The no-work buffer may vary depending on
species and site-specific conditions as determined in consultation with
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Monitor nesting activity within the 100-foot buffer

Project applicant

Monitor active nests through
construction of each applicable
development project

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)

Determine presence/absence of Swainson’s Hawk
within identified geography.

Project applicant

Prior to site plan and design review
for individual projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)

4.3-2(b)
For projects proposed to be constructed in the CCSP area that would
include the use of off-road vehicles during project construction, the
applicant shall conduct a survey for Swainson’s hawk nests, the survey
shall be of all trees within 500 feet of the project site which has a 24-inch
minimum diameter at breast height. The survey distance may be
decreased based on type of construction and whether heavy construction
equipment would be used. The applicant may ask the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife for a reduced survey distance and/or
reduced buffer area. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the
Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee’s Recommended Timing
and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s
Central Valley (2000). If active Swainson’s hawk nests or other raptors’
nests are found during the survey performed under Mitigation Measure
4.3-2(a), construction activities shall not be permitted on those portions of
the project site within 500 feet of the active nest during the Swainson’s
hawk breeding season (March 1 – September 15).

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
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Include tree removal timing and/or tree protection
requirements on Grading and Construction Plans
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

4.3-2(c)

Determine presence/absence of the burrowing owl
within identified geography.

For projects proposed within suitable habitat for burrowing owl (in particular
for projects proposed in annual grassland habitat occurring in the northeast
part of the CCSP area as shown in Figure 4.3-1 in the EIR, and areas
adjacent to Sutter’s Landing Park that have not been developed), the
applicant shall conduct preconstruction surveys for burrowing owls in
accordance with guidance from the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife.
4.3-4: Projects proposed under the CCSP
could result in removal of habitat for the
valley elderberry longhorn beetle.

4.3-4(a)
For projects proposed within or adjacent to habitat for VELB (suitable
habitat for the VELB occurs in close proximity to the Sacramento and
American rivers in association with undeveloped valley foothill riparian
habitat and at undeveloped areas of Sutter’s Landing Park; see
Figure 4.3-1 in the EIR), the applicant shall conduct surveys prior to
construction for the presence of the valley elderberry longhorn beetle and
its elderberry host plant by a qualified biologist in accordance with U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service protocols. If elderberry plants with stems
measuring 1.0 inch or greater are not identified, no further mitigation is
required.
4.3-4(b)
If elderberry plants with one or more stems measuring 1.0 inch or greater
in diameter at ground level occur on or adjacent to and within 100 feet of
ground disturbing activities (shrub’s dripline is within 100 feet of
construction activities or site), or are otherwise located where they may be
directly or indirectly affected by the project, minimization and compensation
measures, which include transplanting existing shrubs and planting
replacement habitat (conservation plantings) are required (see below).
Surveys are valid for a period of two years. Elderberry plants with no stems
measuring 1.0 inch or greater in diameter at ground level are unlikely to be
habitat for the beetle because of their small size and/or immaturity.
Therefore, no minimization measures are required for removal of
elderberry plants with all stems measuring 1.0 inch or less in diameter at
ground level.
4.3-4 (c)
For shrubs with stems measuring 1.0 inch or greater, the applicant shall
ensure that elderberry shrubs within 100 feet of ground disturbing activities
be protected and/or compensated for (if affected by construction activities)
in accordance with the “U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services’ (USFWS)
Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle and the
Programmatic Formal Consultation Permitting Projects with Relatively
Small Effects on the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Within the
Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field Office.”

4.3-6: Projects developed under the
proposed CCSP could result in impacts to
special-status bat species.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

4.3-6
If a project would result in the removal of large, mature trees within the
riparian areas along the Sacramento or American rivers as shown on
Figure 4.3-1 of the EIR or the removal of an unsealed, open to the
elements, vacant building, and construction activities commence on the
project site during the breeding season of special-status bat species (May
1 to August 31), then a field survey shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist to determine whether active roosts are present on site or within
100 feet of the project boundaries prior to the commencement of
construction activities. Field surveys shall be conducted early in the
breeding season before any construction activities begin, when bats are
establishing maternity roosts but before pregnant females give birth (April
through early May). If no roosting bats are found, then no further mitigation
is required.

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Project applicant

Prior to site plan and design review
for individual projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)

Retain a qualified biologist who shall conduct
preconstruction surveys for elderberry shrubs.

Project applicant

Prior to ground disturbance such as
grading and excavation activities

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Protect shrubs within 100 feet of construction
activities; compensate for removed shrubs.

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of building permit

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department and
USFWS

Protect shrubs within 100 feet of construction
activities; compensate for removed shrubs.

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of building permit

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department and
USFWS

Retain a qualified biologist to conduct
preconstruction surveys and prepare a report;
provide the report to the City of Sacramento
Community Development Department.

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of grading permit or
tree removal permit; provide buffer
through completion of construction or
abandonment of the roosts

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Provide buffer around bat maternity roosts, if
applicable.
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

If roosting bats are found, then disturbance of the maternity roosts shall be
avoided by halting construction until the end of the breeding season.
Alternatively, a qualified bat biologist may exclude the roosting bats in
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, thereby
allowing construction to continue after successful exclusion activities.
If the biologist determines that bats could potentially inhabit a building
planned for demolition or alteration, and a nighttime survey is necessary,
then the biologist may return for an emergence survey.
4.3-8: Projects developed pursuant to the
CCSP could result in net reduction of
sensitive habitats including protected
wetland habitat as defined in Section 404
of the Clean Water Act, riparian
vegetation, and state jurisdictional
waters/wetlands.

4.3-8(a)

Prepare a wetland and riparian mitigation plan.

Project applicant

Concurrent with 404 permit process
and Streambed Alteration Agreement
process

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department, USACE,
and CDFW

Install protective fencing.

Project applicant

Prior to and during construction on
individual applicable development
sites

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department, USACE,
and CDFW

Implement erosion control measures including
adding measures to construction plans.

Project applicant

During construction activities in-water
and adjacent to the Sacramento
River

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department, USACE,
and CDFW

Conduct tree removal activities in accordance with
City tree protection ordinance.

Project applicant

During site plan and design review
and in compliance with tree
protection ordinance requirements

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a), 4.3-2(b), and 4.32(c).

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a),
4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c).

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a),
4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c).

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a),
4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c).

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a),
4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c).

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a),
4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c).

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a),
4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-6

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-6

For projects proposed in areas that contain aquatic habitat which may
support wetlands and other waters of the U.S., riparian vegetation, and
state jurisdictional waters/wetlands (i.e., riparian or riverine areas
associated with the Sacramento and American rivers as shown on Figure
4.3-1 in the EIR), the applicant shall conduct a formal aquatic resources
delineation within those project sites. The aquatic resources delineation
shall be submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for verification. If
jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S., riparian vegetation,
and state jurisdictional waters/wetlands are not present, no further action is
required.
4.3-8 (b)
If jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S., riparian vegetation,
and state jurisdictional waters/wetlands are present, the applicant shall
avoid them if feasible. The applicant shall minimize disturbances and
construction footprints near avoided wetlands and other waters of the U.S.,
riparian vegetation, and state jurisdictional waters/wetlands to the extent
feasible.
4.3-8 (c)
If avoidance of wetlands and other waters of the U.S., riparian vegetation,
and state jurisdictional waters/wetlands are not feasible, then the applicant
shall demonstrate that there is no net loss of wetlands and other waters of
the U.S., riparian vegetation, and state jurisdictional waters/wetlands
through compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 404 requirements.

4.3-10: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP could result in removal of protected
street trees and conflict with local policies
protecting trees.

4.3-10

4.3-11: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, would contribute
to the cumulative harm to, or loss of
nesting habitat, for nesting habitat for
special-status bird species and other
sensitive and/or protected bird species.

4.3-11

4.3-13: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, would contribute
to the cumulative loss of habitat for the
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.

4.3-13
Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-2(a), 4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c).

See Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a), 4.3-2(b), and 4.32(c).

4.3-14: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, would contribute
to the cumulative loss of habitat, or
impacts to bat species.

4.3-14

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-6.
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For any project within the CCSP area that would remove protected trees as
defined by City Code 12.56, the applicant shall submit a tree removal
permit application for the removal of protected trees and comply with all
conditions of any issued permit.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-2(a), 4.3-2(b), and 4.3-2(c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-6

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-6
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

4.3-15: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, would contribute
to the cumulative loss of sensitive habitats
including protected wetland habitat as
defined in Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act, riparian vegetation, and state
jurisdictional waters/wetlands.

4.3-15
Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-8(a), 4.3-8(b), and 4.3-8(c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8(a), 4.3-8(b), and 4.38(c).

4.3-16: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, would contribute
to the cumulative loss of locally protected
trees.

4.3-16

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8.

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8(a), 4.3-8(b),
and 4.3-8(c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8

Timing

Monitoring Party

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8(a),
4.3-8(b), and 4.3-8(c).

Implement Mitigation Measure
4.3-8(a), 4.3-8(b), and 4.3-8(c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8

See Mitigation Measure 4.3-8

Prior to ground disturbance such as
grading and excavation activities for
individual applicable development
projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-8

4.4 Cultural Resources
4.4-1: New construction in the proposed
CCSP area could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource, including human
remains.

4.4-1(a)
Unanticipated Discovery Protocol for Archaeological Resources and
Human Remains

Project applicant

If prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources are encountered
during any stage of construction for any project in the CCSP area, all
ground disturbing activities shall halt within the project property up to 100
feet from the location of the discovery and the City shall be notified.
Prehistoric archaeological materials include, for example, obsidian and
chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) or
toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (midden) containing heataffected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone milling equipment
(e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone
tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones. Any tribal cultural
resources discovered during project work shall be immediately disclosed to
the City and treated in consultation with the Native American monitor on
site, if applicable, or with Native American representatives, with the goal of
preserving in place with proper treatment. Historic-period materials may
include stone, concrete, or adobe footings and walls; filled wells or privies;
and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. A qualified
archaeologist, defined as one meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for Archeology, shall inspect the
findings within 24 hours of discovery. If the City determines that an
archaeological resource qualifies as a historical resource, unique
archaeological resource, or tribal cultural resource (as defined pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines) and that the project has potential to damage or destroy
the resource, the following shall be implemented:
1)

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
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Retain a qualified archaeologist to prepare and
implement an Archaeological Testing Plan (ATP).

the resource has an association with Native Americans, the City shall
consult with appropriate Native American Tribal Representatives and a
qualified archaeologist to determine the appropriate mitigation. If
preservation in place is feasible, this may be accomplished through
one of the following means: (1) modifying the construction plan to
avoid the resource; (2) incorporating the resource within open space;
(3) capping and covering the resource before building appropriate
facilities on the resource site; or (4) deeding resource site into a
permanent conservation easement. Consultation between the City,
Native American Tribal Representatives, and a qualified archaeologist
may result in alternative means of preservation for archaeological
resources and/or tribal cultural resources associated with Native
Americans.
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

2)

the resource does not have an association with Native Americans,
mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with PRC Section
21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. Consistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), mitigation shall be
accomplished through either preservation in place or, if preservation in
place is not feasible, data recovery through excavation. If preservation
in place is feasible, this may be accomplished through one of the
following means: (1) modifying the construction plan to avoid the
resource; (2) incorporating the resource within open space; (3) capping
and covering the resource before building appropriate facilities on the
resource site; or (4) deeding resource site into a permanent
conservation easement. If avoidance or preservation in place is not
feasible, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare and implement a
detailed treatment plan to recover the scientifically consequential
information from and about the resource, which shall be reviewed and
approved by the City prior to any excavation at the resource site.
Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the applicable
requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources
would consist of (but would not be not limited to) sample excavation,
artifact collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the
aim to target the recovery of important scientific data contained in the
portion(s) of the significant resource to be impacted by the Project. The
treatment plan shall include provisions for analysis of data in a regional
context, reporting of results within a timely manner, curation of artifacts
and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local
and state repositories, libraries, and interested professionals.

Prepare an Archaeological Mitigation Plan, if
necessary.

3)

the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains during
project implementation, project construction activities within 100 feet of
the find shall cease until the Sacramento County Coroner has been
contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is
required. The City shall comply with requirements identified by the
NAHC for the appropriate means of treating the human remains and
any associated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5[d]).

4.4-1(b)
Identification of Sensitive Areas
The City, based on input from Native American consultation, shall prepare
a map of the CCSP area identifying previously recorded archaeological
resources and potential locations of tribal cultural resources—these areas
to be collectively known as “sensitive areas”—for use by the City,
applicant, archaeologist and Native American monitor. The map shall be
subject to California law regarding confidentiality of such materials.
4.4-1(c)
Worker Training and Archaeological Monitoring of Project GroundDisturbing Activities in Sensitive Areas
The provisions of this mitigation measure shall not be required for projects
in sensitive areas that consist of: 1) replacement of existing facilities (road
signs, sidewalks, pipes, etc.) where ground disturbance would occur
principally in previously disturbed sediment, or 2) minor levels of ground
disturbance (e.g., to no more than 18 inches below surface). For all other
projects in the CCSP area that are within sensitive areas:
1.
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Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Project applicant

Prior to ground disturbance such as
grading and excavation activities for
individual applicable development
projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Cease work and notify the County Coroner. Follow
protocol for further notification including to the
NAHC, if applicable. Contact the Native American
Heritage Commission to identify the Most Likely
Descendant, if applicable.

Project applicant

During ground-disturbing activities for
individual applicable development
projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Retain a qualified archaeologist to prepare and
implement an Archaeological Monitoring Plan for the
area within the footprint of the northern levee
embankment.

Project applicant

Prepare plan prior to grounddisturbing activities (grading or
excavation) that are anticipated to
extend below the level of North B
Street; implement plan during
ground-disturbing activities

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Cease work if a discovery is made. Conduct field
investigation. Recover data and record resources on
appropriate DPR forms, as appropriate. If find is
Native American in origin, follow actions outlined in
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a).

Project applicant

During ground-disturbing activities for
individual applicable development
projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Construction worker cultural resources awareness training shall be
conducted for construction personnel involved with excavation
activities where ground disturbance would be greater than 18 inches
below the ground surface. The training shall consist of a
preconstruction training session conducted by or under the supervision
of a qualified archaeologist, defined as one meeting the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Archeology,
and shall be held for all construction personnel and staff involved with
excavation activities. The training may be delivered to applicable
construction personnel via an electronic format (DVD or video file, for
example).
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Training content will cover procedures to be followed and appropriate
conduct to be adhered to if archaeological materials, including tribal
cultural resources, are encountered during the project work. Training
will include:
a) Purpose of archaeological monitoring;
b) Identifying archaeological resources; and
c) Maintaining proper discovery protocols during construction.
2.

Excavation work within the areas identified as sensitive areas shall be
undertaken in a manner that is responsive to the potential for
discovery of resources. The applicant, archaeologist, and tribal
monitor shall coordinate in implementing construction techniques. In
the event of dispute, the City’s Director of Community Development
shall be consulted and shall determine the appropriate procedures at
the site.

3.

An archaeologist meeting, or supervised by an archaeologist meeting,
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for
Archeology, shall monitor all project ground-disturbing activities within
the sensitive areas agreed upon by the City and Native American
Tribal Representatives. Information regarding the location of ground
disturbing activities and any resource finds shall be kept on file at the
City. Such monitoring and reporting shall be conducted at the
applicant’s expense.

4.

A Native American monitor shall be employed at the applicant’s
expense to conduct monitoring of project construction activities for
sensitive areas. The conduct and work of any Native American monitor
shall be consistent with the California Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) Guidelines for Native American Monitors/
Consultants.

5.

Potential tribal cultural resources discovered during project work shall
be treated in consultation with the Native American monitor on site.

6.

If discovery is made of items of potential archaeological resources,
including tribal cultural resources, the procedures set forth in Mitigation
Measure 4.4-1(a) shall be followed.

4.4-2: New construction in the CCSP area
could cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource.

4.4-2(a)

4.4-4: New construction in the proposed
CCSP area, in combination with other
cumulative development, could contribute
to the cumulative loss or alteration of
archaeological resources, including
human remains.

4.4-4

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) through (c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) through
(c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a)
through (c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a)
through (c).

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) through (c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) through
(c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a)
through (c).

See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a)
through (c).

During the entitlement process, prior
to ground-disturbing activities
(grading or excavation)

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) through (c).

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(a) through (c).

4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
4.8-1: Development pursuant to the
proposed CCSP could expose people to
contaminated soil during construction
activities.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
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4.8-1
If a development site is listed in the Phase I ESA Overview Study as being
of moderate or high potential to have a Recognized Environmental
Condition (REC), the applicant shall conduct a site specific Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment during the entitlement process in general
accordance with the current version of ASTM 1527 Standard Practice for
Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Process prior to construction and shall comply with the recommendations
in the report. Recommendations may include guidance on mitigating
hazards from encountering contaminated groundwater, including measures
related to disturbance of existing treatment systems, drilling, groundwater
extraction, or vapor intrusion.

Implement a site specific Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment during the entitlement process prior to
construction.
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

See Mitigation Measure 4.8-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.8-1.

This requirement does not apply to projects in which excavation would
extend no deeper than 18 inches, including projects that are limited to
installation of a fence, deck, single-family residence, garage or addition to
an existing residence (e.g., room addition), shallow landscaping with or
without irrigation lines, or other minor site improvements, or replacement of
existing facilities (road signs, sidewalks, pipes, etc.) where ground
disturbance would occur principally in previously disturbed sediment.
4.8-7: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, could contribute
to cumulative impacts by exposing people
to contaminated soil during construction
activities.

4.8-7

See Mitigation Measure 4.8-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.8-1.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-1.

4.10 Noise and Vibration
4.10-1: Construction of development
allowed under the proposed CCSP could
generate noise that would conflict with
City standards or result in substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels.

4.10-2: Operations of development
allowed under the proposed CCSP could
result in a substantial permanent increase
in ambient exterior noise levels.

4.10-4: Construction of buildings pursuant
to the proposed CCSP could expose
existing and/or planned buildings, and
persons within, to vibration that could
disturb people or damage buildings.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
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4.10-1
For all projects in the CCSP area that require a building permit, the City
shall require that the contractor implement the following measures during
all phases of construction:
a)

All heavy construction equipment and all stationary noise sources
(such as diesel generators) shall have manufacturer-installed mufflers.

b)

Auger displacement shall be used for installation of foundation piles, if
feasible. If impact pile driving is required, sonic pile drivers shall be
used, unless engineering studies are submitted to the City that show
this is not feasible, based on geotechnical considerations.

4.10-2
For development of new commercial or mixed-use buildings within the
CCSP area, the applicant shall demonstrate that noise levels from HVAC
and/or loading docks would not exceed the stationary noise standards
established in the City’s Code. To demonstrate that a proposed
development will meet the City’s stationary noise standards, the developer
must implement the following measures:
a)

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall submit
engineering and acoustical specification for project mechanical HVAC
equipment and the proposed locations of onsite loading docks to the
Planning Director demonstrating that the HVAC equipment and
loading dock design (types, location, enclosure, specification) will
control noise from the equipment to at least 10 dB below existing
ambient levels at nearby residential and other noise-sensitive land
uses.

b)

Noise-generating stationary equipment associated with proposed
commercial and/or office uses, including portable generators,
compressors, and compactors shall be enclosed or acoustically
shielded to reduce noise-related impacts to noise-sensitive residential
uses.

4.10-4(a)

Implement the requirement for manufacturerinstalled mufflers to be on all to all heavy equipment
or stationary noise sources.

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of demolition or
grading permit; include measures on
construction drawings

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Implement auger displacement or sonic pile driver
requirements.

Project applicant

Include measures on construction
drawings

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Submit engineering and acoustical specification for
project mechanical HVAC equipment and the
proposed locations of onsite loading docks.

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of building permits

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Enclose or shield noise-generating equipment.

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of demolition or
grading permit; include measures on
construction drawings

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Timing

Monitoring Party

4.10-4(b)

Prepare and submit a Vibration Reduction Plan.
Implement vibration avoidance, minimization, and
monitoring requirements within the Vibration
Reduction Plan.

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of a building permit
for individual applicable development
projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Limit vibration during construction.

Project applicant

Prior to issuance of a building permit
for individual applicable development
projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Prepare crack monitoring plan for existing historic
buildings located within 47 feet of construction
activities. Project applicant shall provide City with
regular reporting.

Project applicant

1. The applicant or construction contractor shall install crack
gauges on proximate historic structures.

Prior to issuance of a building permit
for individual applicable development
projects

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

During building construction:

Monitor crack gauges during construction.

Project applicant

During construction activities within
47 feet of a historic building

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

2. The construction contractor shall collect vibration data from
receptors and report vibration levels to the City Chief Building
Official on a monthly basis. The reports shall include
annotations regarding project activities as necessary to explain
changes in vibration levels, along with proposed corrective
actions to avoid vibration levels approaching or exceeding the
established threshold.

Collect and report vibration data to City Chief
Building Official.

Project applicant

During construction activities within
47 feet of a historic building

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

3. If vibration levels exceed the threshold and monitoring or
inspection indicates that the project is damaging the historic
structure, additional protection or stabilization shall be
implemented. If necessary and with approval by the City Chief
Building Official, the construction contractor shall install
temporary shoring or stabilization to help avoid permanent
impacts. Stabilization may involve structural reinforcement or
corrections for deterioration that would minimize or avoid
potential structural failures or avoid accelerating damage to the
historic structure. Stabilization shall be conducted following the
Secretary of Interior Standards Treatment of Preservation. This
treatment shall ensure retention of the historical resource’s
character-defining features. Stabilization may temporarily
impair the historic integrity of the building's design, material, or
setting, and as such, the stabilization must be conducted in a
manner that will not permanently impair a building's ability to
convey its significance. Measures to shore or stabilize the
building shall be installed in a manner that avoids damage to
the historic integrity of the building, including integrity of material.

Provide additional protection or stabilization of
historic structures, as needed.

Project applicant

During construction activities within
47 feet of a historic building

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

For all projects in the CCSP area that require the use of graders or impact
pile drivers:

Implementing Party

Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or building permit, the
applicant shall develop and submit a Vibration Reduction Plan to the City
Chief Building Official for approval. The Plan shall include measures that
will reduce vibration at surrounding buildings to less than 80 VdB and
83 VdB where people sleep and work, respectively, and less than
0.25 PPV for historic buildings. Measures and controls shall be identified
based on project-specific final design plans, and may include, but are not
limited to, some or all of the following:
1)

Inclusion of buffers and selection of equipment to minimize vibration
impacts during construction at nearby receptors in order to meet the
specified standards.

2)

Implementation of a vibration, crack, and line and grade monitoring
program at existing Nationally registered, State listed, and locally
recognized historic buildings located within 47 feet of construction
activities. The following elements shall be included in this program:
i.

ii.

Prior to start of construction:

1. The construction contractor shall regularly inspect and
photograph crack gauges, maintaining records of these
inspections to be included in post-construction reporting.
Gauges shall be inspected every two weeks, or more
frequently during periods of active project actions in close
proximity to crack gauges.
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TABLE 4-1
SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure
iii. Post-construction
1. At the conclusion of vibration generating construction activities,
the applicant shall submit a crack and vibration monitoring
report to the City Chief Building Official. The report shall
include: a narrative summary of the monitoring activities and
their findings; photographs illustrating the post-construction
state of cracks and material conditions that were presented in
the pre-construction assessment report; annotated analysis of
vibration data related to project activities; a summary of
measures undertaken to avoid vibration impacts; a postconstruction line and grade survey; and photographs of other
relevant conditions showing the impact, or lack of impact, of
project activities. The photographs shall be of sufficient detail
to illustrate damage, if any, caused by the project and/or show
how the project did not cause physical damage to the historic
and non-historic buildings.
2. The applicant shall be responsible for repairs from damage to
historic and non-historic buildings if damage is caused by
vibration or movement during the demolition and/or
construction activities. Repairs may be necessary to address,
for example, cracks that expanded as a result of the project,
physical damage visible in post-construction assessment, or
holes or connection points that were needed for shoring or
stabilization. Repairs shall be limited to project impacts and do
not apply to general rehabilitation or restoration activities of the
buildings. If necessary for historic structures, repairs shall be
conducted in compliance with the Secretary of Interior
Standards Treatment of Preservation. The applicant shall
provide a work plan for the repairs and a completion report to
ensure compliance with the SOI Standards to the City Chief
Building Official and City Preservation Director for review and
comment.

4.10-5: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP would result in exposure of people
to cumulative increases in construction
noise levels.

4.10-5

4.10-6: Operations of development
allowed under the proposed CCSP would
contribute to cumulative increases in
ambient exterior noise levels.

4.10-6

4.10-8: Construction of buildings pursuant
to the proposed CCSP would contribute to
cumulative construction that could expose
existing and/or planned buildings, and
persons within, to significant vibration.

4.10-8

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Prepare crack monitoring and vibration monitoring
final report to the City. Include post-construction
photographs of cracks, as applicable.

Project applicant

Upon completion of construction
activities within 47 feet of a historic
building

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

Make repairs to damages historic and non-historic
buildings caused by project construction, as
applicable.

Project applicant

Upon completion of construction
activities within 47 feet of a historic
building

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.102.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-2.

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-4(a)
and (b).

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-4(a) and
(b).

Prior to filing of final map

City of Sacramento Community
Development Department

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-1.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-2.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-2.

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-2.

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-4(a) and (b).

See Mitigation Measure 4.10-4(a) and (b).

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-4(a) and (b).

4.11 Public Services
4.11-8: The proposed CCSP could result
in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered parks or recreation
facilities or the need for new or physically
altered parks or recreation facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order
to maintain acceptable performance
objectives for parks and recreation
services.

Central City Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report
City of Sacramento

4.11-8
Projects within the CCSP area shall comply with the City’s Quimby and
Park Impact Fees (PIF) ordinances.

Pay City in lieu park dedication fees (Quimby), or
Park Impact Fees.
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SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY SPECIFIC PLAN, MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

Action(s)

Implementing Party

4.11-9: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, would contribute
to cumulative increases in the physical
deterioration of existing CCSP area parks,
requiring additional parks to be provided.

4.11-9

See Mitigation Measure 4.11-8.

Timing

Monitoring Party

See Mitigation Measure 4.11-8.

See Mitigation Measure 4.11-8.

See Mitigation Measure 4.11-8.

Project applicant

Prior to the issuance of building
permits

See Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(a)(ii).

See Mitigation Measure 4.12-3

See Mitigation Measure 4.12-3

See Mitigation Measure 4.12-3

To be determined by the City based
on citywide water demand and supply

City of Sacramento Public Works
Department

See Mitigation Measure 4.13-1

See Mitigation Measure 4.13-1

To be determined by the City based
on citywide water demand and supply

City of Sacramento Public Works
Department

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.11-8.

4.12 Transportation
4.12-3: The proposed CCSP could worsen
freeway operations.

4.12-3
Freeway Subregional Corridor Mitigation Program (SCMP).

Implement payment to the I-5 Freeway Subregional
Corridor Mitigation Program (SCMP).

Each project developed pursuant to the CCSP, and subject to mitigation
measures of the CCSP EIR, that generates more than 100 vehicular AM or
PM peak hour trips that are directed toward the highway system shall:
•

Remit monetary payment to the I-5 Freeway Subregional Corridor
Mitigation Program (SCMP). This remittance shall be completed prior
to the issuance of building permits.

OR
•

Negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement with Caltrans and the City.

Projects in the CCSP area that would be exempt from the implementation
of this measure include projects not subject to CEQA (Public Resources
Code (PRC) §21080(b)), projects that are categorically exempt from CEQA
or projects eligible for statutory streamlining including but not limited to
qualified housing projects (PRC §§21159.21 and 21159.24), affordable
low-income housing projects (PRC §21159.23), and qualifying infill
developments (PRC §21094.5 and State CEQA Guidelines §15332), as
well as projects that are not required to address specific or cumulative
impact from cars and light-duty truck trips generated by the project on the
regional transportation network (PRC §21159.28).
4.12-10: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, could contribute
to cumulative impacts to freeway
operations.

4.12-10

See Mitigation Measure 4.12-3

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-3.

4.13 Utilities
4.13-1: The proposed CCSP would
discharge additional flows to the City’s
sewer and drainage systems, which could
exceed existing infrastructure capacity.

4.13-1
The City shall manage wastewater from the CCSP such that it shall not
exceed existing CSS capacity by implementing the following methods:
a)

Project applicants within the CCSP area shall pay the established CSS
mitigation fee.

b)

For projects within the CCSP area that require localized upsizing of
existing CSS infrastructure for service, applicants shall pay their fair
share for improvements to upsize or upgrade the CSS infrastructure.
A separate cost sharing agreement may be executed between
applicants and the City for this option.

4.13-3: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, would contribute
to cumulative increases in demand for
wastewater and stormwater facilities.

4.13-3

4.13-7: Implementation of the proposed
CCSP, in combination with other
cumulative development, would contribute
to cumulative increases in demand for
water supply.

4.13-7
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Pay the established CSS mitigation fee and pay
share for improvements to upsize or upgrade the
CSS infrastructure. A separate cost sharing
agreement may be executed.

See Mitigation Measure 4.13-1

City of Sacramento and Project Applicant

See Mitigation Measure 4.13-1

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.13-1.

To ensure that sufficient capacity would be available to meet cumulative
demands, the City shall implement, to the extent needed in order to secure
sufficient supply, one or a combination of the following:
a)

Maximize Water Conservation

b)

Implement New Water Diversion and/or Treatment Infrastructure

c)

Implement Additional Groundwater Pumping

Implement, to the extent needed in order to secure
sufficient water supply, one or a combination of the
actions listed in Mitigation Measure 4.13-7.
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