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INTRODUCTION, LIST OF COMMENTERS,
AND PROJECT REVISIONS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) contains a listing of the public and agency
comments received during the public review period of the Curtis Park Village Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR). This document has been prepared by the City of Sacramento, as lead agency,
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15132. Chapter 1of the FEIR discusses the background of the DEIR, the organization of the
FEIR, and lists the comment letters received shows the revisions to the text of the DEIR. This
chapter also includes a description of the revisions to the project subsequent to the DEIR.

1.1 BACKGROUND

The Curtis Park Village DEIR contains the following environmental analysis chapters:

Land Use;

Aesthetics;

Transportation and Circulation;
Air Quality;

Noise and Vibration;

Biological Resources;

Cultural Resources;

Geology and Soils;

Public Health and Hazards;
Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage;
Population and Housing;

Public Services and Utilities; and
Parks and Recreation.

The City of Sacramento used the following methods to solicit public input on the DEIR: a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR was released for a 30-day review on August 4, 2004; a revised
NOP was released for a 30-day review on May 12, 2008, due to changes in the project description; a
second revised NOP was released on November 13, 2008, due to additional project description
changes; and the DEIR was distributed for an extended 75-day comment period from April 1 to June
15, 2009. In addition, a scoping meeting was held on August 18, 2004 and a public hearing was held
on May 28, 2009 for further discussion and comments regarding the DEIR. The DEIR was
distributed to applicable public agencies, responsible agencies, and interested individuals. Copies of
the document were made available at the public counter of the Community Development
Department, located at 300 Richards Boulevard, Sacramento, California.

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 201710

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE FEIR

The FEIR is organized into the following chapters:

1. Introduction, List of Commenters, and Project Revisions

Chapter 1 provides an introduction and overview of the document, describing the background and
organization of the FEIR. Chapter 1 also provides a list of commenters who submitted letters in
response to the DEIR and a list of project revisions by the applicant in response to comments.

2. Revisions to the DEIR Text

Chapter 2 is intended to summarize changes made to the DEIR text either in response to comment
letters or minor staff edits that do not change the intent or content of the analysis or effectiveness of
mitigation measures.

3. Responses to Comments

Chapter 3 presents all of the comment letters received and responses to each comment. Each
comment letter received has been numbered at the top and then bracketed to indicate how the letter
has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a number with the letter number
appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, the first comment in Letter 1 would
have the following format: 1-1.

4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

The Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) in Chapter 4 includes a description of the requirements of
CEQA. The intent of the MMP is to prescribe and enforce the proper and successful
implementation of the mitigation measures as identified within the EIR for the Curtis Park Village
project.

1.3 LisT oF COMMENTERS

The City of Sacramento received 30 comment letters during the open comment period on the
DEIR for the proposed project. In addition, the City received two comment letters after close of
the DEIR comment period. A copy of each letter is provided in Section 3.1 and 3.2 of this FEIR.
In addition, a public hearing was held regarding the proposed project. A copy of the verbal
comments that were made at the public hearing is included in Section 3.3 of this FEIR. The
comment letters were authored by the following representatives of local agencies and groups, as
well as other interested parties:

Agencies
Letter1l ....ccccovnnee. Elizabeth Obon, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
Letter 2 ..o Traci Canfield, Sacramento Regional Transit District
Letter 3 ... Joseph James Hurley, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD
Letter 4 .....oeeeeiiiine Guenther Moskat, Department of Toxic Substance Control
Letter 30 ....cccoeovvvrcvirines Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS
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Groups
LEtEr 5 .o Sierra Curtis Neighborhood Association
Letter 6 ...oooveeeereeseee e, Jordan Lang, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
=] 1 S A Paul Menard, Molly White, Jason Gray, ECOS
Letter 8 ...ovveeeveeeeseeee e Jon Jensen, Land Park Community Association
Letter9....ccccvvneee. Caroline Peck, Coordinator, Safely Along Freeport for Everyone
Individuals
LEtter 10 ..o Sally Lyn Zeff, AICP, Resident
Letter 11 ... Bob and Carolyn Ralston, Residents
=] 1 12 Judy Stokes, Resident
I =] Sharon Hansen, Resident
LEHEr 14 ..o James O. Moses, Resident
LEIEr 15 ..o Beverly Fretz-Brown, Resident
=] TR John Matthews, Resident
I =] R Linda A. Bell, Resident
Letter 18 .....ccccevvvvevenene. Concerned Residents of 10" Avenue and Surrounding Streets
LEIEr 19 ... Kitty Wilson, Resident
=] (T 2O Lynn A. Franks, Resident
I =] 0 SRS Andrea Rosen, Resident
Letter 22 ... Cecilia and William Arzbaecher, Residents
Letter 23 ... Don Fields and Mark Martin, Residents
=] (] 2 Dorene Connelly, Resident
LEHEr 25 ..o Earl Withycombe, P.E., Resident
LEHEI 26 ... Scott Johnson, Resident
LELLEE 27 ..o Teresa Montijo, Resident
=] (] 2 T William W. Westerfield, Resident
(I =] 2 S Renner Johnston, Resident

Late Comment Letters

Letter 31 ..o, Keith G. Wagner, Sacramento Audubon Society
LEHEI 32 ..o Alyssa Begley, Caltrans

Verbal Comments Regarding the Curtis Park Village Project

COmMMENE L....oooiieieer e Earl Withycombe, Resident
COMMEBNL 2. et e e e e e e e e e e e s s eneeeeeeanees Andrea Rosen, Resident

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 201710

1.4 PROJECT REVISIONS

Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR (DEIR) for this project, the project applicant applied for
Proposition 1C funds for the project. The grants, provided by the California Department of Housing
and Community Development, help fund affordable housing and transit oriented development and
are a result of the Proposition 1C Housing Bond Program. The Curtis Park Village project applicant
proposed an additional 10 senior housing units (90 versus 80 proposed in the DEIR) and increased
the amount of multi-family from 212 to 247 dwelling units , in order to conform more closely to the
type of projects that can be approved for the grant funding.

In December 2009, the applicant also revised the project in response to public comments received on
the Draft EIR. These revisions included removing the traffic roundabout, to allow for a grid-type
street layout, decreasing the amount of proposed commercial square footage, and relocating the
senior housing units away from the eastern boundary of the project site.

In response to the December 2009 submittal and public comments made on the DEIR, the City
requested that the project applicant reduce the number of parcels, and increase the sizes of the
resulting parcels, in the southern portion of the site to allow for the creation of lots and streets that
more easily accommodate the Urban Form Guidelines for the Traditional Center land use
designation in the 2030 General Plan.

In addition to the above revisions, the December 2009 application revision included a General Plan
Amendment for 8.0 acres of the project site from Traditional Neighborhood Low density to
Traditional Neighborhood Medium density.

Brownstone and cottage units would be developed within the redesignated 8.0 acres and serve as a
transition between the existing Curtis Park Village neighborhood and the Traditional Neighborhood
High Density and Traditional Center uses. The project would result in development of 129 single
family residences on 19.5 acres (6.4 dwelling units per acre), 45 brownstone and 15 cottage
residences on 4.4 acres (17.6 dwelling units per acre), 248 multi-family units on 7.1 acres (34.9
dwelling units per acre), and 90-unit senior multi-family housing on 1.4 acres (64.3 dwelling units
per acre), an overall project density of 16.8 units per acre.

The overall project residential density with a General Plan Amendment would be seven units greater
than the maximum allowable density studied in the DEIR.

Figure 1-1, Schematic Plan, illustrates the placement of the proposed project land use designations,
Figure 1-2, General Plan Amendment Exhibit, illustrates the proposed changes to General Plan land
use designations for the site, and Figure 1-3, Rezone Exhibit, illustrates the proposed zoning changes
for the site.

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS
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Figure 1-1
Schematic Plan

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS
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Figure 1-2
General Plan Amendment Exhibit
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT EXHIBIT
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
CITY OF SACRAMENTOD, CALTRORNIA
JANUARY T, 248
HEIEI'I"lIIIII“l.“HLEj " H EIElrI!!IIIlII|lIIII_i.jIlEj= } " m
V L L e T EF
; S | e ] | =S
A o Fo T A T e i T EF &
Bt Shen it B ES 1 o BTt o b Yy ES S S
Existing (enczal Plan Proposcd Genenl Flen
SUMMARY TABLE
DEBGHATION LAND LiaE ENBTHG FROFORED CIFFERENGE.
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Figure 1-3
Rezone Exhibit

REZONE EXHIBIT

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS
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The project revisions also include a modification to the requested rezones as noted in the Draft EIR.
See Table 1-1, below, for the changes in the amount of each project component and the difference in
areas of the various land uses.

Table 1-1
Changes in Proposed Project Subsequent to the Release of the Draft EIR
Changes in Proposed Project Components
Revised Project
Project Description in Description in Final
Project Components the Draft EIR EIR Change
Commercial 265,000 s.f. 259,000 s.f. - 6,000 s.f.
Slnglg Famlly 178 units 189 units + 11 units
Residential
Multi-Family 212 units 248 units + 36 units
Residential
Senior Units 80 units 90 units + 10 units
Changes in Proposed Project Zoning
Revised Project
Project Description in Description in Final
Zoning Category the Draft EIR EIR Change
R1-A (PUD) 335 36.2 + 2.7 acres
R-2B- (PUD) 59 + 5.9 acres
R-4 (PUD) 7.8 - 7.8 acres
R-4A (PUD) 9.3 + 9.3 acres
R-5 (PUD) 17 -1.7 acres
SC (PUD) 21.1 20.3 - 0.8 acres
A-OS (PUD) 7.6 - 7.6 acres
Total 717 717

The revised project includes revisions to the southern portion of the project, including Area 1:
Commercial Area, Area 2: Transition to Existing Neighborhood, and Area 3: Neighborhood
Commercial and Multi-Family Housing Area. The areas, as currently proposed, are described below.

Area 1: Commercial Area

Area 1 is located between Road B (the extension of 10" Avenue into the site) on the north, Road A
on the east, Sutterville Road on the south, and the Union Pacific Railyard on the west. Area 1 would
include the development of approximately 154,000 square feet (decreased from 160,000 square feet)
of neighborhood retail uses and 16,000 square feet of neighborhood serving office uses. Area 1
would provide access to the City's street circulation system via Sutterville Road and the new access
road (Road A) into the site. The proposed Road A and Sutterville Road intersection would include
full turning movements into Curtis Park Village and would be signalized. In addition to Road A,

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS
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circulation to and from Area 1 for service and general vehicles would be facilitated via the existing
Western Pacific Road underpass and connection to the Curtis Park Village project site. On site, this
connection would be designed to provide connectivity to Area 1 for service trucks while keeping the
movement of the trucks out of Curtis Park Village and surrounding established residential
neighborhoods. The location of the commercial uses in Area 1 would provide access for users of the
retail establishments from existing neighborhoods from Sutterville Road without disrupting the new
Curtis Park Village residential areas or the established Curtis Park neighborhood to the east or north
of the project site. Area 1 was designed to enable the retail tenants to serve the surrounding
neighborhoods while keeping pass-thru traffic out of existing residential areas.

Area 2: Transition to the Existing Neighborhood

Area 2 is located on the east side of Road A and near the signalized intersection of Road A and 10"
Avenue. Area 2 would include single-family Brownstone units and an opportunity for a small
neighborhood serving retail commercial building on the southeast corner of the intersection of the
extension of 10" Avenue onto Road A. The Brownstone units in Area 2 would be adjacent to
existing Curtis Park single-family homes and provide a transition to the higher density uses west of
Area 2. Road B is the extension of 10" Avenue into Curtis Park Village and would include vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian connection to the existing Curtis Park neighborhood to the east. Area 2 forms
the eastern edge of the village center and is directly across Road A from the Village Green on the
northeast corner of Area 1. It should be noted that revisions to the project description include
relocation of the senior housing units from Area 2 to Area 3 and reconfiguration the traffic
roundabout to a signalized grid-type intersection.

Area 3: Neighborhood Commercial and Multi-Family Housing Area

Area 3 is located to the north of 10" Avenue, west of Road A, and south of the park area. Proposed
for this area is a two-story building with 38,000 square feet per floor for athletic club and
recreational/entertainment uses, two restaurant pads of 6,500 square feet located at the intersection
of Road A and 10" Avenue, 248 multi-family housing units (increased from 212 units), and a 90 unit
affordable senior housing facility (increased from 80 units). The multi-family housing units would
be divided into two sites, a 40 dwelling unit per acre area located along Road A and a 30 dwelling
unit per acre area facing the proposed park. It should be noted that the senior multi-family units are
relocated to the western portion of the site and adjacent to the proposed multi-family units. The
location of the senior residents would provide access to the commercial, recreational, and transit
amenities on the Curtis Park Village site.

The development of seven units more than previously analyzed in the DEIR would not constitute a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact. See Chapter 3.0, Master Responses,
for detailed discussions regarding the potential impacts related to development of seven additional
units.
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Tree Removal for Remediation

The removal of Heritage trees (total of 19 oaks) was previously approved as part of the remedial
actions associated with the 1995 RAP. The environmental review for the 1995 RAP included the
requirements for preparation of an oak tree replacement plan, permits to be obtained prior to
removal of the trees and that the oaks would be replaced inch for inch. The project applicant
received a permit in 2008 to remove eight of those trees; however, those trees have not yet been
removed. The permit is still in effect.

The 1995 RAP requires the full remediation of all contamination on the project site. Because the
areas of the contamination are much larger than anticipated in the RAP, additional trees (a total of
129) will require removal in order to remediate the site. The required oak tree replacement plan is
currently in preparation by the project applicant. Due to the size and large number of Heritage trees
that must be removed in order for to remediate the site, the City and project applicant are
developing feasible mitigation for the replacement of Heritage trees.

Although the environmental review for the 1995 RAP specified the number and locations of the
oak trees that required removal, given the assumed extents of the contamination at that time, it
acknowledged that implementation of the RAP may necessitate removal or disturbance of certain
oaks. The tree resources assessment for the project site (2008) determined that all of the Heritage
trees on the project site were oaks except for one sycamore tree. Prior to issuance of a tree removal
permit for any trees removed as part of the remediation, in addition to the previously approved 19,
additional environmental review, based on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Final
Remediation Action Plan (1995 RAP), and development of a tree replacement plan would be
required.

The currently proposed update to the RAP would allow different remedies for the disposal of the
contaminated soils. None of these potential remedies would result in the removal of trees. As noted
on page 5.5-16 of the DEIR, the changes in the remedies in the RAP would not result in additional
impacts to biological resources, including Heritage trees, beyond what was anticipated in the
approved RAP. Therefore, impacts to Heritage trees associated with the update of the RAP would
be less than significant, as noted in the DEIR.

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION AND LIST OF COMMENTERS
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REVISIONS TO THE DEIR TEXT

2.0 INTRODUCTION

The Revisions to the DEIR Text chapter presents all of the revisions made to the DEIR in
response to comments received or minor staff initiated edits. It should be noted that the following
revisions do not change the intent or content of the analysis or effectiveness of mitigation
measures presented in the DEIR.

2.1 DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES

New text is double underlined and deleted text is struck-through. Text changes are presented in
the page order in which they appear in the DEIR.

The following are text changes that are applicable to every instance that the phrase or term was
used in the DEIR. These global changes are staff initiated revisions that correct text and do not
change the intent or content of the analyses.

Global Revisions to the DEIR Text

As Appeared in the DEIR

Corrected Text

Example of Corrected Text

Curtis Park Village site master
plans

Curtis Park Village site plans

Page 3-10, first paragraph: The following
narrative and Figure 3-3 provide a
description of the land use areas as identified
on the Curtis Park Village site master plans,
tentative map, and circulation plan.

Curtis Park Village Master
Plan

Curtis Park Village

Page 3-10, 4th paragraph: Located in the
southern most area of the Curtis Park Village
MasterPlan, Area 1 contains 11.9 net acres
allowing  for the development of
approximately 160,000 square feet of retail
uses.

Development Services
Department

Community Development
Department

Page 5.3-12, Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(b):
Prior to the approval of any grading permit,
the project proponent shall submit a dust-
control plan, approved by the SMAQMD, to
the City of Sacramento Community
Development Services-Department.

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Based on changes made within the chapters of the DEIR, Table 2-1, beginning on page 2-1 of the
DEIR, is hereby revised as follows:

CHAPTER 2 — REVISIONS TO THE DEIR TEXT
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
51 Aesthetics
5.1-1 Impacts related to the update of LS None required. N/A
the Remedial Action Plan.
5.1-2 Impacts related to visual LS None required. N/A
inconsistency between proposed
uses and adjacent existing uses.
5.1-3 Impacts related to scenic vistas LS None required. N/A
and visual resources.
5.1-4 Impacts related to light and LS None required. N/A
glare.
5.1-5 Long-term impacts to the visual LS None required. N/A
character of the region from the
proposed project in
combination with existing and
future developments in the
Sacramento area.
5.2 Transportation and Circulation
5.2-1 Impacts to study intersections PS 5.2-1(a) At the Freeport Boulevard / 2™ Avenue LS

under baseline plus project
conditions.

intersection, provide protected left-turn phasing
for the northbound and southbound approaches.
This mitigation measure would reduce the impact
of the Proposed Project and Access Scenarios 2
and 3 to a less than significant level.

5.2-1(b) At the Sutterville Road / Road A intersection,
provide overlap signal phasing to allow the
southbound Road A right turning traffic to proceed

CHAPTER 2 — REVISIONS TO THE DEIR TEXT
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

5.2-1(c)

on a green arrow simultaneously with the
eastbound left turning movement, and prohibit U-
turns for the eastbound left turning movement; and
add a southbound left-right lane to provide one
left-turn lane, one left-right lane, and one right

turn lane, and provide a dedicated right turn lane

for the westbound Sutterville Road approach to the
intersection.  This mitigation measure would

reduce the impact of the Proposed Project and
Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than significant
level.

Modify the southbound approach to the Sutterville
Road / SR99 SB Ramps intersection to provide a
left-turn lane, a combination left-through-right
lane, and a right-turn lane. This change would
consist of adding right-turning movements to the
existing combination left-through lane and allow
that movement to occur under signal control. This
mitigation measure is required at five percent of
development based on trip generation. The design
of the mitigation is subject to the approval of the
City Transportation Department and Caltrans.
This mitigation measure would reduce the impact
of the Proposed Project and all access scenarios to
a less than significant level during the p.m. and
Saturday peak hours.
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact

Level of
Significance
Prior to
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
After
Mitigation

5.2-1(d)

At the Road A / Area 3 intersection, provide
separate right-turn and left-turn lanes on the
eastbound approach. This mitigation measure
would reduce the impact of the Proposed Project
and Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

5.2-2

Impacts to study roadway
segments under baseline plus
project conditions.

PS

5.2-2

The project developer shall work with the Regional
Transit District to provide bus service or provide
private shuttle service from 6:00 to 9:00 a.m. and
from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. between the commercial
areas of the project site and the City College light
rail station. As an alternative, the project developer
shall coordinate with the City to reserve the
required right of way needed to construct a
pedestrian and bicycle bridge to provide access to
the City College Station.

LS

5.2-3

Impacts to freeway ramps
under baseline plus project
conditions.

5.2-3

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(c)
would reduce the traffic queue at the southbound
12" Avenue off-ramp for baseline conditions for the
Proposed Project and all access scenarios.
However, the reduction would not be sufficient to
fully mitigate the project impacts and no other
feasible mitigation measure was identified.
Therefore, the impact shall remain significant and
unavoidable.

SU

5.2-4

Impacts to bicycle system under
baseline plus project conditions.

LS

None required.

N/A
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
5.2-5 Impacts to pedestrian LS None required. N/A
circulation under baseline plus
project conditions.
5.2-6 Impacts to transit system under LS None required. N/A
baseline plus project conditions.
5.2-7  Impacts to on-site traffic PS 5.2-7(a) The design plans for the project shall be consistent LS
circulation and safety under with City standards. Any deviations are subject to
baseline plus project conditions. the approval of the City Department of
Transportation, Traffic Engineering Division. The
horizontal curvatures shall be realigned or design
elements such as “knuckles™ shall be installed in
compliance with City standards.
4" tersectio ',GI the-Road-J-extension/ entela_“ay
|"|”'e“H|e and II.IeuslnaIII F“a* o ysicaty
f-FGm—t—h—e—R—G&d%—e*ten%l-@*#@-ﬁe-l—a—\Mﬂy—- O
5.2-7(eb) The site design shall be modified to reduce the
potential for vehicles leaving parking stalls to back
across pedestrian crosswalks. This change may
require the elimination of some angle parking
spaces.
5.2-8 Impacts to on-site vehicle and LS None required. N/A
bicycle parking capacities.
5.2-9 Impacts during construction. PS 5.2-9(a) Before issuance of grading permits for the project LS

site, the project applicant shall prepare a detailed
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Traffic Management Plan that will be subject to
review and approval by the City Department of
Transportation, Regional Transit, and local
emergency service providers, including the City of
Sacramento fire and police departments. The plan
shall ensure maintenance of acceptable operating
conditions on local roadways and transit routes.
At a minimum, the plan shall include:

e The number of truck trips, time, and day of
street closures;

e Time of day of arrival and departure of
trucks;

e Limitations on the size and type of trucks
and provision of a staging area with a
limitation on the number of trucks that can
be waiting;

e Provision of a truck circulation pattern;

e Provision of a driveway access plan to
maintain safe vehicular, pedestrian, and
bicycle movements (e.g., steel plates,
minimum distances of open trenches, and
private vehicle pick up and drop off
areas);

e Safe and efficient access routes for
emergency vehicles;

e Efficient and convenient transit routes;

e Manual traffic control when necessary;

e Proper advance warning and posted
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signage concerning street closures;

e Provisions for pedestrian safety; and

e Provisions for temporary bus stops, if
necessary.

A copy of the construction traffic management plan
shall be submitted to local emergency response
agencies and these agencies shall be notified at
least 14 days before the commencement of
construction that would partially or fully obstruct
roadways.

5.2-10 Cumulative impacts to study
intersections.

PS

5.2-10(a)

5.2-10(b)

24™ Street / 2nd Avenue — The project applicant
shall pay a fair share contribution to install a
traffic signal at this intersection. This mitigation
measure would reduce the impact of the Proposed
Project and all access scenarios to a less than
significant level.

24th Street / Portola Way — The project applicant
shall pay a fair share contribution to install a

traffic _signal at this intersection. eenvert—the
- -

|||te|seet|enllle_|n alt way-stop ele 'Eﬁ'GI tle tWo ”aR
Way-approaches-to-the-intersection: This mitigation
measure would reduce the impact of the Proposed
Project and all access scenarios to a less than
significant level.

LS
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5.2-10(C)

5.2-10(d)

5.2-10(e)

Sutterville Road / Freeport Boulevard (north) — the
applicant shall pay a fair share contribution to
provide protected-permitted left turn phasing and
install proper signage for southbound Freeport
Boulevard. This mitigation measure would reduce
the impact of the Proposed Project, Access
Scenario 2 and Access Scenario 3 to a less than
significant level.

Sutterville Road / City College Drive — The
applicant shall pay a fair share contribution to
provide overlap signal phasing to allow the
northbound right turn traffic on City College Drive
to proceed on a green arrow simultaneously with
the westbound left turning movement, and prohibit
U-turns for the westbound Sutterville Road
approach to the intersection. This mitigation
measure would reduce the impact of the Proposed
Project and Access Scenario 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

Sutterville Road / Road A — apply Mitigation
Measure 45.2-1(ab) which would provide overlap
signal phasing to allow the southbound Road A
Right turning traffic to proceed on a green arrow
simultaneously with the eastbound left turning
movement, and prohibit U-turns for the eastbound
left turning movement;—and-provide one left-turn
lane, one left-right lane, and one right-turn lane on
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5.2-10(f)

5.2-10(g)

the southbound approach;—Alse; provide a
dedicated right turn lane for the westbound
Sutterville Road approach to the intersection;

provide an actuated exclusive pedestrian phase to
serve pedestrians crossing Sutterville Road; and

optimize signal timing. This mitigation measure
would reduce the impact of the Proposed Project

and Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

Sutterville Road / Curtis Drive West - No feasible
mitigation measure was identified for the
Sutterville Road / Curtis Drive West intersection.
Adding a southbound right turn lane to the
intersection would mitigate the impact but was not
considered to be feasible because of the need for
demolishing several existing buildings to provide
additional right-of-way. The cumulative impact for
the Proposed Project and all access scenarios
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Sutterville Road / Franklin Boulevard —The project
applicant shall pay a fair share contribution to add
an eastbound right-turn lane that would mitigate
the Saturday peak hour impact of the Proposed
Project and Access Scenario 2 and Access
Scenario 3 to a less than significant level. For
a.m. and p.m. peak hour impacts, the cycle length
would increase to 110 seconds. These mitigation
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5.2-10(h)

5.2-10(i)

measures would reduce the impact of the Proposed
Project and Access Scenario 2 and Access
Scenario 3 to a less than significant level.

Sutterville Road / SR 99 Northbound Ramps — The
project applicant shall pay a fair share
contribution to modify signal timing to provide
split phase for all approaches and re-strip the
eastbound lanes to provide one left-turn, one left-
through, and one through lane. This mitigation
measure would reduce the impact of the Proposed
Project and Access Scenario 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

Road A/ Area 1 — The project applicant shall pay a
fair share contribution to modify the signal phasing
to provide overlaps for the eastbound right-turn
movement; provide protected-permitted phasing for
the northbound left-turn movement; prohibit U-turn
movement at this intersection; and increase the
cycle length to 95 seconds. This mitigation
measure would reduce the impact of the Proposed
Project and Access Scenario 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

5.2-11 Cumulative impacts to study
roadway segments.

LS

None required.

N/A

5.2-12 Cumulative impacts to freeway

ramps.

LS

None required.

N/A
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53 Air Quality
5.3-1 Impacts related to the update of PS 5.3-1 Prior to import of clean soil associated with the LS
the Remedial Action Plan. ongoing remediation activities in excess of the
volume anticipated in the existing RAP, contracts
for soil hauling shall specify that all haul trucks
shall be model year 2007 or newer, or be
retrofitted to meet model year 2007 emission
standards, for the review and approval of the
DTSC and the SMAQMD.
5.3-2 Impacts related to exhaust PS 5.3-2(a) The project applicant shall ensure that emissions LS

emissions and fugitive
particulate matter emissions
from project-associated
construction activities.

from all off-road diesel powered equipment used
on the project site do 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 SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of
identification of non-compliant 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 section shall
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5.3-2(b)

supercede other SMAQMD or state rules or
regulations.

Prior to the approval of any grading permit, the
project proponent shall submit a dust-control plan
to the City of Sacramento Development Services
Department. The dust-control plan shall stipulate
grading schedules associated with the project
phase, as well as the dust-control measures to be
implemented. Grading of proposed project phases
shall be scheduled so that the total area of
disturbance would not exceed 15 acres on any
given day. The dust control plan shall be
incorporated into all construction contracts issued
as part of the proposed project development. The
dust-control plan shall, at a minimum, incorporate
the following measures:

o Apply water, chemical
stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative cover
to disturbed areas, including storage piles
that are not being actively used for
construction purposes, as well as any
portions of the construction site that
remain inactive for longer than 3 months;

o Water exposed surfaces sufficient to
control fugitive dust emissions during
demolition, clearing, grading, earth-
moving, or excavation operations. Actively
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disturbed areas should be kept moist at all
times;

e Cover all vehicles hauling dirt, sand, soil
or other loose material or maintain at least
two feet of freeboard in accordance with
the requirements of California Vehicle
Code Section 23114;

e Limit or expeditiously remove the
accumulation of project-generated mud or
dirt from adjacent public streets at least
once every 24 hours when construction
operations are occurring; and

e Limit onsite vehicle speeds on unpaved
surfaces to 15 mph, or less.

5.3-3

Impacts related to a temporary
increase in NOx emissions.

PS

5.3-3(a)

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the
applicant shall submit a SMAQMD-approved plan,
which demonstrates that the heavy-duty (=50
horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used during
construction of the project (including owned,
leased, and subcontracted vehicles) will achieve a
project-wide average of 20 percent NOyx reduction
and 45 percent particulate matter reduction, based
on the most recent CARB fleet average at the time
of construction. In addition, the applicant shall
submit to SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of
all off-road construction equipment (=50
horsepower) that will be used an aggregate of 40
or more hours during any portion of the
construction project. The inventory shall include

LS
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5.3-3(h)

the horsepower rating, engine production year,
and project hours of use or fuel throughput for
each piece of equipment. The inventory shall be
updated and submitted monthly throughout the
duration of the project. Inventory shall not be
required for any 30-day period in which
construction activities do not occur. At least 48
hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-
road equipment, the applicant shall provide
SMAQMD with the anticipated construction
timeline, including the start date and the name and
phone number of the project manager and on-site
foreman.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant
shall provide a construction mitigation fee to the
SMAQMD sufficient to offset project emissions of
NOyx above 85 pounds per day. The amount of the
fee shall be based on updated construction
scheduling and equipment lists, and shall be
calculated using the SMAQMD method of
estimating excess emissions. The current price of
NOy construction offsets calculated by SMAQMD
is $16,000 per ton.

5.3-4

Development of the project
would result in increases in

emission of carbon monoxide.

LS

None required.

N/A

5.3-5

Impacts related to long-term
increases of criteria air

5.3-5(a)

Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the
project applicant shall coordinate with the

SU
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pollutants. SMAQMD and the City of Sacramento

Development Services Department to develop a
project Air Quality Mitigation Plan (AQMP). In
accordance with SMAQMD recommendations, the
AQMP shall achieve a minimum overall reduction
of 15 percent in the project’s anticipated
operational emissions. SMAQMD-recommended
measures and corresponding emissions-reduction
benefits are identified in SMAQMD’s Guidance for
Land Use Emission Reductions, which can be
found in Appendix E of the SMAQMD document.
The AQMP shall be reviewed and endorsed by
SMAQMD staff prior to project implementation.
Available measures to be included in the AQMP
include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Prohibit the installation of wood-burning
fireplaces and stoves;

e Provide onsite bicycle storage and showers
for employees that bike to work sufficient
to meet peak season maximum demand;

e Provide preferential parking (e.g., near
building entrance, sheltered area, etc.) for
carpool and vanpool vehicles;

e Provide transit enhancing infrastructure
that includes: transit shelters, benches,
etc.; street lighting; route signs and
displays; and/or bus turnouts/bulbs;
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Incorporate  onsite  transit  facility
improvements (e.g., pedestrian shelters,
route information, benches, lighting) to
coincide with existing or planned transit
Service;

Incorporate landscaping and sun screens
to reduce energy use. Deciduous trees
should be utilized for building shading to
increase solar heating during the winter
months. Install sun-shading devices (e.g.,
screens) or recessed windows on newly
proposed buildings;

Install efficient lighting and lighting
control systems;

Install energy-efficient heating and cooling
systems, appliances and equipment;

Install light colored *““cool” roofs and
pavements (i.e., high reflectance, high
emittance roof surfaces, or exceptionally
high reflectance and low emittance
surfaces) and strategically placed shade
trees to the extent practical;

Limit hours of operation of outdoor
lighting to the extent practical; and
Provide shade (within 5 years) and/or use
light-colored/high-albedo materials
(reflectance of at least 0.3) and/or open
grid pavement for at least 30 percent of the
site's  non-roof impervious surfaces,
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including parking lots, walkways, plazas,
etc.; or, place a minimum of 50 percent of
parking spaces underground or covered by
structured parking; or, use an open-grid
pavement system (less than 50 percent
impervious) for a minimum of 50 percent
of the parking lot area.
5.3-5(b) Documentation confirming implementation of the
Air Quality Mitigation Plan shall be provided to
the SMAQMD and City prior to issuance of
occupancy permits.
5.3-6 Development of the project LS None required. N/A
could place new sensitive
receptors in proximity of a rail
line, a source of diesel
particulate emissions.
5.3-7 Impacts related to the project’s LS None required. N/A
production of greenhouse gas
emissions.
5.3-8 Cumulative contribution to S 5.3-8 Implement Mitigation Measures 5.3-2(a) and (b) SU
regional air quality conditions. and 5.3-4(a) and (b).
A4 Noise and Vibration
5.4-1 Impacts related to the update of LS None required N/A
the Remedial Action Plan.
5.4-2 Construction noise impacts to PS 5.4-2 Construction activities shall be limited to the hours LS

surrounding existing uses.

set forth below, unless an exception is granted by
the Development Services Department:
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e Monday through Saturday
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
e Sunday
9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
These restricted hours shall be included on all
grading and construction plans submitted for the
review and approval of the Development Services
Department prior to issuance of grading and
construction permits.
5.4-3 Project-related increase in LS None required. N/A
existing traffic noise levels.
5.4-4 Exterior roadway traffic noise LS None required. N/A
impacts on project residences.
5.4-5 Internal roadway traffic noise LS None required. N/A
levels at proposed residences
within the project site.
5.4-6 Railroad related vibration at LS None required. N/A
proposed residences.
5.4-7 Railroad noise levels at exterior PS 5.4-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits, a noise LS

noise spaces of proposed project
residences.

barrier shall be shown on the plans along the
western boundary of the project site, from the
northern boundary of the CPV site to the southern
end of the—Multi-family—parcelany parcel with

residences for the review and approval of the City
Engineer. A barrier 10 feet in height (relative to
nearest outdoor activity elevations) would intercept
line of sight to railroad pass-bys, thereby reducing
future UPRR noise levels to 70 dB Ldn or less at
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the nearest outdoor activity areas proposed
adjacent to the tracks.

Barriers can take the form of earthen berms, solid
walls, or a combination of the two. Appropriate
materials for noise walls include precast concrete
or masonry block. Other materials may be
acceptable provide they have a surface density of
approximately four pounds per square foot.

5.4-8 Railroad noise levels at interior
spaces of proposed residences
on the project site.

PS

5.4-8(a)

5.4-8(b)

Prior to the issuance of building permits, all
residential lots and residential buildings located
within the 70 dB Ldn contour shall include noise
insulation features such as the following:

e Sound-rated windows and doors with STC
rating of 35; and
e Stucco exterior siding.

Prior to sale of any residential lots, statements
shall be included in the title for all properties
within the 65 dB Ldn contour that informs the
buyer of elevated noise levels during train
passages, and that train passages routinely occur
during nighttime hours.

LS

5.4-9  Noise-producing commercial
uses proposed within the
project site.

PS

5.4-9(a)

Unshielded (i.e. unloading activities which are
visible from any residential window) nighttime
truck unloading shall be prohibited within 200 feet
of any residential unit.

LS
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5.4-9(b) Prior to issuance of a building permit, the site
plans shall indicate that a parapet wall shall be
constructed along the edge of the roofs of the
commercial buildings of sufficient height to
intercept line of sight from rooftop mechanical
equipment at the nearest residences to reduce
noise levels at those nearby residences.
5.4-10 Park generated noise at PS 5.4-10 Park activities shall be restricted to daytime hours, LS
residential uses proposed within with exceptions allowed on a case-by-case basis
the project site. subject to the approval of the Director of the Parks
and Recreation.
5.4-11 Project-related increase in LS None required. N/A
cumulative traffic noise levels.
5.4-12 Cumulative exterior roadway LS None required. N/A
traffic noise impacts on project
residences.
5 Biological Resources
5.5-1 Impacts to biological resources LS None required. N/A
related to the update of the
Remedial Action Plan.
5.5-2  Impacts to burrowing owl. LS 5.5-2 Prior to any ground disturbance associated with N/A

grading or construction, the applicant shall initiate
a burrowing owl consultation with the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and shall
implement the following mitigation measures or
equivalents, based on the results of the
consultation.
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The developer shall arrange for burrowing owl
surveys to be performed consistent with the
CDFG’s 1995 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl and
the California Burrowing Owl Consortium’s
(CBOC) Survey Protocol (1997) not less than 30
days prior to ground disturbance for each phase of
project grading. If burrowing owls are not
detected, further mitigation is not necessary.
However, if burrowing owls are detected the
following steps shall be taken:

If site disturbance commences during the nesting
season (between February 1 and August 31) and
burrowing owls are detected, a fenced buffer shall
be erected on the project site by the developer not
less than 250 feet between the nest burrow(s) and
construction activities. The 250-foot buffer shall be
observed and the fence left intact until a qualified
raptor biologist determines that the young are
foraging independently, the nest has failed, or the
owls are not using any burrows within the buffer.

If ground disturbance associated with grading or
construction commences outside of the nesting
season, and burrowing owl(s) are present on-site
or within 160 feet of site disturbance, passive
relocation consistent with the CDFG Staff Report
(1995) and the CBOC Survey Protocol (1997) shall
be performed. At least one or more weeks will be
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necessary to accomplish this and allow the owls to
acclimate to off-site burrows. The pre-construction
surveys shall be repeated if more than 30 days
elapse between the last survey and the start of
construction activities.
5.5-3 Impacts to Swainson’s hawk PS 5.5-3 If site disturbance associated with grading or LS

nesting and foraging habitat.

construction activities is proposed by the developer
during breeding season (February to August), a
pre-construction survey for Swainson’s hawk nests
shall be conducted within 30 days prior to site
disturbance/construction activities by a qualified
biologist in order to identify active nests in the
project site vicinity. The results of the survey shall
be submitted to CDFG and the Development
Services Department. If active nests are not found
during the pre-construction survey, further
mitigation is not required. If active nests are found,
pursuant to consultation with CDFG, a fenced
buffer shall be erected by the developer on the
project site not less than one-quarter mile
(approximately 1,300 feet) around the active nest.
Site disturbance associated with grading or
construction activities that may cause nest
abandonment or forced fledging shall not be
initiated within this buffer zone between March 1
and September 1. Any trees containing nests that
must be removed as a result of project
implementation shall be removed during the non-
breeding season (September to January).
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5.5-4 Impacts to raptors and PS 5.5-4 Prior to any grading or construction activities LS

migratory birds.

during the nesting season (February 1 to August
15), a preconstruction survey shall be conducted by
a qualified wildlife biologist within 15 days of the
start of project-related activities. If nests of
migratory birds are detected on site, or within 75
feet (for migratory passerine birds) or 250 feet (for
birds of prey) of the site, the developer shall
consult with the CDFG to determine the size of a
suitable buffer in which new site grading or
construction disturbance is not permitted until
August 15, or the qualified biologist determines
that the young are foraging independently, or the
nest has been abandoned.

5.5.4(b Prior to any grading or construction activities from

March 15 to May 15 within 100 feet of the
overcrossing of the railroad tracks on Sutterville
Road, adjacent to the project site, a preconstruction
survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
within 15 days of the start of project-related
activities. If active nests are present in the
overcrossing, no construction shall be conducted

within 100 feet of the edge of the purple martin
colony (as demarcated by the active nest hole

closest to the construction activity) at the beginnin

of the purple martin breeding season from March

15 to May 15. The buffer area shall be avoided to
prevent disturbance to the nest(s) until it is _no
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longer active. The size of the buffer area may be
adjusted if a qualified biologist and CEFG
determine it would not be likely to have adverse

effects on the purple martins. No project activity
shall commence within the buffer area until a

ualified biologist confirms that the nest(s) is no
longer active.

5.5-5 Impacts to Heritage Trees. LS None required. N/A

5.5-6  Cumulative loss of biological LS None required. N/A
resources in the City of
Sacramento and the effects of
ongoing urbanization in the

region.

5.6 Cultural Resources

5.6-1(a) In the event that any prehistoric subsurface LS
archeological features or deposits, including
locally darkened soil (“midden”), that could
conceal cultural deposits, animal bone, obsidian
and/or mortars are discovered during -earth-
moving activities, all work within 100 feet of the
resource shall be halted, and the City shall consult
with a qualified archeologist, representatives of the
City and a qualified archeologist shall coordinate
to determine the appropriate course of action. All
significant cultural materials recovered shall be
subject to scientific analysis and professional
museum curation.

5.6-1 Impacts related to the update of PS
the Remedial Action Plan.

CHAPTER 2 — REVISIONS TO THE DEIR TEXT




FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

5.6-1(b)

5.6-1(c)

If a Native American site is discovered, the
evaluation process shall include consultation with
the appropriate Native American representatives.

If a Native American archeologist, ethnographic,
or spiritual resources are discovered, all
identification and treatment shall be conducted by
qualified archeologists, who are certified by the
Society of Professional Archeologists (SOPA)
and/or meet the federal standards as stated in the
Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 61), and
Native American representatives, who are
approved by the local Native American community
as scholars of the cultural traditions.

In the event that no such Native American is
available, persons who represent tribal
governments and/or organizations in the locale in
which resources could be affected shall be
consulted. If historic archeological sites are
involved, all identified treatment is to be carried
out qualified historical archeologists, who shall
meet either Register of Professional Archeologists
(RPA), or 36 CFR 61 requirements.

If a human bone or bone of unknown origin is
found during earth-moving activities, all work shall
stop within 100 feet of the find, and the County
Coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the
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remains are determined to be Native American, the
Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage
Commission, who shall notify the person most
likely believed to be a descendant. The most likely
descendant shall work with the contractor to
develop a program for re-internment of the human
remains and any associated artifacts. No additional
work is to take place within the immediate vicinity
of the find until the identified appropriate actions
have taken place.
5.6-2 Project grading could unearth LS None required. N/A
previously unknown
archaeological resources.
5.6-3 Impacts to the historical LS None required. N/A
character of the Curtis Park
neighborhood and possible
destruction of historic
structures.
5.6-4 Disturbance or destruction of LS None required. N/A
previously unknown
archaeological resources in
combination with other
development in the Sacramento
area.
5.7 Geology and Soils
5.7-1 Impacts related to the update of 5.7-1(a) At least 72 hours prior to the placement of
the Remedial Action Plan. imported fill, the applicant shall have the potential
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

5.7-1(b)

fill inspected by a qualified geotechnical
consultant to ensure that all fill being used for fills
less than five feet below design grade have a
plasticity index of less than or equal to 12, and that
all soils are clean and free of deleterious
materials, organic materials, and shall not contain
particles greater than six inches in size. The results
of the geotechnical analysis shall be submitted to
the City Engineer prior to placement of fill.

Prior to placement of imported fill, the applicant
shall have the excavation surface inspected by a
qualified geotechnical consultant to ensure the
stability of the excavation bottom. Should the site
be found to be unstable or contain loose or
deleterious materials, the applicant shall perform
required mitigation as identified by the
geotechnical consultants and approved by the City
Engineer. Mitigation for unstable fill could
include, but is not limited to the following:

e Restrict fill activities to occur when the
excavation bottom is dry and stable during
warm weather; or

e Require that the placement of geotextile
fabric be placed prior to granular import
fill. The geotextile fabric would be
required to be Mirafi 600X or equivalent.
Granular fill would consist of well-graded
crushed materials, such as Class 2
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
aggregate base of Caltrans Standard
Specifications, but may also consist of
other granular imported materials.
Uniform crushed rock may be used as a
stabilizing layer provided that the crushed
rock is completely wrapped in the
geotextile fabric.
5.8 Public Health and Hazards
5.8-1 Impacts related to the update of LS None required. N/A
the Remedial Action Plan.
5.8-2 Exposure of future residents LS None required. N/A
and construction workers to
contaminated soil.
5.8-3 Exposure of construction LS None required. N/A
workers and future residents to
rail line-associated hazards
(including loss of service) during
construction.
5.8-4 Impacts related to exposure to LS None required. N/A
asbestos and lead-based paint.
5.8-5 Impacts related to inadvertent LS None required. N/A
or accidental releases of
hazardous substances.
5.8-6 Long-term hazards-related LS None required. N/A

impacts from the proposed
project in combination with
existing and future
developments in the
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Sacramento area.
5.9 Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage
5.9-1 Impacts to hydrology, water LS None required. N/A
quality, and drainage related to
the update of the Remedial
Action Plan.
5.9-2 Exposure of people and LS None required. N/A
structures to 100-year flood
event on the project site.
5.9-3 Project impacts to existing LS None required. N/A
drainage facilities.
5.9-4 Construction-related impacts to LS None required. N/A
surface water quality.
5.9-5 Operational water quality LS None required. N/A
degradation associated with
urban runoff from the project
site.
5.9-6 Long-term increases in peak LS None required. N/A
stormwater runoff flows from
the proposed project in
combination with existing and
future developments in the
Sacramento area.
5.9-7 Cumulative impacts related to LS None required. N/A

degradation of water quality.
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
5.10 Population, Employment, and Housing
5.10-1 Impacts related to the update of LS None required. N/A
the Remedial Action Plan.
5.10-2 Inconsistency with City of LS None required. N/A
Sacramento housing policies
and Mixed-Income Housing
Ordinance.
5.10-3 Impacts to population and LS None required. N/A
employment.
5.10-4 Long-term impacts to LS None required. N/A
population, housing,
employment, and jobs-to-
housing ratio from the proposed
project in combination with
existing and future
developments in the Sacramento
area.
5.11  Public Services and Utilities
5.11-1 Impacts to public services and LS None required. N/A
utilities associated with the
update of the Remedial Action
Plan.
5.11-2 Impacts related to increased LS None required. N/A
demand for water supply,
treatment, and/or conveyance.
5.11-3 Increased demand for LS None required. N/A
stormwater and wastewater
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
collection and treatment.
5.11-4 Increased demand for solid LS None required. N/A
waste disposal services.
5.11-5 Impacts to gas and electric LS None required. N/A
facilities.
5.11-6 Impacts to telecommunication LS None required. N/A
facilities.
5.11-7 Increased demand for law LS None required. N/A
enforcement services.
5.11-8 Increased demand for fire LS None required. N/A
protection services, including
emergency medical personnel.
5.11-9 Increased demand for school LS None required. N/A
resources.
5.11-10 Increased demand for library LS None required. N/A
services.
5.11-11 Long-term impacts to public LS None required. N/A
services and utilities from the
proposed project in
combination with existing and
future developments in the
Sacramento area.
5.12  Parks and Recreation
5.12-1 Impacts related to the update of LS None required. N/A
the Remedial Action Plan.
5.12-2 Impacts related to the project LS None required. N/A
creating the need for
construction or expansion of
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Prior to After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
recreational facilities beyond
what was anticipated in the
General Plan.
5.12-3 Impacts related to the provision LS None required. N/A

of adequate recreational
facilities on the project site in
combination with existing and
future development in the
Sacramento area.
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To correct text, page 2-9 of the DEIR is revised as follows:
Alternative 2: Reduced Commercial Alternative A

The Reduced Commercial Alternative A would include a reduction in the
commercial land use area from approximately 260,000 square feet to
150,000100,600 square feet. The reduction in square footage in the commercial
land-use area from the amount contemplated in the proposed project would
instead be developed as single-family residential lots at a density of nine dwelling
units per acre.

Alternative 3: Reduced Commercial Alternative B

The Reduced Commercial Alternative B would include a reduction of square
footage in the commercial land use area from the proposed plan of 260,000 square
feet to 100,000 square feet. The reduction in square footage in the commercial
land-use area from the amount contemplated in the proposed project would
instead be developed as single-family residential lots at a density of nine dwelling
units per acre.

The sixth paragraph on page 2-9 of the DEIR is hereby corrected to read:

The Multi-Family Alternative would include a reduction of the total commercial
land use area of the proposed project from approximately 334,600 260,000 square
feet to 194,400 square feet. The reduction in square footage in the commercial
land-use area from the amount contemplated in the proposed project would
instead be developed as multi-family residential lots at a density of 30 dwelling
units per acre.

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

In response to comments the applicant has revised the proposed project. See Chapter 1.0 of this
FEIR, Introduction, List of Commenters, and Project Revisions, for the revisions.

51 AESTHETICS

For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.1-9 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

It should be noted that the—updates—te—me—RAP—Femedws—eeeld—FesuH—m—meFe

landfill soil stockglles would be managed in accordance W|th remedlal alternatlve
approved in the updated RAP.
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The third paragraph on page 5.1-11 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows, in order to clarify
the intent:

The remediation of the site in accordance with the 1995 RAP assumed that trees

in particular, Heritage trees would be removed. Because the site must be cleaned
to the standards set in the 1995 RAP, and a much larger portion of the site is
contaminated than anticipated in the 1995 RAP, any tree that prevents the
remediation of the contamination must be removed. The loss of these trees would

occur regardless of whether the proposed Curtis Park Village project is approved.
5.2 TRANPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The text is corrected on page 5.2-3 of the DEIR, second paragraph, as follows:

24™ Street is a four-lane arterial road from Sutterville Road south through
Sacramento Executive Airport and the Florin Area of Sacramento to terminate
near Meadowview Park in southern Sacramento. At Sutterville Road, the roadway
is off-set about 1,000 feet to the east and travels north near the project vicinity. It
operates primarily as a two-lane collector road until around—Castre—Street2nd
Avenue where it widens to four-lanes and continues through Midtown
Sacramento to the Southern Pacific railroad tracks just south of the American
River.

For clarification purposes, page 5.2-3 of the DEIR, fifth paragraph is revised as follows:

Freeport Boulevard extends from 1-80/1-50 south to the city limit. To the north, it
continues as 19" Street and to the south, it becomes River Road. Between G Street
and just south of 4™ Avenue, it operates as a one-way southbound arterial roadway.
As with 21 Street, a portion of Freeport Boulevard was recently converted to two-
way traffic operations. It serves as an alternative route to connect to 1-80/1-50.

Text in the first paragraph on page 5.2-5 of the DEIR is hereby corrected as follows:

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) provides bus and light rail
services near the project site. Three Four bus routes operates in the project area:

Routes 62 (Freeport), 63 (24" Street-Hogan), 64-(24"-Street-Gity-CoHege), and 83

(14™ Avenue). Route 62 provides daity-service-betweenRush-River Drive-and-the
downtown—area—in—30—minute—intervals 30 minute service intervals Monda¥

through Friday, hourly service on Saturdays, and no service on Sundays.
operates from about 6:00 am to 11:00 pm on weekdays, and 7:00 am to 10:00 pm

on Saturdays..—and-9:00-am-to—10:00-pm-oen-Sundays. Route 63 and-Route—64
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provides service between Meadowview Road and the downtown area. Route 63
While-beth-routes converges on 24™ Street near the project site, Reute-63-and
travels up Franklln Boulevard aneI—Reute—64—u|e—24‘hétreet—for much of the+r
routes. &

abeuté%@am—t&&@@-prn—drmgweekdays— ervice on Route 63 is Qrowded on
60- to 75-minute intervals between 5:30 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. on weekdays, but is
not offered during the weekends or holidays. Reute-64-operatesfrom-about7:00
i to-6-30-p-m—on-Saturdays. Route63-has—no-Saturday—service-and-netther
routes—have—Sunday—and-helidays—service. Route 83 provides service between

Riverside Boulevard and University/65™ Street. In the project vicinity, it operates
along Sutterville Boulevard at 30 minute intervals between 6:20 am and te 8:00
7:00 pm on weekdays. There is no service on weekends and holidays.

For clarification purposes, page 5.2-6 of the DEIR, last paragraph is revised as follows:

Sidewalks are provided along almost all of the streets in the project area except

For clarification purposes page 5.2-9 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

At locations where Year 2007 counts are not available, Year 2005 traffic volumes
were adjusted based on Year 2007 counts at adjacent locations if the approach
volumes are projected to be higher than Year 2005 counts. Traffic volumes were

adjusted for the analysis of project impacts to account for the conversion of

Freeport Boulevard and 21st Street to two-way operations. Please refer to the
Baseline Conditions section.

To correct text, page 5.2-12 of the DEIR, is revised as follows:

While the 1988 General Plan was |n place at the trme this study was initiated, the
City WO !

early adopted the 2030 General Plan in March 2009 In general, the Draft 2030
General Plan (City of Sacramento, May 2008) update includes similar goals with
respect to the transportation system that were described in the 1988 General Plan.
However, the goal related to roadway LOS is significantly different under the Draft
2030 General Plan update:

The following clarification has been added to page 5.2-22 under the Access Section:

The last scenario was evaluated qualitatively only based on a comparison of how
trips would be distributed, and the remaining scenarios were analyzed

quantitatively. With the installation of the proposed signalized intersection on

Sutterville Road between West Pacific Avenue and Jeffrey Avenue (Road A), the

traffic signal at the Sutterville Road/24™ Street intersection would be eliminated.

A majority of the through and neighborhood traffic north of the project traversin
%ZVZQZQZQ:H 4 - — -

" Street has been reassigned onto the new Road A in this analysis.
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The text on page 5.2-36, Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(b) is revised as follows:

5.2-1(b) At the Sutterville Road / Road A intersection, provide overlap
signal phasing to allow the southbound Road A right turning
traffic to proceed on a green arrow simultaneously with the
eastbound left turning movement, and prohibit U-turns for the
eastbound left turning movement; ard-add a southbound left-right
lane to provide one left-turn lane, one left-right lane, and one right

turn lane, and provide a dedicated right turn lane for the

westbound Sutterville Road approach to the intersection. This
mitigation measure would reduce the impact of the Proposed

Project and Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than significant
level.

Page 5.2-43, Mitigation Measure 5.2-7 is revised as follows:

5.2-7(eb)  The site design shall be modified to reduce the potential for
vehicles leaving parking stalls to back across pedestrian
crosswalks. This change may require the elimination of some angle
parking spaces.

The first paragraph on Page 5.2-45 is revised to read:

The findings indicate that the peak parking demand for shared parking spaces at
Curtis Park Village is 1,563182 spaces and would occur between 7:00 pm and 8:00
pm on a typical December weekend evening. This does not include the parking
demand from the single-family homes as their requirements are assumed to be
fulfilled by the individual garage provided for each unit.

To correct the text, Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(b) on page 5.2-54 is revised as follows:

5.2-10(b)  24th Street / Portola Way — The project applicant shall pay a fair
share contribution to install a traffic signal at this intersection.

ton- This mitigation measure would reduce the impact of
the Proposed Project and all access scenarios to a less than
significant level.
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For clarification purposes, page 5.2-54, Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(e) is revised as follow:

5.2-10(e)

Sutterville Road / Road A — apply Mitigation Measure 45.2-1(ab)
which would provide overlap signal phasing to allow the
southbound Road A Right turning traffic to proceed on a green
arrow simultaneously with the eastbound left turning movement,
and prohibit U-turns for the eastbound left turning movement;-and
provide one left-turn lane, one left-right lane, and one right-turn
lane on the southbound approach;—Alse; provide a dedicated right
turn lane for the westbound Sutterville Road approach to the

intersection;_provide an actuated exclusive pedestrian phase to

serve pedestrians crossing Sutterville Road; and optimize signal
timing. This mitigation measure would reduce the impact of the

Proposed Project and Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

To correct the text, the first paragraph of the Mitigation Measure section on page 5.2-60 is

revised as follows:

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-8() 10(h) would reduce the traffic
queue at the northbound 12" Avenue off-ramp for the Proposed Project and all
access scenarios to less than significant levels.

53 AIRQUALITY

Table 5.3-1 on page 5.3-2 of the DEIR is revised as follows to include PM ;5 standards:

Table 5.3-1
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Federal
Averaging Primary State
Pollutant Time Standard Standard
Ozone 1-Hour - 0.09 PPM
8-Hour 0.075 PPM 0.070 PPM
Carbon Monoxide 8-Hour 9.0 PPM 9.0 PPM
1-Hour 35.0 PPM 20.0 PPM
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual Average 0.053 PPM 0.030 PPM
1-Hour -- 0.18 PPM
PM Annual Average - 20 pg/m’
10 24-Hour 150 pg/m® 50 pg/m®
M Annual Average 15 pg/m® 12 yg/m®
=24 24-Hour 35 pg/m® -
PPM = Parts per Million
pg/m® = Micrograms per Cubic Meter
Source: Donald Ballanti, Air Quality Impact Analysis for the Proposed Curtis Park Project, February 2009.
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The following paragraph is added after the second full paragraph on page 5.3-3 of the DEIR:

PM10 refers to particles 10 microns or smaller in diameter. PM2.5 is a subset of
PM10 and refers to particles 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter. Some sources of
PM10, like pollen and windstorms, are naturally occurring. In urban areas, PM10 is
caused by road dust, diesel soot, combustion products, abrasion of tires and brakes,

and construction activities. PM2.5 is mostly a product of incomplete combustion of
fuels.

The second full paragraph on page 5.3-3 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows:

Particulate matter (PM) is a mixture of tiny particles that consists of dry solid
fragments, solid cores with liquid coatings, and small drops of liquid. These particles
vary greatly in shape, size, and chemical composition and can be made up of many
different particles, including metal, dust, soot, aerosols, and other matter, which are
small enough to remain suspended in the air for a long period of time. A portion of
the particulate matter in the air is due to natural sources such as wind blown dust and
pollen. Man-made sources include combustion, automobiles, field burning, factories,
and road dust. Wood burning in fireplaces and stoves is a significant source of PM,
particularly during cold, stagnant wintertime episodes when levels are highest.
Motor vehicle PM emissions include tailpipe and tire wear emissions; however,
greater quantities are generated by re-suspended road dust. A portion of the
particulate matter in the atmosphere is also a result of photochemical processes.
Inhalable PM consists of particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and is defined as
“suspended particulate matter,” or PM;o. Fine PM is less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM ). By definition, PMys is included in PMq.

Table 5.3-2 on page 5.3-4 of the DEIR is revised as follows to include PM ;5 information:

Table 5.3-2
Air Quality Data Summary for Sacramento T Street Site, 2005-2007
Days Standard Was Exceeded During
Pollutant Standard 2005 2006 2007
Ozone State 1-Hour 4 6 2
Ozone Federal 1-Hour 0 0 0
Ozone State 8-hour 5 14 7
Ozone Federal 8-Hour 1 3 1
PMyo State 24-Hour 4 8 5
PMio Federal 24-Hour 0 0 0
PM; s Federal 24-Hour 14 19 5
Carbon Monoxide Federal 8-Hour 0 0 0
Carbon Monoxide State 8-Hour 0 0 0
Nitrogen Dioxide State 24-Hour 0 0 0
Source: California Air Resources Board. Aerometric Data Analysis and Management (ADAM) System, 2008.
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For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.3-4 of the DEIR is hereby removed:

To correct the text, the second paragraph on page 5.3-4 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

"Sensitive receptors in the area include local residences, and C. K. McClatchy

High School, the Sacramento Children's Home, the Eskaton Monroe Lodge senior
citizen complex and child day care facilities.

To correct the text, the third paragraph on page 5.3-4 of the DEIR is hereby revised to read:

The CARB has seven air polution monitoring sites within Sacramento County
and-three-within-the-City-of Sacramento 18 ground-level ozone monitoring sites

are located throughout the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) federal non-
attainment area. Twelve of the 18 monitoring stations are operated by the Local

Air Districts and the remaining six monitoring stations are operated by CARB.
The air quality monitoring stations measure hourly pollutants and record

sufficient data to meet EPA and/or ARB criteria for quality assurance. The closest
monitoring site to the project area is located at 13" Street and T Street. This
monitoring site measures multiple pollutants. A summary of the annual air quality
measurements from this monitoring site is shown in Table 5.3-2.

For clarification purposes, page 5.3-4 of the DEIR, last paragraph is revised as follows:

The SMAQMD and CARB have has-seven air pollution monitoring sites within
Sacramento County and three within the City of Sacramento. The air quality
monitoring stations measure hourly pollutants and record sufficient data to meet
EPA and/or ARB criteria for quality assurance. The closest monitoring site to the
project area is located at 13™ Street and T Street. This monitoring site measures
multiple pollutants. A summary of the annual air quality measurements from this
monitoring site is shown in Table 5.3-2.

For clarification purposes, page 5.3-5 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is the federal agency
responsible for setting and enforcing the federal ambient air quality standards for
atmospheric pollutants. The USEPA regulates emission sources that are under the
exclusive authority of the federal government.
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The text on page 5.3-5 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

The California Air Resources Board (CARB), a part of the USERA California
Environmental Protection Agency (CALEPA), is responsible for the coordination
and administration of beth-federal-and State air pollution control programs within
California. The CARB conducts research, sets State ambient air quality measure
standards, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures,
and provides oversight of local programs.

To correct the text, Table 5.3-3 on page 5.3-6 of the DEIR is hereby revised to read:

Table 5.3-3
Attainment Status Designations - Sacramento County
Pollutant National Designation State Designation
Ozone (1-hour) No federal standard Nonattainment/ severe serious
Ozone (8-hour) Nonattainment/serious Nonattainment/ severe serious
PMag Nonattainment/moderate Nonattainment
PM; s Attainment/unclassified Nonattainment
CO Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen dioxide Attainment Attainment
Source: SMAQMD, http://www.airguality.org/agdata/attainmentstat.shtml, 2009.

For clarification purposes, page 5.3-7 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

The SMAQMD is the agency primarily responsible for ensuring that National and
State Ambient Air Quality Standards are not exceeded by Sacramento County and
that Sacramento County air quality conditions are maintained in the SVAB.

To correct text, Mitigation Measure 5.3-2(b) is changed to include the requirement that the
SMAQMD approve the dust-control plan. The text on page 5.3-12 of the DEIR is hereby revised
to read:

5.3-2(b) Prior to the approval of any grading permit, the project proponent
shall submit a dust-control plan, approved by the SMAQMD, to the
City of Sacramento Community Development Serviees Department.
The dust-control plan shall stipulate grading schedules associated
with the project phase, as well as the dust-control measures to be
implemented. Grading of proposed project phases shall be
scheduled so that the total area of disturbance would not exceed
15 acres on any given day. The dust control plan shall be
incorporated into all construction contracts issued as part of the
proposed project development. The dust-control plan shall, at a
minimum, incorporate the following measures:
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o Apply water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative
cover to disturbed areas, including storage piles that are
not being actively used for construction purposes, as well
as any portions of the construction site that remain inactive
for longer than 3 months;

e Water exposed surfaces sufficient to control fugitive dust
emissions during demolition, clearing, grading, earth-
moving, or excavation operations. Actively disturbed areas
should be kept moist at all times;

e Cover all vehicles hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose
material or maintain at least two feet of freeboard in
accordance with the requirements of California Vehicle
Code Section 23114;

e Limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of project-
generated mud or dirt from adjacent public streets at least
once every 24 hours when construction operations are
occurring; and

e Limit onsite vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces to 15 mph,
or less.

5.4 NOISE

For clarification purposes, Mitigation Measure 5.4-7 on page 5.4-28 of the DEIR is revised as
follows:

5.4-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits, a noise barrier shall be
shown on the plans along the western boundary of the project site,
from the northern boundary of the CPV site to the southern end of
the-Multi-family-pareel;any parcel with residences for the review
and approval of the City Engineer. A barrier 10 feet in height
(relative to nearest outdoor activity elevations) would intercept
line of sight to railroad pass-bys, thereby reducing future UPRR
noise levels to 70 dB Ldn or less at the nearest outdoor activity
areas proposed adjacent to the tracks

Barriers can take the form of earthen berms, solid walls, or a
combination of the two. Appropriate materials for noise walls
include precast concrete or masonry block. Other materials may
be acceptable provide they have a surface density of approximately
four pounds per square foot.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-8(a) on page 5.4-28 of the DEIR is revised as follows to include the
residential buildings (multi-family and senior housing) located along the western boundary of the
project site:
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5.4-8(a) Prior to the issuance of building permits, all residential lots and
residential buildings located within the 70 dB Ldn contour shall
include noise insulation features such as the following:

e Sound-rated windows and doors with STC rating of 35; and
e Stucco exterior siding.

55 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
To correct text, the first paragraph on page 5.5-10 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

Swainson’s hawks have been found multiple times within 1.5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB, 2008), including occurrences along the Sacramento River
approximately 1.5 miles west of the project site. Based on past occurrence
records, the likelihood of rodents being present on the project site, and the
presence of multiple large trees on the site, Swainson’s hawk has a moderate

potential for occurring on the project site,—and-foraging—and-hesting—habitat-for
. o havwk i e
In response to a comment, Mitigation Measure 5.5-4 on page 5.5-19 of the DEIR s revised as
follows:

5.5-4(a) Prior to any grading or construction activities during the nesting
season (February 1 to August 15), a preconstruction survey shall
be conducted by a qualified wildlife biologist within 15 days of the
start of project-related activities. If nests of migratory birds are
detected on site, or within 75 feet (for migratory passerine birds)
or 250 feet (for birds of prey) of the site, the developer shall
consult with the CDFG to determine the size of a suitable buffer in
which new site grading or construction disturbance is not
permitted until August 15, or the qualified biologist determines
that the young are foraging independently, or the nest has been
abandoned.

5.5.4(b Prior to any grading or construction activities from March 15 to

May 15 within 100 feet of the overcrossing of the railroad tracks
on Sutterville Road, adjacent to the project site, a preconstruction
survey shall be conducted by a gualified biologist within 15 days of
the start of project-related activities. If active nests are present in
the overcrossing, no construction shall be conducted within 100
feet of the edge of the purple martin colony (as demarcated by the
active nest hole closest to the construction activity) at the
beginning of the purple martin breeding season from March 15 to
May 15. The buffer area shall be avoided to prevent disturbance to
the nest(s) until it is no longer active. The size of the buffer area

may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and CEFG determine it
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would not be likely to have adverse effects on the purple martins.
No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a
gualified biologist confirms that the nest(s) is no longer active.

56  CULTURAL RESOURCES

For clarification purposes, the sixth paragraph on page 5.6-8 (through 5.6-9) of the DEIR is
hereby revised to read:

The proposed project would not be allowed to proceed until the Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) deems that the updated revised RAP cemplete
remedy objectives are met. Thus, grading associated with the proposed project
would occur after soil has been imported to the site consistent with the updated
RAP.

5.8  PUBLIC HEALTH AND HAZARDS

For clarification purposes, the first paragraph on page 5.8-8 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

As described above, additional volumes of contaminated soil were discovered
during supplemental investigations, completed in December 2008. The additional
volumes of the remaining on-site chemicals would require an update to the
existing RAP to reflect the additional volume and proposed remediation remedies.
However, because specific remediation methods would not be determined in the
updated RAP by DTSC until after approval of the DEIR, this section analyzes the
impacts of all potential remediation methods. It should be noted that if additional
information and data becomes available after certification of the EIR, a re-

evaluation by DTSC will determine if the EIR adequately assessed impacts
related to the proposed RAP. The RAP could be subject to DTSC approval or an
addendum, amendment, or supplement to the certified EIR would be required in
order for DTSC to meet its obligations under CEQA.

For clarification purposes, page 5.8-8 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

The remaining chemicals present in the project area soils mainly fall into the
following categories:

o Metals;
e Petroleum Hydrocarbons; and
e Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs).

: ; TV i —The SVOCs (PAHSs) and metals are often
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found together. Areas of petroleum hydro carbons impact (TPH) in some cases
includes both metals and PAHS.

For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.8-10 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

Personnel involved in on-site activities prior to the completion of the site
remediation are trained in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health
Act, participate in a medical surveillance program, and are equipped with
personal protective equipment as specified in the Site Health and Safety Plan.
Workers are checked frequently during site work to verify compliance with the
Site Health and Safety Plan. Under the existing RAP, excavation and off-site
disposal of the on-site contaminated soils, utilizing designated haul routes for
hazardous materials, is currently being implemented for the above chemicals.
Therefore, with implementation of this remedy for the additional volumes
encountered, the update of the RAP would result in additional excavation and
truck trips to remove the contaminated soil and import clean fill. Thus, because
the same regulations and training requirements for the on-site workers conducting
the current remediation activities would be required, the additional volumes
would not result in increased risk of exposure of workers to contaminated soils or
accidental releases of substances transported on adjacent roadways. It should be
noted that the additional volumes of contaminants would be removed via truck,
not rail. The presence of additional volumes of contaminated soil creates the
potential for an increased risk of exposure of future site occupants to
contaminated soils or groundwater. However, the implementation of the remedies
included in the RAP update and addressed in this chapter would ensure the on-site

contamlnants are cleaned to DTSC standards Furthermere—th&addmenal—hautmg

thesameJawsand—regedaHensas#}eeu#ent—srtHemedHHeFr As a result |mpacts

related to public health and hazards resulting from the excavation and off-site
disposal remedy would be less than significant.

For clarification purposes, the first paragraph of page 5.8-11 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

Consolidation involves excavation of target soils and placement in a designated
location specifically designed to accommodate the soils. In-situ stabilization
involves chemically treating the contaminated soils rendering the soils inert. The
treatment of the soils would change the chemical makeup of the soil particles such
that the contaminant of concern would be stabilized (i.e., cleaned) to DTSC
standards. Encapsulation involves the placement of a membrane over the
contaminated soils, which is then covered by clean soil, typically to a minimum of
two feet thick. The design of the cap is determined through the scientific
processes of DTSC as part of the approval of the updates to the RAP. Beeause—the

CHAPTER 2 — REVISIONS TO THE DEIR TEXT



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

As part of DTSC review, Land Use Covenants
LUC) will be applied to all areas with contamination left above the unrestricted
land use levels. The LUC would place restrictions to limit land use and activities
to be consistent with the cap remedy. Prohibitions against activities such as
digging, scraping, or other types of cap disturbance would be included in the
LUC. As a result, such areas containing—encapsulated—seils require the

establishment of long-term agreements with DTSC that identify the process for
monitoring, conducting maintenance, and construction within the encapsulated
area-contaminated areas. The placement of encapsulated soils beneath either the
proposed park site erand/or the commercial portions of the project site is being
considered.

For clarification purposes, the following text is added to page 5.8-11 of the DEIR:

Given that the site is currently under remediation, the on-site workers are currently
working with contaminated soils and are required to comply with the Site Health and
Safety Plan (as described above). Therefore, because the same regulations and
training requirements for the on-site workers conducting the current remediation
activities would be required for implementation of the encapsulation or in-situ
treatment remedies, an increased risk of exposure to contaminated soils for workers
would not result. In addition, because of the requirements of SB 120 and the
required ongoing groundwater monitoring, these remedies would not result in an
increase risk of exposure to contaminated soil for future occupants of the site.
Drainage around encapsulated areas would be reviewed by DTSC to ensure that cap
integrity is not compromised. Furthermore, these remedies would not result in an
increase in transport of contaminated soil, as the soils would remain on-site. Given
the above, impacts related to public health and hazards resulting from the
encapsulation or in-situ treatment remedies would be less than significant.

The following paragraph is added to the top of page 5.8-12 of the DEIR to explain the
Operations and Maintenance Plan.

After final remediation is complete, the long-term maintenance of any on-site
barriers, caps, or other mechanical means of encapsulation of contaminated soils
would be required by the DTSC. An Operation and Maintenance Plan is
prepared. This plan would also include land use convenants and controls in order
to control all future activities in the area that could disturb or compromise the
integrity of any mechanical device used to encapsulate soil. Elements of the plan
would include system operations, system maintenance, inspection criteria,
replacement criteria, monitoring, and other such elements as necessary to ensure
the longevity and integrity of any method used to encapsulate the soils.
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For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.8-12 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

Please refer to Impact 5.8-2 for further discussion of potential impacts during
development of the Cutis Park Village project. It should be noted that the

implementation of the remedies in the RAP is required to comply with the applicable

mitigation measures from Table 2-1 in the DEIR. The updated RAP would not
include placing any uses (the site would remain vacant) on the project site after

remediation.

For clarification purposes, the first paragraph on page 5.8-13 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

Development of the Curtis Park Village project would not begin until the site has
been cleaned to DTSC standards, pursuant to the updated RAP. All single-family
residential areas would be cleaned to an unrestricted use standard. Unrestricted
standards are intended to allow residents to eat plants grown in their soil, and for
children to be able to come into contact with the soil on a daily basis without
adverse effect. For areas that are not cleaned to the unrestricted land use
standards, soils would be remediated to the construction worker (restricted use)
DTSC Target Cleanup Level standards, which would include the non-residential

uses. At—that—pemt After comQIetlon of all components of the aggroved remedla

and Malntenance Agreement, Land Use Covenant, etc.), DTSC would issue

certifications of completion and record a deed restriction for the property. Any
restricted use areas would be subject to DTSC deed restrictions intended to
protect users from exposure to hazardous chemicals.

5.9 HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY, AND DRAINAGE

For clarification purposes, the following text is included after the last paragraph on page 5.9-5 of
the DEIR:

The general groundwater flow direction is to the southeast. Constituents
historically detected in groundwater include chlorinated volatile organic
compounds (1,1-DCA and 1,1-DCE above their MCLSs) and metals (nickel above
its MCL). Chlorinated volatile organic compound concentrations appear to be

stable or decreasing and recent metals concentrations remain comparable to
historical detections.

Historical remediation at the site has included soil vapor extraction and
groundwater extraction.  Currently, only groundwater extraction is being
performed as the soil vapor extraction system was granted closure by DTSC in
2004. Groundwater is extracted from on-site and off-site wells, conveyed via
underground piping through the site, and discharged under permit directly into the
Sacramento County sewer system. Monthly effluent samples are collected to
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confirm that constituent concentrations do not exceed County-mandated
maximum levels.

The Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan presented in the existing RAP

includes the following components related to the treatment of contaminated
groundwater:

e Extraction system operation utilizing wells equipped with submersible
pumps to extract groundwater;

e System operation 24 hours per day, with pumps scheduled for
replacement every 5 to 10 years;

e Groundwater treatment options are provided in the Plan, but no longer
apply due to low concentrations;

e Groundwater samples are to be collected from monitoring wells and
from influent and effluent points within the extraction system; and

e An annual report detailing O&M and groundwater sample results is to
be submitted annually.

5.10 POPULATION AND HOUSING
For clarification purposes, page 5.10-6, second paragraph is revised as follows:

The 2030 General Plan EIR projected buildout for Curtis Park Village Project
would result in 475,0002,400 employees. However, implementation of the
proposed project would result in the addition of 520518 employees; 474480
1,882 less employees expected from the 2030 General Plan EIR. The proposed
project would result in a £:20.94:1 employee-per-unit ratio.

5.11 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

The fifth paragraph on page 5.11-6 of the DEIR is hereby corrected to read:

Currently, the discharge rates to the SRWTP are restricted to 60 mgd peak flow
from Sump 2/2A by a Master Interagency Agreement with the Sacramento

Reglonal GG-HQ-HQH-H-I{HGFW{%QS Countx Sanitation Dlstrlct (SRCSD)

For clarification purposes, the “Wastewater Treatment” section on pages 5.11-8 and 5.11-9 of the
DEIR is hereby revised to read:

Wastewater treatment within the City of Sacramento is provided by the
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD). SRCSD operates all

regional interceptors and wastewater—treatment—plants—serving—the—City the
SRWTP. exeept-fortThe combined sewer and storm drain treatment facilities;
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which-are operated by the City of Sacramento. The City provides wastewater
collection to about two thirds of the area within the City Limits, which is
comprised of two distinct areas: the area served by the combined sewer system
(CSS), and the areas served by a separated sewer system. The project site is
served by the City’s CSS facilities.

For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.11-26 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

Wastewater Collection and Treatment

The total projected dry weather wastewater treatment demand from the proposed
project is 128,240 gallons per day (See Table 5.11-4). Currently, the SRWTP is
permitted an average dry weather flow of 181 mgd, and current average dry
weather flows are approximately 150 mgd; therefore, the W SRWTP has a current
excess capacity of 31 mgd.

For clarification purposes, the second paragraph on page 5.11-27 of the DEIR is hereby revised
to read:

The project’s contribution of 128,240 gallons per day, or approximately 0.21
mgd, would be significantly less than the WSRWTP’s excess capacity of 31 mgd.
Therefore, the existing W.SRWTP would have enough capacity to accommodate
the proposed project. In addition, the project applicant would be required by the
City to pay sewer connection fees. As a result, adverse impacts to wastewater
collection and treatment would not result.

7.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
Text on page 7-10 of the DEIR, next to last paragraph, is hereby corrected to read:

The Reduced Commercial Alternative A would include a reduction in the commercial land use
area from approximately 260,000 square feet to 206,600 150,000 square feet.
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3.0 MASTER RESPONSES

3.0.1 INTRODUCTION

Several commenters on the Curtis Park Village Draft EIR provide similar comments regarding
recirculation (based on similar technical issues) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The master
responses presented in Section 3.0.2, Master Responses, address both of the above commenter
issues. It should be noted that Chapters 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 of this Final EIR provide individual
responses to all comments received and refer to the master responses where appropriate.

3.0.2 MASTER RESPONSES

Master Response Regarding Recirculation of the Draft EIR (DEIR)

Several commenters on the Draft EIR stated that various portions of the Draft EIR analysis should
be revised and recirculated another public review.

Also under consideration for the need to recirculate are the revisions to the proposed project
submitted by the applicant subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR. The revisions resulted from
changes to the proposed project made by the project applicant in response to comments received on
the DEIR, revisions requested by the City in response to comments received on the DEIR, and
changes made to the project as part of a grant application.

Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR (DEIR) for this project, the project applicant applied for
Proposition 1C funds for the project. The grants, provided by the California Department of Housing
and Community Development, help fund affordable housing and transit oriented development and
are a result of the Proposition 1C Housing Bond Program. The Curtis Park Village applicant
proposed an additional 10 senior housing units (90 versus 80 proposed in the DEIR) and 35 more
multi-family units in order to conform more closely to the type of projects that can be approved for
the grant funding.

In December 2009, the applicant submitted a revised project application in response to public
comments received on the Draft EIR. These revisions included removing the traffic roundabout, to
allow for a grid-type street layout, decreasing the amount of proposed commercial square footage,
and relocating the senior housing units away from the eastern boundary of the project site.

In response to the December 2009 submittal and public comments made on the DEIR, the City
requested that the project applicant reduce the number of commercial parcels, and increase sizes of
the resulting commercial parcels, in the southern portion of the site, to allow for the creation of lots,
blocks, and streets that more easily accommodate the Urban Form Guidelines for the 2030 General
Plan Traditional Center land use designation.
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Also included in the applicant’s December 2009 revised project was a General Plan Amendment to
redesignate approximately eight acres from Traditional Neighborhood Low to Traditional
Neighborhood Medium. The proposed tentative map shows 60 residential lots for this area. The
revisions to the proposed project result in eleven more single family lots than analyzed in the
DEIR, which were created by reducing lot sizes. Additionally, 35 more multi-family units are
included, which will be created by increasing the number of units in the proposed buildings. The
ten additional senior housing units were previously discussed.

In addition to the above changes to the project as proposed by the applicant, the City is revisiting
the analysis, as it appeared in the DEIR, of the removal of trees due to the development of the
proposed Curtis Park Village.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) recognizes that revisions can be made to a project after
public notice is given of the availability of a DEIR. “Information” can include changes in the
project or environmental setting, as well as, additional data or other information. This section of the
Guidelines also states that recirculation of the EIR is required when the new information is
‘significant,” which is defined as new information that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of a project or a feasible
way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) states the following would be considered ‘significant new
information’ that requires recirculation:

(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 significant 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.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b) states that recirculation is not required where the new
information merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.

After careful consideration of the issues raised by the commenters on the Draft EIR City staff, as
the Lead Agency, determined that none of the responses to the comments resulted in “significant
new information” that would trigger the requirement for recirculation of the Draft. Nor did any
comment result in the conclusion, by the Lead Agency, that the DEIR was so fundamentally
inadequate that the public was precluded from meaningful review and comment.

In addition, City staff determined that the revisions to the proposed project submitted by the
applicant and in response to City request did not result in “significant new information,” as defined
by Section 15088.5(a).
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Based on the following analyses, the recirculation of the DEIR, or portions of the DEIR, was
determined to not be warranted under CEQA.

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

The DEIR included analyses of the potential environmental impacts due to ground disturbance of the
entire site. These include impacts to biological resources and cultural resources. The revisions to the
proposed project subsequent to the preparation of the DEIR do not result in a difference in the area
of disturbance assumed for the Curtis Park Village project. For this reason, the revisions would not
result in new or increased impacts to biological and cultural resources. The impacts were found to be
less than significant with implementation of mitigation. The mitigations included in the DEIR would
reduce all impacts related to these two resource areas to a less-than-significant level.

The DEIR analyzed the potential exposure of people or structures to geologic and soil hazards due to
development of the Curtis Park Village. As with the previous two issue areas, the potential impacts
are related to the conditions at the project site, which would not change as a result of the proposed
revisions to the project. The impacts were determined to be less than significant and no mitigation
was required for the project as analyzed in the DEIR. Because the impacts would be the same for the
project as currently proposed, the impacts remain less than significant and no mitigation is
necessary.

The DEIR analyzed the potential for development and operation of the Curtis Park Village to result
in the exposure of people to contamination, hazards, and hazardous substances. Although the
revisions to the project subsequent to the preparation of the DEIR would result in an additional 57
dwelling units, and therefore, more residents on the project site and in potential contact with the
hazards on, and adjacent to, the Curtis Park Village site, the impacts would remain less than
significant. The conditions that could result in potential hazards on the site (exposure of people to
contaminated soils, rail line-associated hazards, asbestos and lead-based paint, and inadvertent of
accidental releases of hazardous substances) would not be increased due to the project revisions or to
the additional residents that could result. As with the project as proposed in the DEIR, no mitigation
would be necessary.

The DEIR analyzed the potential for impacts to water quality, hydrology, and drainage related to the
development of the proposed project site. The impacts were determined to be less than significant in
the DEIR and no mitigation was required. Although the proposal includes additional dwelling units,
the additional units would not require an increase in the amount of developed acreage on the site that
was assumed in the DEIR. The revised application reduces the amount of the commercial area by
6,000 square feet. Similarly, this reduction does not reduce the amount of developed acreage.
Because the potential impacts due to changes in water quality and increased drainage are dependent
upon the amount of impervious surface developed by a project and the type of development that
would generate the runoff, the proposed revisions to the project would not result in new or greater
impacts. The impact remains less than significant and no mitigation is necessary.
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The potential impacts due to the increased need for public services (police, fire, schools, libraries),
were determined, in part, by the amount of development that could occur with the proposed project.
The project, as currently proposed, could result in approximately 144 more residents than the project
analyzed in the DEIR. The additional residents are, therefore, assumed to increase the demand for
public services. However, the project site was anticipated for development in the Sacramento 2030
General Plan. The provision of public services is planned on a City-wide scale. The environmental
analyses in the Master EIR for the General Plan determined that upon implementation of the various
public service-related policies included in the General Plan, less than significant impacts would
result from buildout of the General Plan. Buildout of the proposed project under the proposed land
use designations would result in the development of seven more units than the maximum allowable
for the project site assumed in the General Plan. Development of the seven additional units would
not constitute a substantial increase in the demand for service than was assumed in the Sacramento
2030 General Plan Master EIR.

As noted on Page 5.11-21 of the DEIR, the City’s Urban Water Management Plan assumed the
estimated demand from the existing zoning of the site, which is currently for industrial uses.
Because residential demand rates are lower than industrial, the project would result in a net
decrease of 60.2 acre-feet per year than the amount of water assumed in the water supply
assessment. The increase in water demand resulting from the additional residential units proposed
in the December 2009 application would be approximately 13.42 acre-feet/year; therefore, the
water demand would remain less than the demand assumed in the Urban Water Management Plan
and the impact would remain less than significant.

The sewage and storm drainage flows from the Curtis Park Village project would increase the
flows to the combined sanitary and storm drain system (CCS). The additional residential units
proposed in the December 2009 application would result in approximately 22,800 gallons per day
in wastewater flows. As noted on Page 5.11-24 of the DEIR, the Curtis Park Village project would
either use on-site storage of flows during peak flow conditions or would pay to expand the City’s
CCS facilities. Because the project would not result in overflow conditions or other adverse
impacts, the impact would remain less than significant.

As noted on Page 5.11-26 of the DEIR, the wastewater treatment plant has a current excess
capacity of 31 million gallons per day. Therefore, the additional 0.023 million gallons resulting
from the December 2009 application would remain a less than significant impact.

Dowling Associates prepared a Trip Generation Comparison Memorandum on September 15, 2009
(See Appendix A of this FEIR). The memorandum includes a comparison of the trip generation for
the project as analyzed in the DEIR and the proposed December 2009 revised project. After the
traffic analysis for the DEIR was performed, and subsequent to the release of the DEIR, the Institute
of Transportation Engineers published an updated edition of Trip Generation.

A summary of the trip generation for the land use mix as analyzed in the DEIR and the December
2009 revised project is provided in Table 3.0-1, External Trip Summary. It should be noted that the
comparison of the revised project and the DEIR analysis includes the revisions to commercial square
footage and number of residential units.
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Table 3.0-1
External Trip Summary

Trips Generated
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturda
Land Use Weekday | In | Out | Total | In | Out | Total | In Out | Total

Revised FEIR Project
Description (ITE 8" | 15166 |367 | 376 | 743 | 891 | 703 | 1,596 | 931 | 822 | 1,754
edition)

Project analyzed DEIR
(ITE 7" edition) 16,030 | 365 | 335 | 699 | 901 | 748 | 1,649 | 1,055 | 815 | 1,818

Source: Dowling Associates, September 2009.

According to the Trip Generation Comparison Memorandum, the project, as currently proposed,
would not cause any new significant impacts, nor would it significantly worsen significant
impacts that were identified in the DEIR. The project, as currently proposed, would generate
fewer daily, PM and Saturday peak hour trips than the project analyzed in the DEIR. The project,
as currently proposed, would generate 44 more trips (six percent) during the AM peak hour than
the project analyzed in the DEIR (See Table 3.0-1). The increased number of AM peak hour trips
is primarily attributed to the Athletic Club use in Area 3 of the project site. According to the Trip
Generation Comparison Memorandum, review of the DEIR traffic analysis indicates that the
addition of 44 AM peak hour trips would not result in any new significant impacts after
implementation of the mitigation measures required for the project for baseline and cumulative
conditions.

With the removal of the proposed roundabout at the intersection of Road A and Road D, Road B and
Road D would meet at the intersection of Road A and would require signalization. Traffic impacts
related to the signalization of the intersection of Road A, Road B, and Road D would not decrease
the LOS of surrounding roadways and intersections.

A traffic memorandum was prepared on October 8, 2009 by Dowling Associates (See Appendix A
of this FEIR) regarding modification to the roadway configuration, including removal of the traffic
roundabout. Dowling Associates conducted a level of service analysis under both baseline and
cumulative conditions for a signalized intersection of Road A and 10" Avenue. The analysis
determined with implementation of mitigation measures 5.2-1(b) and 5.2-10(e) of the DEIR, the
intersection of Road A and 10" Avenue would operate at LOS A or LOS B during AM, PM, and
Saturday peak hours under both baseline and cumulative conditions. In addition, the memorandum
determined that under baseline and cumulative conditions, westbound and eastbound traffic volumes
along 10™ Avenue would be 27 vehicle trips and 18 vehicle trips, respectively. As the intersection of
Road A and 10™ Avenue would operate at acceptable levels and the traffic volume minimal, the
impact to 10" Avenue would be less than significant.

All provisions for pedestrian and bicycle circulation and transit connection would remain
unchanged. The streets would be designed in accordance to the City’s Pedestrian-Friendly Street
standards. The modified section of Road A would remain a two-lane roadway with the transition
from four lanes to two lanes occurring just north of the Area 1 intersection as previously analyzed.
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Marked pedestrian crossings would be provided on all four legs of the Road A and 10" Avenue
intersection, where bus stops are planned for the Regional Transit routes. In addition, a signal
warrant analysis was performed for the Road A and 10" Avenue/Road C intersection and
determined that a signal was necessary.

The memorandum concluded that the revised roadway configurations would not result in any new
significant traffic impacts nor alter the conclusions related to the transportation and circulation
analyses in the DEIR.

As shown on Figure 1-1, Schematic Plan, the four-story senior housing units were relocated from the
eastern border of the project site (immediately adjacent to the existing residences to the east) to the
western border. The DEIR analyzed 80 senior housing located on the eastern boundary. The project
applicant’s decision to add 10 units resulted in the need to increase from a 3- to a 4-story building, if
the housing remained in this location. In response to public concern about a 4-story building at this
location, the project applicant moved the senior housing to the western boundary of the site, away
from existing development. With implementation of the proposed Design Guidelines for the project,
the height, aesthetics, and density of the senior units would be consistent with the proposed
surrounding multi-family and health club/entertainment/commercial uses.

Because the project, as proposed in December 2009, would result in approximately 144 more
residents, the requirement for the provisions of parks slightly increased by 0.2 acre. Either the
proposed park would be increased in size or the applicant would pay in-lieu fees. The analysis in
the DEIR related to recreational facilities was determined to be less than significant and assumed
development of a park and, potentially the payment of in-lieu fees. For these reasons, the potential
impacts related to parks and recreation associated with the December 2009 submittal are also less
than significant.

(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.

A technical memorandum regarding noise related impacts from the adjacent railroad on the relocated
senior housing units was prepared for the project by Bollard Acoustical Consultants on January 19,
2010 (See Appendix | of this FEIR). The memorandum determined that implementation of noise
reduction mitigation measures in the DEIR would result in less-than-significant noise impacts to the
senior housing units, and therefore not change the conclusion in the DEIR. In addition to a barrier
along the western boundary of residential uses, the DEIR had mitigation related to building
construction to reduce the amount of interior noise.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-8(a) on page 5.4-28 of the DEIR has been revised to include the residential
buildings (multi-family and senior housing) located along the western boundary of the project site:

5.4-8(a) Prior to the issuance of building permits, all residential lots_an

residential buildings located within the 70 dB Ldn contour shall
include noise insulation features such as the following:
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e Sound-rated windows and doors with STC rating of 35; and
e Stucco exterior siding.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

The revisions to the project application submitted by the applicant in December 2009 would not alter
the project alternatives or the conclusions of the alternatives analysis. As noted above, the December
2009 project does not result in new impacts or a substantial increase in impacts that could trigger the
need for a new or revised alternative. Chapter 7.0, Alternatives, analyzes an adequate range of
alternatives and includes sufficient information to allow a meaningful evaluation of each alternative.
Responses to comments on the DEIR include revisions for clarification, which do not alter the
conclusions of the DEIR.

4 The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

The following three discussions are in response to the three most common reasons given by
commenters for the need to recirculate the DEIR. The responses to the comments on other topics
related to recirculation of the DEIR are found in the individual responses to comments.

Proposed Update to the RAP

A frequent reason given by commenters to justify the need to recirculate the Draft EIR was the
opinion that the document did not provide sufficient information regarding the update to the 1995
Remedial Action Plan (RAP). The commenters opined that the DEIR should include specific
engineering design details and environmental analyses of these details.

As stated on Pages 1-2 and 3-4 of the DEIR, the DEIR analyzed all potential remedies that could be
used to address the additional volumes of contaminated soils for the use of the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) for their approval process. Page 3-5 of the DEIR listed all proposed
potential remedies of removing the contaminated soils (by truck, on-site treatment, encapsulation or
biodegradation). Also stated on this page was that the encapsulation would be accomplished by
constructing a barrier or cap to prevent human contact with the contamination and that the potential
sites for such a remedy include the proposed commercial areas and park. For each potential impact
in the DEIR, there were separate analyses of the impacts due to the proposed remedies (for
example, see Impact 5.5-1 on Page 5.1-9 of the DEIR).

In conformance with the procedures of the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), once
the City Council certifies the EIR for the CPV project, the revised Draft RAP would be submitted
to DTSC for final approval. On Page 5.8-7 of the DEIR was a discussion of the process by which
the analysis of the potential remedies would be used by the DTSC in their approval of the update to
the RAP. DTSC would circulate the Draft RAP for public review for at least 30 days. Following
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the public review, the Final RAP will be prepared. The updated RAP will include the detailed
descriptions of the remedial actions that would be required by DTSC and undertaken by the CPV
developer. It is that DTSC process which addresses the types, locations, and amounts of
contaminants on the project site and determines the specific engineering methods necessary to
remediate the toxic conditions to be protective of human health and the environment.

Included as an attachment to a comment letter was the 1995 Final Remedial Action Plan. As stated
on Page 1 of that RAP (Page 3.1-394 of the FEIR), the purpose of a RAP is to describe the methods
which have been and/or will be used to identify and subsequently design and implement a final
remedial action. The RAP is a specific requirement of the California Health and Safety Code
Section 25356.1.

As noted in the comments on the DEIR from the DTSC (Letter 4 of the FEIR) on Page 3.1-26 of
the FEIR, is the statement that, “[...] DTSC has been coordinating with the City to ensure that the
draft EIR contains an analysis of potential impacts associated with activities to be contained in a
proposed Remedial Action Plan amendment (RAP) subject to DTSC approval that would address
additional contamination found at the proposed project site. As a Responsible Agency, DTSC will
consider the environmental effects of activities associated with the proposed RAP as shown in the
Final EIR prior to reaching a decision on the proposed RAP” and (on Page 3.1-28 of the FEIR)
“[...] since a proposed RAP was not available at the time the draft EIR was being circulated for
review and comment, DTSC evaluated the potential impacts from the remediation methods
identified in the draft EIR.”

To summarize, DTSC acknowledged that the specific engineering details that would appear in the
RAP were not included in the DEIR and also stated that, as a Responsible Agency, they would
depend on this EIR in their consideration of the approval of the RAP. As part of the approval of the
RAP, DTSC will circulate the draft RAP for public review and comment. The RAP would include
the specific engineering design details that are currently requested by various commenters. The
draft RAP would be submitted to the DTSC after approval of the EIR by the City of Sacramento.
For each potential impact in the DEIR, there were separate analyses of the impacts due to the
proposed remedies (for example, see Impact 5.5-1 on Page 5.1-9 of the DEIR). For these reasons,
the DEIR included enough information about the environmental effects of the proposed remedies to
allow meaningful public review and comment. The public will have the opportunity to comment on
the specific engineering details through the future DTSC process.

2030 General Plan Consistency

Several commenters opined that the proposed Curtis Park Village does not comply with the 2030
General Plan designation for a Traditional Center, and therefore, the project should be redesigned,
and opined that this triggered the need for a revised Draft EIR. In response to these comments, City
staff requested that the project applicant revise proposed parcel lines in the area proposed as
Traditional Center. A reduced number of parcels and larger parcels would allow future
development to more easily comply with the Urban Form Guidelines.

Also in response to comments, the project applicant removed the proposed traffic roundabout in the
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southern portion of the project site and instead proposed a signalized intersection and a more grid
like road pattern. The removal of the roundabout changed the configuration of the surrounding
proposed lots to a more linear configuration, which also led the City to request the larger lot sizes
in the area of Traditional Center development.

Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines allows revisions to a project to mitigate objections
received in comments on a DEIR. In addition, neither of these revisions (removal of the traffic
roundabout and reconfiguration of the parcels in the Traditional Center area) result in either a new
impact or increased severity of an existing impact. The potential impacts due to an intersection at
10™ Avenue were analyzed in the DEIR (See page 5.2-22 — Access Scenario 3 and Table 5.2-11,
Scenario 3, beginning on Page 5.2-33). This analysis assumed that an intersection would replace a
traffic roundabout at this location.

As noted in Chapter 1.0 of this FEIR, the overall amount of proposed commercial development is
6,000 square feet less than was analyzed in the DEIR, although the reconfiguration of the
commercial parcels did not result in this reduction of commercial development.

These revisions to the project do not result in the need to recirculate the DEIR. The reconfiguration
of the parcel lines and resultant fewer parcels in the Traditional Center area would not result in a
change in the determinations of the impact analyses in the DEIR. As noted, the one potential impact
associated with these proposed project revisions, a signalized intersection instead of the roundabout,
was analyzed in the DEIR.

Traffic Analysis and Project Description

As pointed out by commenters, the traffic analysis in Chapter 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of
the DEIR was based on a different mix of land uses than the project as described in Chapter 3,
Project Description, of the DEIR. As also acknowledged by some commenters, there was a
memorandum in Appendix D of the DEIR that addressed this issue. The land use types did not
differ, just the amounts of each type of development.

The traffic analysis that appeared in the DEIR was prepared in the summer of 2008. In November
2008, the applicant submitted a revised application with a similar roadway network, but slightly
different land use mix. With the exception of the traffic chapter, the analyses in the DEIR were
based on the November 2008 submittal.

Dowling Associates, Inc., the traffic engineers, prepared a trip generation analysis of the November
2008 revised land uses. The conclusion of the analysis was that the land uses proposed in November
2008 would produce few trips than the land uses analyzed in the DEIR. In addition, Dowling
Associates, Inc. stated that the DEIR presented a more conservation analysis of the potential impacts
and that it was not likely that the revised land uses would result in transportation-related impacts not
already identified in the DEIR (see Memorandum from Debbie Yueh, Dowling Associates, Inc., to
Samar Hajeer, City of Sacramento, December 9, 2008, re: Curtis Park Village — Trip Generation
Comparison of Different Land Uses in Appendix D of the DEIR). The City’s Traffic Engineer
agreed with the findings stated in the memorandum.

CHAPTER 3.0 — MASTER RESPONSES
3.0-9



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 201710

Due to the revised project submittal in December 2009, Dowling Associates again prepared a trip
generation analysis of the revised project. As before, the conclusion of the analysis was that although
the distribution of trips would be slightly different, the difference was not significant and that the
traffic analysis in the DEIR represented a conservative analysis of the potential impacts. This
determination was based in part on the updated Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation manual. The 2008 version of the ITE manual, used for the December 2009 trip
generation analysis, uses different generation rates, which in the case of the proposed Curtis Park
Village land uses are lower. The use of the most recent ITE generation manual is standard practice in
traffic engineering.

There were accurate analyses of the potential traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed project
that were made available to the public in the DEIR and the appendix.

Master Response Regarding GHG Emissions

Comments were received regarding the discussion of GHG emissions and global climate change in
the Draft EIR. Each of the comments is addressed in the Final EIR in Chapter 3.1, Responses to
Comments. This Master Response sets forth the City of Sacramento’s approach to the issue,
including the approach followed in the 2030 General Plan toward the pattern of urban
development, and encouragement of a development model that avoids dispersed residential and
employment centers that by their design encourage motor vehicle trips, one of the largest
contributors to GHG emissions. Likewise, the 2030 General Plan calls for strengthening the City’s
efforts to promote building standards to reduce the carbon footprint of buildings, another of the
major contributors.

The 2030 General Plan and the Master Environmental Impact Report

In November of 2005, the City Council adopted a resolution committing the City to crafting a
General Plan that would accommodate the SACOG Blueprint allocation of an additional 100,000
homes and 140,000 jobs consistent with adopted smart growth principles by the anticipated
General Plan build-out date of 2030. The City Council approved the 2030 General Plan on March
3, 2009. As part of its action, the City Council certified the Master Environmental Impact Report
(Master EIR) that evaluated the environmental effects of development that is reasonably anticipated
under the 2030 General Plan. The Master EIR includes extensive discussion of the potential effects
of GHG emissions. The Master EIR discussions regarding climate change are incorporated here by
reference. See, for example:

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

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

The impact of GHG emissions from human activities, specifically with regard to global climate
change, has been acknowledged by the City of Sacramento and others as an inherently cumulative
effect. Global climate change occurs, by definition, on a global basis. GHGs remain in the
atmosphere for extended periods, and combine with GHG emissions from other areas of the globe,
thus creating an inherently cumulative impact.

The 2030 General Plan and Master EIR recognized these unique aspects of the problem. The
Master EIR acknowledges that the GHG emissions resulting from development that would be
consistent with the 2030 General Plan would be cumulatively considerable, and significant and
unavoidable. See Errata 2, February 23, 2009.

In addition, at City Council direction, staff reviewed the various policies and implementation
programs in the 2030 General Plan that could mitigate GHG emissions, and determined that a
number of these policies could be revised. A list of such policies, and the changes that were made
to respond to the continuing discussion of climate change, were included as part of the Mitigation
Monitoring Plan that implemented mitigation identified in the Master EIR.

The 2030 General Plan calls for land use patterns that focus on infill and mixed use development
that support public transit and increase opportunities for pedestrians and bicycle use; quality design
guidelines and “complete” neighborhoods and streets to enhance neighborhood livability and the
pedestrian experience; “green building” practices including the adoption of a green building rating
program and ordinance and the use of recycled construction materials and alternative energy
systems; and adaptation to climate change, such as reducing the impacts from the urban heat island
effect, managing water use, and increasing flood protection. Specific goals, policies, and programs
targeting GHG reductions commit the City to AB 32 reduction targets, preparation of a GHG
emissions inventory for existing land uses and 2030 General Plan build-out, reductions in GHG
emissions from new development, and adoption of a climate action and adaptation plan by 2010
with ongoing monitoring and reporting.

The effects of the 2030 General Plan promote denser urban development within the current City
territorial limits to accommodate population growth, which will reduce growth pressures and
sprawl in outlying areas. While total GHG emissions within the General Plan policy area may
increase over time due to growth in population in the region, this increase is less than what would
have occurred if the 2030 General Plan were not adopted and development of more land in outlying
areas had been permitted under the 1988 General Plan. Adoption of the 2030 General Plan put
these key strategies in place immediately and has begun to shape development as well as the
activities of day-to-day living and move the City and the region toward a more sustainable future.

Because the actual effectiveness of all the feasible policies and programs included in the 2030
General Plan that avoid, minimize, or reduce GHG emissions could not be quantified, the impact
was identified as a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.
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General Plan Consistency of the Curtis Park Village Project

The 2030 General Plan identifies a mix of Traditional Neighborhood Low Density (TNLD),
Traditional Neighborhood Medium Density (TNMD) and Traditional Center (TC) on the Curtis
Park Village site. These designations include detached and attached single-family homes,
multifamily dwellings, commercial or mixed use development and compatible public and quasi-
public uses. The Land Use and Urban Form Diagram designates TNLD for the northern portion of
the site, TNMD for the central portion and TC in the southern portion. Each of the three
designations permit residential and commercial development. The development program analyzed
in the 2030 General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (Master EIR) for this site included a
mix of 549 attached and detached dwelling units and 200,000 square feet of commercial
development.

The proposed Curtis Park Village project development program and mix of uses is generally
consistent with the development program anticipated by the General Plan and the Master EIR. The
proposal locates lower density single family homes to the north, higher density attached homes and
apartments in the central area and commercial uses to the south. The proposed 522 dwelling units
fall within the range anticipated by the General Plan (549). The 259,000 square feet of commercial
space appears to be approximately 30 percent greater than was studied in the Master EIR.
However, the commercial floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.37 is well within the range of 0.3-2.0 FAR
permitted in TC. As a result, the land uses and their associated density and intensity are consistent
with the General Plan.

In addition to determining consistency with the Land Use and Urban Form Diagram, goals and
policies of the General Plan’s ten elements are relevant.

Land Use and Urban Design Element:
LU 5 Traditional Center Urban Form Guidelines (2030 General Plan, page 2-68)

While the guidelines are not goals or policies, and are not mandatory or binding on the applicant,
they do express the City’s desired urban form vision. For Traditional Centers, the guidelines call
for:

Small, rectangular blocks;

Small, narrow lots providing a fine-grained development pattern;

Building heights ranging from one to four stories;

Lot coverage not exceeding 80 percent;

Buildings sited at or near the sidewalk and typically abutting one another with limited side

yard setbacks;

Building entrances set at the sidewalk;

7. Rear alleys and secondary streets providing service access to reduce the need for driveways
and curb cuts on the primary street;

8. Parking provided on-street as well as in [...] lots at the side or rear of structures;

9. Transparent building frontages with pedestrian-scaled articulation and detailing;

arLDdE

o
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10. Moderately wide sidewalks; and
11. Public streetscapes serving as the center’s primary open space, complemented by outdoor
seating, plazas, courtyards, and sidewalk dining areas.

These guidelines provide the staff and applicant with guidance regarding project design, and
support the City’s identified goal of encouraging development by providing specific and
enforceable standards for development.

LU 5 Traditional Centers Goals and Policies

Policy LU 5.3.1

Mobility Element

Development Standards. The City shall continue to support
development and operation of centers in traditional neighborhoods
by providing flexibility in development standards, consistent with
public health and safety, in response to constraints inherent in
retrofitting older structures and in creating infill development in
established neighborhoods.

The following goals and policies are relevant to the design of the Curtis Park Village project. They
primarily relate to the design of public and private streets and the desired relationships among
buildings, streets and parking facilities.

Policy M 1.3.1

Policy M 1.3.2

Policy M 2.1.3

PolicyM 2.1.4

Grid Network. The City shall require all new residential,
commercial, or mixed-use development that proposes or is required
to construct or extend streets to develop a transportation network
that provides for a well-connected, walkable community, preferably
as a grid or modified grid.

Private Complete Streets. The City shall require large private
developments (e.g., office parks, apartment complexes, retail
centers) to provide internal complete streets that connect to the
existing roadway system.

Streetscape Design. The City shall require that pedestrian-oriented
streets be designed to provide a pleasant environment for walking
including shade trees; plantings; well-designed benches, trash
receptacles, news racks, and other furniture; pedestrian-scaled
lighting fixtures; wayfinding signage; integrated transit shelters;
public art; and other amenities.

Cohesive Network. The City shall develop a cohesive pedestrian
network of public sidewalks and street crossings that makes walking
a convenient and safe way to travel.
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Continuous Network. The City shall provide a continuous pedestrian
network in existing and new neighborhoods that facilitates
convenient pedestrian travel free of major impediments and
obstacles.

Building Design. The City shall ensure that new buildings are
designed to engage the street and encourage walking through design
features such as placing the building with entrances facing the street
and providing connections to sidewalks.

Parking Facility Design. The City shall ensure that new automobile
parking facilities are designed to facilitate safe and convenient
pedestrian access, including clearly defined corridors and walkways
connecting parking areas with buildings.

Housing and Destination Connections. The City shall require new
subdivisions and large-scale developments to include safe pedestrian
walkways that provide direct links between streets and major
destinations such as transit stops and stations, schools, parks, and
shopping centers.

Direct Access to Stations. The City shall ensure that projects located
in the Central City and within % mile walking distance of existing
and planned light rail stations provide direct pedestrian and bicycle
access to the station area, to the extent feasible.

Neighborhood Traffic. Enhance the quality of life within existing
neighborhoods through the use of neighborhood traffic management
techniques, while recognizing the City’s desire to provide a grid
system that creates a high level of connectivity.

Neighborhood Traffic Management. The City shall continue
wherever possible to design streets and approve development
applications in such as manner as to reduce high traffic flows and
parking problems within residential neighborhoods.

Connections between New Development and Bikeways. The City
shall ensure that new commercial and residential development
projects provide frequent and direct connections to the nearest
bikeways.

Buildings constructed as part of the project would be required to comply with current California
building codes that enforce energy efficiency.
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The City of Sacramento has adopted an approach that seeks to implement community development
principles that encourage pedestrian-friendly, multi-use development that reduces vehicle miles
travelled. The various goals and policies applicable to the project through the 2030 General Plan
provides just such a framework, and are effective tools to mitigate climate change through
reduction of GHG emissions. These goals and policies have accurately been described in the
Master EIR as mitigation for such effects.

Ongoing Activities

The 2030 General Plan included direction to staff to prepare a Climate Action Plan for the City.
Staff has continued work on this plan since adoption of the 2030 General Plan. The Climate Action
Plan will provide additional guidance for the City’s ongoing efforts to reduce GHG emissions for
both the City’s internal municipal operations, as well as the broader community within the City’s
jurisdiction. The tentative completion date for the Climate Action Plan is mid-2011.

Federal and State policy regarding climate change and reduction of GHG’s continues to evolve:

1. On December 7, 2009, the US EPA issued two distinct findings' regarding GHG’s under
section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act:

e Endangerment Finding: The Administrator found that the current and projected
concentrations of the six key well-mixed GHGs — carbon dioxide (CO;), methane
(CHy), nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs),
and sulfur hexafluoride (SFg) — in the atmosphere threaten the public health and
welfare of current and future generations.

e Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator found that the combined
emissions of these well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor
vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution which threatens public health and
welfare.

These findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities.
However, this action is a prerequisite to finalizing the EPA’s proposed GHG standards for
light-duty vehicles, which were jointly proposed by EPA and the Department of
Transportation’s National Highway Safety Administration on September 15, 2009.2

2. The State of California announced its intent to reduce GHG’s from passenger vehicles in
2002 with the passage of CA Assembly Bill 1493 (Pavley). The following summarizes
recent changes in the implementation of the Pavley standards since publication of the
MEIR:

! http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html
2 http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/regulations.htm
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The USEPA reversed its 2008 decision and granted California the authority to
implement GHG emission reduction standards for new passenger cars, pickup
trucks and sport utility vehicles on June 30, 2009.

Most recently, the ARB adopted amendments to the “Pavley” regulations that
reduce GHG emissions in new passenger vehicles from 2009 through 2016. The
amendments, approved by the Board on September 24, 2009, are part of
California’s commitment toward a nation-wide program to reduce new passenger
vehicle GHGs from 2012 through 2016.

ARB’s September 2009 amendments finalized plans for enforcement of the
Pavley rule starting in 2009 while providing vehicle manufacturers with new
compliance flexibility. The amendments will also prepare California to harmonize
its rules with the federal rules for passenger vehicles.

In October 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB 375, which requires the
California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set regional targets for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions from passenger vehicles, for 2020 and 2035. If regions develop
integrated land use, housing and transportation plans that meet the SB 375 targets, new
projects in these regions can be relieved of certain review requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act. The targets apply to the regions in the State covered by the
18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).

Per SB 375, on September 30, 2009, the ARB-appointed Regional Targets Advisory
Committee (RTAC) submitted to the ARB its recommendations on factors to be
considered and methodologies to be used in the ARB’s target setting process. Key
recommendations were as follows:

Adoption of a uniform statewide target expressed as a per capita reduction below
2005 levels for each MPO region;

Each MPO can either set their own targets or seek an adjustment to the statewide
target;

The SCS required for each MPO region should include all feasible measures to
achieve the GHG targets;

A seven-step process for MPOs should be followed in setting each region’s
baseline for 2005, examining alternative planning scenarios, and then confirming
these with ARB prior to September 2010.

The ARB has taken action to approve the RTAC’s recommendations on and will be
working with MPO’s in early 2010 to implement the recommendations. ARB must
propose draft targets by June 30, 2010, and adopt final targets by September 30, 2010.

Some commenters assert the need for a project-specific analysis of the impact of GHG emissions.
The Draft EIR discusses GHG emissions that would be generated by the project, and includes an
inventory of such emissions. (See Table 5.3-6, page 5.3-18) The Draft EIR also includes a
summary of the project components that would reduce GHG emissions, based on the Office of the
Attorney General guidance. (See Table 5.3-8, page 5.3-21)
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The City acknowledged that the sum of GHG emissions that could be generated by development
under the 2030 General Plan would be cumulatively considerable, and has identified the goals and
policies under the 2030 General Plan as the primary vehicle to mitigating such impacts. This
programmatic approach achieves reductions in the two main emitting categories: motor vehicle
emissions and energy used in buildings. By adopting measures that are applicable community-
wide, the City has implemented a reduction strategy that is fair and can be implemented with
confidence that emission reductions will actually occur.

The same cannot be said for mitigation suggested on a case-by-case basis. Mitigation requirements
under the California Environmental Quality Act must be based on substantial evidence, and a
reasonable relationship to the impact. None of the commenters has provided any substantial
evidence that would identify specific impacts from the emissions of the project under review. In
fact, global climate change is an inherently cumulative impact, and the City has identified it and
treated it as such. The City’s 2030 General Plan and Master EIR are the primary vehicles for that
effort.

The City has identified GHG reductions goals as stated in AB 32 and other State guidance as
relevant to the impact analysis. This is, the City believes, consistent with guidance provided by the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). In its CEQA Guide,
December 2009, the District suggests that local agencies properly consider adopting a threshold
that considers whether an individual project’s GHG emissions would substantially hinder the
State’s ability to attain the goals identified in AB 32. (CEQA Guide, page 6-11)

Conclusion

The Master EIR concluded that GHG emissions that could be emitted by development that is
consistent with the 2030 General Plan would be cumulatively considerable and unavoidable (Errata
No. 2, Page 12). The Master EIR includes a full analysis of GHG emissions and climate change,
and adequately addresses these issues.

The project is consistent with the City’s goals and policies as set forth in the 2030 General Plan and
Master EIR relating to reduction of GHG emissions. The project would not impede the City’s
efforts to comply with AB32 requirements. The project would not have any significant additional
environmental effects relating to GHG emissions or climate change.
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3.1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The Responses to Comments chapter includes responses to each of the comment letters
submitted regarding the Curtis Park Village DEIR. Each bracketed comment letter is followed by
numbered responses to each bracketed comment. Where revisions to DEIR text have been made
in response to a comment, new text is double underlined and deleted text is struek-through.
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Cont’d.
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LETTER 1: ELIzABETH OBON, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT
Response to Comment 1-1

The comment is an introductory comment that summarizes the project description, and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 1-2

For clarification purposes, the fifth paragraph on page 5.11-6 of the DEIR is hereby revised:

Currently, the discharge rates to the SRWTP are restricted to 60 mgd peak flow
from Sump 2/2A by a Master Interagency Agreement with the Sacramento

Reglonal Gemmuﬂl{Herees Countx Sanltatlo Dlstrlct (SRCSD)

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 1-3

For clarification purposes, the “Wastewater Treatment” subsection located on pages 5.11-8 and
5.11-9 of the DEIR is hereby revised to read:

Wastewater treatment within the City of Sacramento is provided by the
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD). SRCSD operates all
regional interceptors and wastewater—treatment—plants—serving—the—City the
SRWTP. exeept-for-tThe combined sewer and storm drain treatment facilities;
which-are operated by the City of Sacramento. The City provides wastewater
collection to about two thirds of the area within the City Limits, which is
comprised of two distinct areas: the area served by the combined sewer system
(CSS), and the areas served by a separated sewer system. The project site is
served by the City’s CSS facilities.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 1-4

For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.11-26 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:
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Wastewater Collection and Treatment

The total projected dry weather wastewater treatment demand from the proposed
project is 128,240 gallons per day (See Table 5.11-4). Currently, the SRWTP is
permitted an average dry weather flow of 181 mgd, and current average dry
weather flows are approximately 150 mgd; therefore, the WSRWTP has a current
excess capacity of 31 mgd.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

For clarification purposes, the second paragraph on page 5.11-27 of the DEIR is hereby revised
to read:

The project’s contribution of 128,240 gallons per day, or approximately 0.21
mgd, would be significantly less than the WSRWTP’s excess capacity of 31 mgd.
Therefore, the existing WSRWTP would have enough capacity to accommodate
the proposed project. In addition, the project applicant would be required by the
City to pay sewer connection fees. As a result, adverse impacts to wastewater
collection and treatment would not result.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 1-5

The commenter is correct. As stated on page 3-15 of the DEIR, wastewater from the proposed
project would be conveyed to the existing 114-inch Donner Sewer Line and Donner Interceptor.
The ultimate conveyance would be treated at the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment 1-6

As stated on page 5.11-24 of the DEIR, the proposed project wastewater flow would be
conveyed in an underground system of pipes eight to 10 inches in diameter and discharged in the
Donner Interceptor. Due to the limited capacity available in the Donner Interceptor at peak flow
conditions, the project’s drainage flow will need to be mitigated. The project engineer estimated
the existing project drainage flow to be 8.49 cfs. The proposed project would provide drainage
storage through the construction of a detention basin that would limit project drainage run-off to
pre-project levels.

The City’s CSS project has undergone environmental review and would be constructed with or
without the development of the Curtis Park Village project. If the City’s CSS project is not
constructed prior to the proposed project, the proposed project would pay appropriate CSS fees,
and provide additional drainage detention to compensate for the project sewage generation until
the Donner Interceptor could accept the flows. The private sewer storage facility would be
reviewed and approved by the Department of Utilities, prior to its construction, in order to ensure
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that facility is adequate for accommodation of the project’s sewer flows. Implementation of
City’s CSS project or the proposed project’s private sewer storage facility (if the City’s CSS
project is not built) would be sufficient to accommodate projected flows from the project site,
and adverse impacts to stormwater collection would not result.

Response to Comment 1-7

As stated on page 5.11-27 of the DEIR, the project’s dry weather contribution of 128,240 gallons
per day, or approximately 0.21 mgd, would be significantly less than the SRWTP’s excess capacity
of 31 mgd. Therefore, as the DEIR concluded, a less-than-significant impact would occur. In
addition, the total flow rate of the proposed project would be 208,800 gallons per day (See Table
5.11-5) which is less than the maximum allowed flow rate of 60 mgd for Sump 2; 38 mgd for sump

21, 55, and 119; 10.5 mgd for the intercept structure; and 108.5 mgd for the total to City interceptor.
Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed maximum flow rates outlined in the agreement.

Response to Comment 1-8

The City will ensure compliance with the Operations and Maintenance Agreement between the
SRCSD and the City of Sacramento regarding the Combined Wastewater Control System.

Response to Comment 1-9

The comment is a concluding comment that does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
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LETTER 2: TRACI CANFIELD, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT

Response to Comment 2-1
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR
Response to Comment 2-2

As stated on page 3-5 of the DEIR, additional volumes of contaminants were encountered on the
project site in 2008, which required an update of the previously approved 1995 Remedial Action
Plan (Dames & Moore, June 1995). The DEIR addressed potential impacts related to remedies that
will be proposed in the updated Remedial Action Plan. Pursuant to the updated Remedial Action
Plan, the remediation of the site will be completed prior to development of the proposed project.

Response to Comment 2-3

The comment outlines opportunities and constraints associated with transit in proximity to the
project site. The comment does not include specifics regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 2-4

The comment is correct that the City is currently studying a potential pedestrian bridge between
City College and the residential neighborhoods to the east. The City has reviewed the layout of the
proposed Curtis Park Village project to ensure that the design does not preclude the City from
constructing a bridge in the future. The potential financing of the bridge has not been determined,
however, the comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

As stated on page 3-19 of the DEIR, a pedestrian crossing is currently being planned by the City to
connect Sacramento City College and the college’s Regional Transit light rail station to the
commercial portion of the proposed project site. The pedestrian crossing is currently undergoing a
feasibility study and separate environmental review will be conducted for the crossing. The
proposed project includes an easement which would accommaodate a landing located adjacent to the
commercial portion of the site, in anticipation of the City’s future construction of the pedestrian
crossing.

Response to Comment 2-5

For clarification purposes, the first paragraph on page 5.2-5 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) provides bus and light rail
services near the project site. Three Feur bus routes operates in the project area:
Routes 62 (Freeport), 63 (24™ Street-Hogan), 64-(24"-Street-Gity CoHege), and 83
(14™ Avenue). Route 62 provides daily-service-betweenRush-River Drive-and-the
downtown—area—r—30—minute—intervals 30 minute service intervals Mondax

through Friday, hourly service on Saturdays, and no service on Sundays. |
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operates from about 6:00 am to 11:00 pm on weekdays, and 7:00 am to 10:00 pm
on Saturdays..—and-9:00-am-to-—10:00pm-on-Sundays. Route 63 and-Route—64
provides service between Meadowview Road and the downtown area. Route 63
While-beth-routes converges on 24™ Street near the prOJect site, Route—63-and
travels up Franklln Boulevard and—Reute—M—up—% étFeet—for much of the+F
routes. &

abeul%%@%m—te%@@#pm—%ﬁngweekdays— ervice on Route 63 is Qrowded on
60- to 75-minute intervals between 5:30 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. on weekdays, but is
not offered during the weekends or holidays. Reute-64-operatesfrom-about7:00
A to-6-30-p-m—on-Saturdays. Route63-has—no-Saturday—service-and-netther
routes—have-Sunday—and-helidays—service. Route 83 provides service between

Riverside Boulevard and University/65™ Street. In the project vicinity, it operates
along Sutterville Boulevard at 30 minute intervals between 6:20 am and te 8:00
7:00 pm on weekdays. There is no service on weekends and holidays.

The above change corrects text due to recent Regional Transit route changes and does not alter any
of the conclusions contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 2-6

The commenter requests that Regional Transit facilities be contacted regarding the location of
bus shelters in the project area. The City routinely coordinates with Regional Transit in those
matters and will continue to do so.

Response to Comment 2-7

A Transportation Management Association does not exist in the vicinity of the project site. The
recommendation and suggested components of a transit pass subsidy program will be forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration during project review.

Response to Comment 2-8

See Response to Comment 2-7.

Response to Comment 2-9

See Response to Comment 2-7.

Response to Comment 2-10

As presented in Table 5.2-15 (page 5.2-45 of the DEIR), the proposed project is predicted to
have a deficit of 92 parking spaces for commercial/retail uses. The City’s Zoning Code requires
1,075 parking spaces for the proposed project, but only 983 are included in the project design;
resulting in a 92 parking space deficit in commercial/residential areas, and an 84 parking space
deficit for residential areas. However, as stated in the Shared Parking Technical Memo prepared

by Dowling Associates, Inc. on March 3, 2009, parking spaces provided in the southern portion
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of the Curtis Park Village site would be shared among patrons of the businesses and services, as
well as residents in the area, and patrons would be willing to park and walk within the southern
portion of the site. With the inclusion of the shared parking spaces, the project would provide
1,356 parking spaces for the retail/commercial portion of the project. Based on the analysis
results, the parking supply is sufficient to meet the anticipated parking demand at Curtis Park
Village.

Response to Comment 2-11

The commenter suggests that retail and commercial centers adjacent to existing or proposed
transit stops should include additional parking spaces, and the parking spaces should be provided
in retail areas prior to the issuance of and retail and/or commercial building permit. The
suggestion will be passed along to decision-makers for their consideration during project review.

Response to Comment 2-12

The City will ensure that the proposed commercial development comply with required bicycle
parking facilities outlined in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

Response to Comment 2-13

As stated on page 5.2-46 of the DEIR, Impact Statement 5.2-9, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP)
would be required as mitigation to impacts associated with construction. In regard to transit service
and pedestrian access to transit stops/stations, the TMP would be required to reduce potential
project-related impacts associated with construction, and would include the following: provision of
a driveway access plan to maintain safe vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle movements, efficient and
convenient transit routes, provisions for pedestrian safety, and provisions for temporary bus stops, if
necessary. Therefore, project construction would not disrupt transit service or pedestrian access to
transit stops and stations.

Response to Comment 2-14

As stated on pages 5.2-41 and 5.2-42 of the DEIR, Impact Statements 5.2-5 and 5.2-6, all streets
within the proposed site would be designed in accordance to the City’s “Pedestrian Friendly
Street Standards” that would provide for pedestrian needs and enhance connectivity with existing
City streets. Furthermore, as stated on page 5.2-41 of the DEIR, impacts to pedestrian circulation
and the transit system were found to be less-than-significant. Site design requirements are subject
to final approval by the City of Sacramento. Recommendations for including amenities such as
pavers, vertical curbs, tree shading, lighting, and trellises will be passed along to decision-
makers for their consideration during project review.

Response to Comment 2-15
The commenter suggests that particular types of physical barriers be eliminated, as they would

impede access to transit facilities. See Response to Comment 2-14 for discussion regarding
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project design. Recommendations will be passed along to decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 2-16

The comment is a concluding statement that does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
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LETTER 3: JOSEPH JAMES HURLEY, SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Response to Comment 3-1
Comment 3-1 is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 3-2

For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.3-4 of the DEIR is hereby removed:

The above change is for clarification purposes and does not alter any of the conclusions contained
within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 3-3

To correct the text, the third paragraph on page 5.3-4 of the DEIR is hereby revised to read:

The CARB has seven air poHution monitoring sites within Sacramento County
and-three-within-the-City-of Sacramento 18 ground-level ozone monitoring sites

are located throughout the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) federal non-
attainment area. Twelve of the 18 monitoring stations are operated by the Local

Air Districts and the remaining six monitoring stations are operated by CARB.
The air quality monitoring stations measure hourly pollutants and record

sufficient data to meet EPA and/or ARB criteria for quality assurance. The closest
monitoring site to the project area is located at 13" Street and T Street. This
monitoring site measures multiple pollutants. A summary of the annual air quality
measurements from this monitoring site is shown in Table 5.3-2.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 3-4

For clarification purposes, Table 5.3-3 on page 5.3-6 of the DEIR is hereby revised to read:
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Table 5.3-3
Attainment Status Designations - Sacramento County
Pollutant National Designation State Designation
Ozone (1-hour) No federal standard Nonattainment/ severe serious
Ozone (8-hour) Nonattainment/serious Nonattainment/ severe serious
PMio Nonattainment/moderate Nonattainment
PM; s Attainment/unclassified Nonattainment
CO Attainment Attainment
Nitrogen dioxide Attainment Attainment
Source: SMAQMD, http://www.airquality.org/aqdata/attainmentstat.shtml, 2009.

The above change is for clarification purposes and does not alter any of the conclusions contained
within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 3-5

The analysis performed for Curtis Park Village evaluated the potential health effects of
emissions from the diesel-fired locomotives traveling along the main line tracks located west of
the property. The methodologies used in the Screening Health Risk Evaluation for Railway
Diesel Emission Exposure® (Risk Evaluation) for the Curtis Park project is consistent with the
guidance provided by the City of Sacramento and approved by the SMAQMD. As requested by
the SMAQMD, the screening evaluation was performed using methodologies utilized in a
previous analysis and described in the Sacramento Rail Yard Redevelopment Screening Health
Risk Assessment of DPM from Freeway and Railway performed by ENVIRON in 2007 for the
Railyards EIR.

The commenter recommends that the diesel particulate (DPM) emissions associated with the rail
line locomotives be calculated by using a “methodology such as one described in the Roseville
Rail Yard Study”. As stated in Section 2.1 of the Curtis Park Risk Evaluation, emission estimates
from Union Pacific Rail Road (UPRR) freight locomotives were calculated using information
obtained from the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Roseville Rail Yard Study.” The
calculated DPM emissions were then converted to equivalent peak-hour motor vehicle traffic.
As described in Section 2.2 of the Risk Evaluation, the DPM emissions from UPRR locomotives
were calculated to be equivalent to 1,559 vehicles per hour. Screening methodologies described
in the Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to
Major Roadways® (SMAQMD Protocol) were then used to determine the potential health risks to
future residents at Curtis Park Village. As shown in Figure 1 of the Risk Evaluation, Curtis Park
Village is located to the east (downwind) of the north-south railroad tracks. Table 2 of the
SMAQMD protocol projects DPM cancer risks at locations to the west of a north-south roadway.

! ERM. Screening Health Risk Evaluation for Railway Diesel Emission Exposure. February 2008.

2 California Air Resources Board (CARB). Roseville Rail Yard Study. http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook..pdf.
Accessed February 12, 2008.

® SMAQMD. Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major
Roadways. 2007.
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According to the SMAQMD Protocol screening process, the peak-hour traffic is rounded up to
4,000, the lowest entry in Table 2 of the SMAQMD Protocol. Based on the information in this
table, cancer risks at any location within Curtis Park Village, are less than the evaluation criteria
of 446 per million (over a 70-year exposure period) selected by the SMAQMD; therefore, a site
specific health risk analysis is not warranted.

The SMAQMD protocol was updated® in March of 2009 resulting in a revised evaluation
criterion of 296 per million. The evaluation criterion differs from the previous versions and to
more closely align with the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) methodology used in the
Land Use Handbook.®> This new evaluation criterion was calculated based on a 50 foot distance
as opposed to the 10 foot distance as used in previous versions of the SMAQMD Protocol.®

Based on this revised evaluation criterion, estimated emissions are below the screening
threshold, and a site-specific risk analysis is not warranted. In addition, the cancer risk estimates
provided in Table 2 of the SMAQMD Protocol were developed using parameters and exhaust
release heights typical for automobiles and various sizes of diesel trucks. Diesel-fired
locomotives have higher exhaust release-heights than the typical highway traffic. A higher
release-height results in more dispersion, thereby decreasing nearby ground level pollutant
concentrations and decreasing associated cancer risks. The use of methodologies outlined in the
SMAQMD Protocol present a conservative method for addressing cancer risks for future
residents of Curtis Park Village.

Response to Comment 3-6

The Air Quality Mitigation Plan (AQMP) was submitted after the release of the DEIR. The
commenter is correct that the Air Quality Management District endorsed the AQMP on May 26,
2009 (See Appendix C of the FEIR for the AQMP).

Response to Comment 3-7
See Response to Comment 3-5.
Response to Comment 3-8

The comment indicates that a project’s impact should be based on its potential global warming
impact, and not simply compliance with a particular policy or mitigation strategy. There is
consensus that global climate change, as caused by greenhouse gas emissions, is an inherently
cumulative impact. While the project’s role in the City’s efforts to achieve compliance with the
various state-initiated efforts is discussed in the Draft EIR, the underlying and substantial effort
implemented by the City is ensuring that new development is designed to reduce vehicle miles,
which are one of the major sources of greenhouse gas emissions. Coordination with regional

* Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the
Location of Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways. 2009
5 .
Ibid.
® Ibid.
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partners via the SACOG Blueprint is a major part of the City’s strategy, as well as the
preparation of a Climate Action Plan.

The comment seeks a statement of the project’s potential global warming impacts. The City
believes the analysis set forth in the Draft EIR, accompanied by the adoption and action
strategies set forth in the 2030 General Plan and Master EIR, identify an action-oriented
approach that will achieve real results. The City is unaware of, and the commenter provides no
information regarding, any substantial evidence that would relate the greenhouse gas emissions
of this project with any demonstrable and measurable global climate change. The City treats
global climate change as a cumulative effect, and has adopted strategies consistent with that
approach.

The City believes its stated threshold and approach are consistent with the District guidance. See,
e.g., Chapter 6 of the District’s CEQA Guide, which recommends that thresholds of significance
for GHG emissions should be related to AB 32’s GHG reduction goals. The Guide suggests that
one possible threshold could be “[...] to determine whether a project’s emissions would
substantially hinder the State’s ability to attain the goals identified in AB 32 [...]” (CEQA
Guide, page 6-11) The City believes that it is in agreement with the District regarding the goal of
reducing GHG emissions, and that the City’s reliance on the Master EIR and ongoing efforts to
draft and implement a Climate Change Plan are meaningful steps in achieving that goal.

In addition, see Chapter 3 for a Master Response regarding GHG emissions.
Response to Comment 3-9

The Draft EIR includes specific references to the suggested strategies issued by the Office of the
Attorney General. (See Table 5.3-8 on page 5.3-21 of the DEIR) As discussed in the Master
Response, the City has initiated a very substantial effort to identify community-wide strategies to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and the project would be subject to these strategies. In part, the
City has adopted this approach due to the infeasibility of identifying specific global climate
change impacts from individual projects, and the absence of substantial evidence that would
support a finding of fairness in applying specific mitigation on such a basis.

In addition, see Chapter 3 for a Master Response regarding GHG emissions.
Response to Comment 3-10

The comment expresses a preference for the highest density and lowest household annual vehicle
miles traveled. Site design alternatives are addressed and discussed in Chapter 7.0 of the DEIR.
The Multi-Family Alternative was not chosen as the Environmentally Superior Alternative
because, as compared to the Single-Family Alternative, the Multi-Family Alternative does not
reduce impacts to aesthetics and public services and utilities. The Environmentally Superior
Alternative would be expected to generate the least adverse impacts. The alternative preference
will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration during the project review process.
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Response to Comment 3-11
See Responses to Comments 2-14 and 3-10.
Response to Comment 3-12

The comment suggests an at-grade pedestrian/bicycle crossing at the north end of the project site.
The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 3-13

The DEIR analyzes two access options for the Curtis Park Village project. The commenter is
expressing a preference for Option 1, which continues 5™ Avenue and Donner Way connections
to the site. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 3-14

SMAQMD rules will be complied with at the time of construction. The comment is a concluding
comment and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
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Letter 4

FW curtis Park village Project (SCH#2004082020).txt
>>> "Guenther Moskat" <gmoskat@dtsc.ca.gov> 06/01/2009 3:47 PM >>>
Ms Hagemen,

Thank you for the opportunity for the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
to review and comment on the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Curtis
Park village Project (SCH#2004082020) dated March 2009 prepared for the City of
Sacramento by Raney Planning and Management, Inc...| As you are aware, as a
Responsible Agency under the California Environmental qQuality Act (CEQA), DTSC has
been coordinating with the City to ensure that the draft EIR contains an analysis of
potential impacts associated with activities to be contained in a proposed Remedial
Action Plan amendment (RAP) subject to DTSC approval that would address additional
contamination found at the proposed project site. As a Responsible Agency, DTSC
will consider the environmentaq effects of activities associated with the proposed
RAP as shown in the final EIR prior to reaching a decision on the proposed RAP.

In recognition that a proposed RAP was not available at the time the draft EIR was
being circulated for review and comment, DTSC evaluated the potential impacts from
the following remediation methods that were identified in the draft EIR:

- Removing the impacted soil from the site by excavation;

- Hauling impacted soil by truck to an offsite disposal Tocation;

- Treatment of the excavated soil;

- Encapsulation, by creating a barrier to prevent human contact by construction of a
barrier or_cap (provided groundwater is adequately protected and direct access is
not possible, potential encapsulation locations include the proposed commercial
areas and park); and

- In-situ treatment (chemical fixation/stabilization) or biodegradation.

Following are comments on various sections of the draft EIR that we request the City
take into consideration prior to the development of final EIR for the overall
development project:

CHAPTER 4 - LAND USE

Comment: This section should include a discussion related to the extent of
contamination and the effect potential remedies ma¥ have on the proposed uses of the
property. This section should also include an explanation of the intent of SB120
(ortiz, Chap. 395 of 1999) to require that any cleanup of contamination of the
property meet the Land Use Plan approved by tﬁe City of Sacramento.

CHAPTER 5.1 - AESTHETICS

Page 5.1-9, Section 5.1.1, Impacts related to the update of the Remedial Action Plan
(RAP), 3rd Sentence. "It should be noted that the updates to the RAP remedies could
result in more stockpiles of soil on the site, but the soil stockpiles would not be
any larger than the stockpiles current1¥ on-site (due to implementation of the
existing RAP), and these stockpiles would eventually be removed from the site and
hauled to an appropriate Tandfill.”

Comment: The purpose of updating the RAP is to evaluate other remedial technologies
to address the remaining volume of impacted soils found at the Site. Because the
revised remedy is being developed, it would be more appropriate to indicate that
soil stockpiles would be managed in accordance with remedial alternative approved in
the updated RAP.

CHAPTER 5.6 - CULTURAL RESOURCES

Page 5.6-9, Section 5.6-2, Project grading could unearth previously unknown
archaeological resources. “The groposed project would not be allowed to proceed
until the Department of Toxic Substances Control

(DTSC) deems the updated RAP complete. Thus, grading associated with the proposed
project would occur after soil has been imported to the site consistent with the

4 Page 1
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4 updated RAP.”
4-6 cont. | comment: It is not clear what is meant bg “complete.” Development should be
initiated after the revised RAP remedy objectives are met.

CHAPTER 5.8 - PUBLIC HEALTH AND HAZARDS

REE Page 5.8-8, section 5.8, Impacts Specific to the update of the Remedial Action
Plan, first paragraph.

Comment 1: This section should provide clarification that if additional

4-7 |information, data and remediation activities becomes available after certification
of the final EIR, a re-evaluation will determine if the final EIR adequately
assessed impacts related to the proposed RAP subject to DTSC approval or whether an
addendum, amendment or supplement to the certified EIR would be required in order
for DTSC

to meet its obligations under CEQA.

4-8 | Comment 2: This section should include a map showing the areas of known and
suspected contamination.

4-9 | Comment 3: This section should state that the RAP is required to comply with the
applicable mitigation measures from Table 2-1.

4-10 Comment 4: This section should include a detailed discussion of the Operations and
- Maintenance Plan requirements for caps and land use covenants and controls.

4-11 | Comment 5: This section should state that drainage around caps will be reviewed by
DTSC to ensure that cap integrity is not compromised.

**% page 5.8-10, Impact Discussion_of Excavation and Off-site Disposal Remedy. “It
should be noted that the additional volumes of contaminants would be removed via
truck, not rail: and “Furthermore, the additional hauling required under this remedy
4-12 would utilize the same haul routes and be subject to the same laws and regulations

- as the current site remediation.”

Comment: The current remediation efforts require that_excavated soils be removed
from the site using railcars. Please revise accordingly.

#%% page 5.8-11, Impact Discussion of On-site Encapsulation and In-Situ
stabilization remedies. “Because the fill is clean, restrictions

on

Tand use above the cap are not required. However, any excavation that would go
deeqer than the membrane would require workers trained in dealing with contaminated
4-13 soils, and excavated soils would have to be disposed of at an approved facility."”

Comment: Land Use Covenant (LUC) applies to all areas with contamination Tleft above
the unrestricted land use levels. The LUC will place restrictions to Timit land use
and activities to be consistent with the caﬁ remedy. Prohibitions against
activities such as digging, scraping, or other types of cap disturbance would be
included in LUCs.

#*#% page 5.8-13, Exposure of future residents and construction workers to
contaminated soil. “At that point DTSC would issue certifications of completion and
record a deed restriction for the property.”

4-14 Comment: Include clarification that DTSC would issue certification of completion
after all components of the approved remedial action have been implemented including
administrative activities (i.e., Operations and Maintenance Agreement, Land Use
Covenant and etc.).

4_15 CHAPTER 5.9 - HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY, AND DRAINAGE

v Page 2

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-27



4-15 cont.

4-16

4-17

4-18

4-19

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 4

FW curtis Park village Project (SCH#2004082020).txt

A i 2 X e
Comment: This section should include a description of current groundwater

conditions and remediation systems at the Site to establish existing environmental
baseline conditions. This section should also provide a more detai?ed description
of the operations and Maintenance Plan required under the existing Remedial Action
Plan for treatment of contaminated groundwater.

As previously stated, since a proposed RAP was not available at the time the draft
EIR was being circulated for review and comment, DTSC evaluated the potential
impacts from the remediation methods identified
in the draft EIR | If additional information and data pertinent to the
extent and nature of the contamination and proposed remediation activities
identified in the draft EIR becomes avaiTah?e prior to approval of the final EIR,
DTSC recommends that such information, data and remediation activities be analyzed
i i i ifq i Further, if additional
information, data and remediation activities becomes available after certification
of the final EIR, a re-evaluation should be conducted to determine if the final EIR
adequately assessed impacts related to the proposed RAP or whether an addendum,
amendment or supplement to the certified EIR would be required in order for DTSC to
meet its obligations as a Responsible

Agency under CEQA.

Again, thank you for the opﬁortunity for involving DTSC in the
preparation and review of this important project and EIR. If you
should have any questions, please contact me at the numbers liste below.
Thank you.

Guenther w. Moskat

Supervising Environmental Planner

CEQA Program

Department of Toxic Substancecs Control
1001 I Street, 22nd Floor

Sacramento, CA 95812-0806

916.322-8955 (office)

916.869.5137 ECe11}

916.323-3215 (Fax)

Page 3

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-28



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

LETTER 4: GUENTHER MOSKAT, DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

Response to Comment 4-1

Comment 4-1 is an introductory comment and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 4-2

Comment 4-1 is a background comment and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 4-3

Comment 4-1 is a summary comment that describes the potential remedies outlined in the project
description, and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 4-4

Chapter 5.8, Public Health and Hazards, of the DEIR addresses the extent of existing contamination
on the project site. In particular, the extent of contamination related to metals, petroleum
hydrocarbons, and Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs), can be found on pages 5.8-8, 5.8-9,
and 5.8-10, respectively.

SB 120 states that the DTSC cannot approve the updates to the RAP until the City has approved a
land use plan for the project site. This regulation ensures that any areas cleaned to restricted
standards coincide with the appropriate land use and are subject to long-term agreements with
DTSC. Chapter 5.8 of the DEIR, Public Health and Hazards Chapter, pages 5.8-11 and 5.8-12
includes a discussion of SB 120 and requirements as they pertain to land use.

Response to Comment 4-5

For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.1-9 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

It should be noted that the—updates—to—the-RAPremedies—could—result—in—more

fandfill soil stockpiles would be managed in accordance with remedial alternatives
approved in the updated RAP.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.
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Response to Comment 4-6

For clarification purposes, the sixth paragraph on pages 5.6-8 through 5.6-9 of the DEIR is
hereby revised to read:

The proposed project would not be allowed to proceed until the Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) deems that the updated revised RAP cemplete
remedy objectives are met. Thus, grading associated with the proposed project
would occur after soil has been imported to the site consistent with the updated
RAP.

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 4-7

For clarification purposes, the first paragraph on page 5.8-8 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

As described above, additional volumes of contaminated soil were discovered
during supplemental investigations, completed in December 2008. The additional
volumes of the remaining on-site chemicals would require an update to the
existing RAP to reflect the additional volume and proposed remediation remedies.
However, because specific remediation methods would not be determined in the
updated RAP by DTSC until after approval of the DEIR, this section analyzes the
impacts of all potential remediation methods. It should be noted that if additional
information, data, and remediation becomes available after certification of the

Final EIR, a re-evaluation by DTSC will determine if the Final EIR adequately
assessed impacts related to the proposed RAP subject to DTSC approval or
whether an addendum, amendment, or supplement to the certified EIR would be
required in order for DTSC to meet the obligations under CEQA.

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 4-8

The 1995 RAP and the 2002 RAD prepared by UPRR defined the areas known at that time to
contain contaminants in excess of approved cleanup goals. Between 2002 and 2007, UPRR and
Petrovich Development Company implemented the excavation remedy approved in the RAP to
the areas known to contain arsenic, lead, asbestos, PAHs, and petroleum hydrocarbons. Upon
completion of that work, confirmation samples reported no residual levels of VOCs, meaning
that this class of chemicals has been successfully remediated from soil. In contrast, residual
levels of metals (arsenic and lead), petroleum hydrocarbons, and polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHS) have not been reduced to approved cleanup soil levels.
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In 2008, PDC conducted a supplemental investigation of the property to better define the extent
of remaining impact. The investigation examined areas of historic industrial use and areas that
may not have been evaluated in the past. In total, 840 soil samples were collected at depths
ranging from ground surface to 20 feet below ground surface or from soil stockpiles. Figure 5
illustrates the locations of soil sampling.

PDC reported the results of the analyses to DTSC in the May 2009 Remedial Investigation,
Second Addendum Report, Curtis Park Rail Yard. Figure 7 illustrates the distribution of known
contaminants remaining in soil in excess of the residential (unrestricted) cleanup goals.

The investigation found areas of high lead and arsenic concentrations were removed from the
property by soil excavation between 2002 and 2007. In addition, the investigation did not detect
asbestos or VOCs in the soil samples. In many locations, multiple contaminants occur together,
while in other areas chemicals of concern do not exceed their respective cleanup goals. The
shaded areas on Figure 7 indicate the presence of one or more of the remaining chemical of
concern (arsenic, lead, TPH, or PAHS). The May 2009 report calculated that approximately
170,000 cubic yards of soil containing one or more contaminant remain at the site.

Response to Comment 4-9

For clarification purposes, the third paragraph on page 5.8-12 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

Please refer to Impact 5.8-2 for further discussion of potential impacts during
development of the Cutis Park Village project. It should be noted that the

implementation of the remedies in the RAP is required to comply with the applicable

mitigation measures from Table 2-1 in the DEIR. The updated RAP would not
include placing any uses (the site would remain vacant) on the project site after

remediation.

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 4-10

The following paragraph is added to the top of page 5.8-12 of the DEIR to explain the
Operations and Maintenance Plan.

After final remediation is complete, the long-term maintenance of any on-site
barriers, caps, or other mechanical means of encapsulation of contaminated soils
would be required by the DTSC. An Operation and Maintenance Plan is
prepared. This plan would also include land use convenants and controls in order
to control all future activities in the area that could disturb or compromise the
integrity of any mechanical device used to encapsulate soil. Elements of the plan
would include system operations, system maintenance, inspection criteria,
replacement criteria, monitoring, and other such elements as necessary to ensure
the longevity and integrity of any method used to encapsulate the soils.
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Figure 5
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Figure 7
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The above text addition does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the DEIR.
Response to Comment 4-11

Based on Response to Comment 4-10, for clarification purposes, the following text is added to
page 5.8-11 of the DEIR:

Given that the site is currently under remediation, the on-site workers are currently
working with contaminated soils and are required to comply with the Site Health and
Safety Plan (as described above). Therefore, because the same regulations and
training requirements for the on-site workers conducting the current remediation
activities would be required for implementation of the encapsulation or in-situ
treatment remedies, an increased risk of exposure to contaminated soils for workers
would not result. In addition, because of the requirements of SB 120 and the
required ongoing groundwater monitoring, these remedies would not result in an
increase risk of exposure to contaminated soil for future occupants of the site.
Drainage around encapsulated areas would be reviewed by DTSC to ensure that cap
integrity is not compromised. Furthermore, these remedies would not result in an
increase in transport of contaminated soil, as the soils would remain on-site. Given
the above, impacts related to public health and hazards resulting from the
encapsulation or in-situ treatment remedies would be less than significant.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 4-12
See Response to Comment 4-11.
Response to Comment 4-13

For clarification purposes, the first paragraph of page 5.8-11 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

Consolidation involves excavation of target soils and placement in a designated
location specifically designed to accommodate the soils. In-situ stabilization involves
chemically treating the contaminated soils rendering the soils inert. The treatment of
the soils would change the chemical makeup of the soil particles such that the
contaminant of concern would be stabilized (i.e., cleaned) to DTSC standards.
Encapsulation involves the placement of a membrane over the contaminated soils,
which is then covered by clean soil, typically to a minimum of two feet thick. The
design of the cap is determined through the scientific processes of DTSC as part of the
approval of the updates to the RAP. Beeausetheim—lselean—FestHetten&en—laneruse
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review, Land Use Covenants (LUC) will be applied to all areas with contamination
left above the unrestricted land use levels. The LUC would place restrictions to limit
land use and activities to be consistent with the cap remedy. Prohibitions against
activities such as digging, scraping, or other types of cap disturbance would be
included in the LUC. As a result, such areas eontaining-encapsulated-soils require the

establishment of long-term agreements with DTSC that identify the process for
monitoring, conducting maintenance, and construction within the encapsulated-area
contaminated areas. The placement of encapsulated soils beneath either the proposed
park site erand/or the commercial portions of the project site is being considered.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 4-14

For clarification purposes, the first paragraph on page 5.8-13 of the DEIR is hereby revised to
read:

Development of the Curtis Park Village project would not begin until the site has
been cleaned to DTSC standards, pursuant to the updated RAP. All single-family
residential areas would be cleaned to an unrestricted use standard. Unrestricted
standards are intended to allow residents to eat plants grown in their soil, and for
children to be able to come into contact with the soil on a daily basis without
adverse effect. For areas that are not cleaned to the unrestricted land use
standards, soils would be remediated to the construction worker (restricted use)
DTSC Target Cleanup Level standards, which would include the non-residential

uses. At-that-peint After completion of all components of the approved remedial
action have been implemented, including administrative activities (i.e. Operations

and Maintenance Agreement, Land Use Covenant, etc.), DTSC would issue
certifications of completion and record a deed restriction for the property. Any
restricted use areas would be subject to DTSC deed restrictions intended to
protect users from exposure to hazardous chemicals.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 4-15

For clarification purposes, the following text is included after the last paragraph on page 5.9-5 of
the DEIR:

The general groundwater flow direction is to the southeast. Constituents
historically detected in groundwater include chlorinated volatile organic
compounds (1,1-DCA and 1,1-DCE above their MCLSs) and metals (nickel above
its MCL). Chlorinated volatile organic compound concentrations appear to be
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stable or decreasing and recent metals concentrations remain comparable to
historical detections.

Historical remediation at the site has included soil vapor extraction and
groundwater extraction.  Currently, only groundwater extraction is being
performed as the soil vapor extraction system was granted closure by DTSC in
2004. Groundwater is extracted from on-site and off-site wells, conveyed via
underground piping through the site, and discharged under permit directly into the
Sacramento County sewer system. Monthly effluent samples are collected to

confirm that constituent concentrations do not exceed County-mandated
maximum levels.

The Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan presented in the existing RAP

includes the following components related to the treatment of contaminated
groundwater:

e Extraction system operation utilizing wells equipped with submersible
pumps to extract groundwater;

e System operation 24 hours per day, with pumps scheduled for
replacement every 5 to 10 years;

e Groundwater treatment options are provided in the Plan, but no longer
apply due to low concentrations;

e Groundwater samples are to be collected from monitoring wells and
from influent and effluent points within the extraction system; and

e An annual report detailing O&M and groundwater sample results is to
be submitted annually.

The above change does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the DEIR.
Response to Comment 4-16

See Response to Comment 4-3.

Response to Comment 4-17

All available information will be provided to the decision-makers for their consideration of the EIR
and project entitlements.

Response to Comment 4-18
See Responses to Comments 4-3 and 4-7.
Response to Comment 4-19

The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-36



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-37



5-1

5-2

5-10

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-38



5-11

5-12

5-13

5-14

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-39



5-15

5-16

o-17

5-18

5-19

5-20

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-40



5-21

5-22

5-23

5-24

5-25

5-26

5-27 [

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-41



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.
A
5-27 cont.
5-28
5-29

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-42



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-30

5-31

5-32

5-33

5-34

v

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-43



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-34 cont.

5-35

5-36

5-37

5-38
5-39

5-40

5-41

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-44



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-45



5-47

5-48

5-49

5-50

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-46



A
5-50 cont.

5-62

5-51
5-52

5-53

5-54

5-55
5-56
5-57

5-58

5-59

5-60
5-61

5-63

5-64

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-47



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 2010
Letter 5
Cont’d.
5-65
5-66
5-67
5-68
5-69
5-70

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-48



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20710
Letter 5
Cont’d.
5-71
5-72
5-73

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-49



5-74

5-75

5-76

5-77

5-78
5-79

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20710

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-50



5-80

5-81
5-82

5-83

5-84

5-85

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-51



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-52



5-86

5-87

5-88

5-89

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-53



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-89 cont.

5-90

5-91

5-92

5-93

5-94

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-54



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-94 cont.

5-95
5-96

5-97 |

5-98

5-99

5-100

5-101

5-102

5-103

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-55



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-103 cont.

5-104

5-105

5-106

5-107

5-108

5-109

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-56



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-109 cont.

5-110

5-111

5-112

5-113

5-114

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-57



5-114 cont.

5-115

5-116

5-117

5-118

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-58



5-118 cont.

5-119

5-120

5-121

5-122

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-59



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-122 cont.

5-123

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-60



5-123 cont.

5-124

5-125

5-126

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-61



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-126 cont.

5-127

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-62



5-128

5-129

5-130

5-131

5-132

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-63



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.
5-133
5-134
5-135
5-136
5-137

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-64



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-65



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-66



5-138

5-139

5-140

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20710

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-67



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5
Cont’d.
A
5-140 cont.
5-141
5-142
5-143

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-68



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-144

5-145

5-146

5-147

5-148

5-149

5-150

5-151

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-69



5-152

5-153

5-154

5-155

5-156

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-70



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20710
Letter 5
Cont’d.
5-157
5-158

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-71



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-72



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-73



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-74



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-75



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-76



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-77



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-78



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-79



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-80



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-81



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-82



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-83



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-84



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-85



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-86



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-87



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-88



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-89



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-90



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-91



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-92



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-93



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-94



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-95



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-96



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-97



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-98



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-99



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-100



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-159

5-160

5-161

5-162

5-163

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-101



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-163 cont.

5-164

5-165

5-166

5-167

5-168

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-102



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 2010
Letter 5
Cont’d.
A
5-168 cont.
5-169
5-170
v

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-103



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-170 cont.

5-171

5-172

5-173

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-104



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-173 cont.

5-174

5-175

5-176

S5-177

5-178

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-105



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-178 cont.

5-179

5-180

5-181

5-182

5-183

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-106



5-183 cont.

5-184

5-185

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20710

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-107



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-108



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-186

5-187

5-188

5-189

5-190

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-109



5-191

5-192

5-193

5-194

5-195

5-196

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS



5-196

5-197

5-198

5-199

5-200

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-111



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-200

5-201

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-112



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.
A
5-201
5-202
5-203
5-204
5-205
v

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-113



5-205

5-206

5-207

5-208

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-114



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-115



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-116



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-117



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-118



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-119



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-120



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-121



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-122



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-123



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-124



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-209

5-210

5-211

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-125



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-212

5-213

5-214

5-215

5-216

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-126



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.
5-217
5-218
5-219
5-220

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-127



5-221

5-222

5-223

5-224

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-128



5-224

5-225

5-226

5-227

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-129



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 2010
Letter 5
Cont’d.
A
5-227
5-228
5-229
5-230

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-130



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 2010
Letter 5
Cont’d.
5-231
5-232
5-233

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-131



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-132



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-234

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-133



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-134



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-135



5-235

5-236

5-237

5-238

ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1-136



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Letter 5
Cont’d.

5-238

5-239

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-137



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-138



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-139



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-140



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-141



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-142



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-143



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-144



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-145



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-146



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-147



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-148



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-149



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-150



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-151



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-152



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-153



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-154



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-155



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-156



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-157



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-158



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-159



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-160



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-161



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-162



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-163



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-164



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-165



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-166



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-167



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-168



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-169



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-170



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-171



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-172



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-173



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-174



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-175



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-176



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-177



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-178



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-179



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-180



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-181



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-182



ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-183



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-184



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-185



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-186



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-187



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-188



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-189



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-190



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-191



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-192



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-193



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-194



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-195



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-196



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-197



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-198



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-199



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-200



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-201



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-202



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-203



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-204



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-205



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-206



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-207



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-208



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-209



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-210



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-211



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-212



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-213



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-214



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-215



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-216



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-217



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-218



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-219



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-220



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-221



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-222



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-223



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-224



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-225



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-226



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-227



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-228



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-229



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-230



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-231



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-232



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-233



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-234



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-235



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-236



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-237



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-238



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-239



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-240



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-241



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-242



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-243



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-244



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-245



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-246



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-247



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-248



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-249



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-250



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-251



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-252



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-253



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-254



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-255



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-256



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-257



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-258



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-259



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-260



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-261



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-262



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-263



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-264



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-265



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-266



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-267



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-268



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-269



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-270



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-271



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-272



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-273



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-274



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-275



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-276



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-277



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-278



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-279



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-280



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-281



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-282



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-283



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-284



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-285



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-286



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-287



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-288



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-289



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-290



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-291



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-292



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-293



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-294



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-295



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-296



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-297



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-298



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-299



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-300



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-301



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-302



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-303



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-304



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-305



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-306



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-307



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-308



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-309



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-310



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-311



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-312



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-313



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-314



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-315



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-316



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-317



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-318



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-319



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-320



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-321



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-322



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-323



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-324



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-325



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-326



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-327



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-328



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-329



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-330



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-331



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-332



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-333



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-334



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-335



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-336



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-337



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-338



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-339



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-340



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-341



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-342



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-343



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-344



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-345



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-346



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-347



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-348



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-349



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-350



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-351



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-352



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-353



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-354



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-355



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-356



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-357



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-358



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-359



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-360



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-361



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-362



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-363



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-364



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-365



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-366



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-367



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-368



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-369



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-370



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-371



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-372



FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5

Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-373



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-374



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-375



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-376



FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5

Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-377



FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5

Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-378



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-379



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-380



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-381



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-382



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-383



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-384



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-385



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-386



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-387



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-388



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-389



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-390



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-391



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-392



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-393



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-394



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-395



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-396



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-397



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-398



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-399



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-400



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-401



FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-402



FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-403



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-404



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-405



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-406



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-407



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-408



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-409



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-410



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-411



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-412



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-413



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-414



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-415



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-416



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-417



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-418



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-419



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-420



FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5

Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-421



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-422



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-423



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-424



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-425



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-426



FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5

Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-427



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-428



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-429



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-430



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-431



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-432



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-433



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-434



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-435



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-436



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-437



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-438



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-439



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-440



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-441



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-442



FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE

FEBRUARY 20170
Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-443



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-444



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-445



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-446



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-447



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-448



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-449



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-450



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-451



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-452



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-453



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-454



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-455



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-456



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-457



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-458



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-459



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-460



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-461



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-462



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-463



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-464



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-465



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-466



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-467



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-468



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-469



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-470



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-471



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-472



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-473



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-474



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-475



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-476



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-477



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-478



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-479



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-480



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-481



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-482



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-483



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-484



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-485



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-486



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-487



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-488



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-489



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-490



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-491



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-492



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-493



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-494



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-495



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-496



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-497



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-498



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-499



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-500



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-501



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-502



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-503



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-504



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-505



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-506



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-507



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-508



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-509



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-510



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-511



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-512



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-513



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-514



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-515



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-516



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-517



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-518



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-519



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-520



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-521



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-522



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-523



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-524



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-525



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-526



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-527



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-528



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-529



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-530



CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20170

Letter 5
Cont’d.

3.1-531



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

LETTER5: SIERRA CURTIS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

Response to Comment 5-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 5-2

The comment is a generalized statement and recommends that the DEIR be recirculated.

Response to Comment 5-3

The comment is a generalized statement regarding the DEIR and lacks adequate information to
issue a response. See Responses to Comments 5-12 through 5-16 for detailed information regarding
the environmental impacts associated with the hazardous materials and cleanup required at the site.
Response to Comment 5-4

The comment is a generalized statement regarding the DEIR and lacks adequate information to
issue a response. See Responses to Comments 5-17 through 5-25 for detailed information regarding
the range of alternatives chosen for the site.

Response to Comment 5-5

The comment is a generalized statement regarding the DEIR and lacks adequate information to
issue a response. See Responses to Comments 5-26 through 5-32 for detailed information in regard
to the project description.

Response to Comment 5-6

The comment is a generalized statement regarding the DEIR and lacks adequate information to
issue a response. See Responses to Comments 5-33 and 5-34 for detailed information regarding
traffic impacts of the proposed project.

Response to Comment 5-7

The comment is a generalized statement regarding the DEIR and lacks adequate information to
issue a response. See Responses to Comments 5-35 through 5-39 for detailed information regarding
land use designations for the site as related to the City of Sacramento General Plan.

Response to Comment 5-8

The comment is a generalized statement regarding the DEIR and lacks adequate information to
issue a response. See Response to Comment 5-40.
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Response to Comment 5-9

The comment is a generalized statement regarding the DEIR and lacks adequate information to
issue a response. See Responses to Comments 5-41 through 5-46 for detailed information regarding
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions discussion.

Response to Comment 5-10

The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Recommendations will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 5-11

The comment is a generalized statement regarding the DEIR and lacks adequate information to
issue a response, but will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 5-12

As noted on page 3-4, of the DEIR, the approved RAP assumes that all contaminated soils would
be removed from the Curtis Park Village site via rail or trucks. However, subsequent to the
approval of the 1995 RAP, the volume of contaminated soils was found to be more than assumed
in the RAP. Because removal by rail or truck is not economically feasible, the project proponent
proposes to change the methods for disposal of the additional soils.

At the top of page 3-5, of the DEIR, is the list of the potential remedies for addressing the
additional contaminated soils. The DEIR analyses the potential environmental effects resulting
from these remedies. Each impact in the DEIR is divided between an analysis of the update to
the RAP and the Curtis Park Village project. These analyses include information about the
baselines, anticipated changes, and the basis for the impact assessments. The potential remedies
are analyzed for impacts to air quality; transportation and circulation; noise; biological resources;
cultural resources; geology and soils; public health; hydrology, water quality, and drainage;
public services and utilities; and parks (see Chapter 5 of the DEIR). For these reasons, the
statement on page 1-2 of the DEIR is correct. The DEIR examines the potential remedies that
could be used to address the additional volumes of contaminated soils. The DEIR does not
contain the specific engineering design details of the proposed cleanup option. However, this
DEIR does not examine the remedial actions necessary to implement the potential remedies. As
noted on page 5.8-11, of the DEIR, consistent with the requirements of SB 120, DTSC cannot
approve the update to the RAP until the City has approved a land use plan for the project site,
such as the Curtis Park Village project. As noted on page 5.8-7, of the DEIR, following approval
of the EIR by the City of Sacramento, the draft updated RAP would be submitted to DTSC for
review and approval. Because the specific remedial actions and cleanup standards cannot be
determined by DTSC until the City Council approves a land use plan for the Curtis Park Village
site this DEIR intentionally does not contain information about the specific actions, such as
size/location of the containment cells and types of membranes.
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As noted on page 5.8-7, of the DEIR, the draft updated RAP would be circulated for public
review for a minimum of 30 days. The Draft RAP would include detailed descriptions of the
remedial actions that would be undertaken. The public will have the opportunity to comment on
the remedial actions at that time. Following the RAP public review, the Final RAP would be
prepared. The Final RAP would incorporate the public comments received during the review of
the draft updated RAP. DTSC has the authority to approve the RAP.

DTSC and the preparers of the DEIR coordinated during the preparation of the DEIR to ensure that
the EIR for the Curtis Park Village project (SCH 2004082020) includes the analyses of the potential
impacts due to the potential remedies. DTSC reviewed the Draft EIR. See Letter 4 DTSC sent
during the public review period of the DEIR and the City’s responses to their comments.

Response to Comment 5-13

As stated on page 5.8-7 of the DEIR, “Following approval of the EIR by the City of Sacramento,
the updated RAP would be submitted to the DTSC for review. The DTSC would review the Curtis
Park Village EIR to ensure that all of the environmental impacts have been adequately addressed, as
they pertain to the remediation remedies proposed in the updated RAP, and the draft updated RAP
would be circulated for public review for a minimum of 30 days (separate from the CEQA public
review required for the Curtis Park Village EIR). Following the RAP public review, the Final RAP
would be prepared. The DTSC-approved Final RAP would include detailed descriptions of the
remedial actions that would be undertaken, and would incorporate public comments received during
the review of the draft updated RAP.” The comment lacks adequate information to issue a more
specific response.

Response to Comment 5-14

Pages 5.8-1, 5.8-2, and 5.8-4 of the DEIR includes a description of the existing environmental setting
of the Curtis Park Village project including existing on-site uses, historical uses of the site, and
surrounding sensitive receptors. Furthermore, page 5.8-2 and 5.8-4 of the DEIR includes a description
of the on-site hazards related to the RAP activities and the Curtis Park Village project. Impact
statement 5.8-1 on page 5.8-8 of the DEIR states that Metals, Petroleum Hydrocarbons, Semivolatile
Organic Compounds (SVOCs) are the remaining chemicals present in the project area. A discussion
of each of the toxins found to exist on the project site includes information such as the extent of
contamination and potential remediation methods.

Page 5.8-2 of the DEIR states that, in 2008, subsequent sampling indicated that additional areas of
remediation would be required, which would result in a substantially larger amount of contaminated
soil on the site as opposed to what was previously anticipated. The types of chemicals found on-site
have not changed; only the volume of chemicals leading to the revised RAP in order to modify the
potential remedies. The DEIR analyzed potential impacts related to the implementation of
additional remediation methods. As part of DTSC’s review of the revised RAP, it will ensure the
adequacy of the environmental review. Should the proposed remedies need to be modified, DTSC
will determine whether additional CEQA review is required.
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Response to Comment 5-15

See comment 4-2 on page 3.1-26 of this chapter, which was submitted by the DTSC and states the
following:

“...As you are aware, as a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), DTSC has been coordinating with the City to ensure the Draft
EIR contains an analysis of potential impacts associated with activities to be
contained in a proposed Remedial Action Plan amendment (RAP) subject to DTSC
approval that would address additional contamination found at the proposed project
site...”

The City and the DTSC had several meetings and phone conversations and DTSC participated in
the review of the Administrative DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-16

The commenter refers to Appendix A for more detailed information regarding issues associated
with toxins on the project site and the cleanup and mitigation issues. See Response to Comments 5-
47 through 5-85 for response to comments presented in Appendix A.

Response to Comment 5-17

Five alternatives were explored in Chapter 7.0 of the DEIR. In addition, three alternatives were
considered but dismissed from further consideration because they were not considered viable. The
alternatives explored are in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 15126.6. As stated on page 7-2 of
the DEIR:

According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), “[...] the alternatives shall
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project.” In addition, alternatives must be feasible. Section
15126.6(f)(1) defines feasible as “[...] ‘capable’ of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (a) states “[...] An EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives
that will foster informed decision making and public participation.” Although the alternatives
presented may be similar in nature, the purpose of the alternatives analysis is to explore feasible
options as compared to the proposed project. Table 7-12 on page 7-40 of the DEIR summarizes the
impacts of the alternatives directly compared to the proposed project. The purpose of the
alternatives analysis is not to compare environmental impacts to other alternatives, but only to the
proposed project.

The proposed project includes construction of retail services that would serve the surrounding Curtis
Park Village neighborhood and reduce vehicle miles traveled. In addition, the project considered the
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No Project/No Build Alternative that would avoid impacts related to vehicle miles traveled and
GHG emissions. However, development of the project site with residential or commercial uses
would result in the generation of GHG emissions. See the Master Response related to GHG
emissions in Chapter 3, Master Responses, of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-18

The commenter suggests a fully detailed Transit Oriented Development option be included in the
Alternatives analysis. In accordance with CEQA regulations, the DEIR is not required to analyze
and include every possible alternative, but rather, a reasonable range of alternatives.
Recommendations will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration during the review
process.

Response to Comment 5-19

As stated on page 7-1 of the DEIR:

The primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR, as stated in Section
15126.6(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, is
to “[...] describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
Furthermore, Section 15126.6(f) states, “The range of alternatives required in an
EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.”

As stated on page 7-39 of the DEIR:

Of the alternatives analyzed, the Single-Family Alternative provides the greatest
reduction in the level of environmental impacts while meeting some of the overall
objectives of the project, such as completing the environmental cleanup the project
site, locating new single-family residences adjacent to existing single-family
residences, and minimizing traffic impacts. By eliminating the commercial uses, the
Single-Family Alternative would reduce impacts to the following areas: aesthetics;
transportation and circulation; air quality; noise; hydrology, water quality, and
drainage; and public services and utilities.

The Single-Family Alternative was chosen as the environmentally superior alternative based on the
overall reduction of environmental impacts, as compared to the proposed project. Therefore,
consistent with the DEIR, the Single Family Alternative would be the most logical choice as the
environmentally superior alternative.
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Response to Comment 5-20

The commenter suggests a fully detailed Transit Oriented Development option be included in the
Alternatives analysis. The DEIR is not required to analyze and include every possible alternative,
but rather, a reasonable range of alternatives. Five alternatives were explored in Chapter 7.0 of the
DEIR. The proposed project and several alternatives are mixed use projects which include a range
of residential densities and size of commercial development. Recommendations will be forwarded
to decision-makers for their consideration during project review.

Response to Comment 5-21

The commenter references an alternative submitted by SCNA known as the Village Green
Alternative. The comment summarizes the components of the Village Green Alternative. See
Response to Comments 5-22 through 5-24 for more detailed responses regarding the Village Green
Alternative.

Response to Comment 5-22

As stated on page 7-6 of the DEIR, the Village Green Alternative was dismissed from consideration
because the Alternative is not anticipated to reduce environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the proposed project. Furthermore, the Village Green Alternative would not
reduce impacts to a greater extent than the alternatives included in the analysis, and could increase
impacts as a result of the high number of residential units included in the Alternative. Many of the
components of the Village Green Alternative were included in the Reduced Commercial Alternative
A, Reduced Commercial Alternative B, and the Multi-family Alternative.

As stated on page 7.4 of the DEIR, Table 5.2-10 in the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the
DEIR indicated that the mix of commercial uses included in the proposed project would result in
traffic throughout the day, whereas residential traffic typically is concentrated at the peak morning
and evening commute hours. Therefore, the substantial number of additional residential units
included in the Village Green Alternative would result in greater impacts to traffic.

The analysis of traffic impacts related to the Village Green Alternative is included in the
Transportation and Circulation Chapter of the DEIR, Table 5.2-10, on pages 5.2-23 through 5.3-27.
Data is presented for seven options in Table 5.2-10. Among the seven options evaluated,
Alternatives 3 and 4, like the Village Green Alternative, analyze traffic impacts with reduced
commercial square footage. Traffic impacts would be expected to be similar to Alternatives 3 and 4
as presented in Table 5.2-10, and therefore, the analysis would be sufficiently supported by
quantitative data.

Response to Comment 5-23

Residential areas generally require additional public services and facilities such as parks and
schools. Generally, development of residential units in place of retail commercial uses would
generate a similar demand for police and fire services. As the commenter states in comment 5-
23, commercial development brings an associated need for housing of employees, which would
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result in the need for additional public services. Therefore, the commercial development would
not directly increase impacts to public services, but rather residential development would create a
more direct impact. In addition, as stated on page 7-4 of the DEIR, due to the increased
population associated with the additional residential units, this Alternative would increase the
demand for park and school facilities, beyond what is anticipated for the proposed project,
thereby increasing associated impacts.

Response to Comment 5-24

The commenter is correct that the payment of school impact fees would fully mitigate and impacts
that would result from the proposed project. The proposed project includes the development of 527
residential units, seven greater than anticipated in the General Plan Master EIR. The development of
seven additional units would not result in a substantial increase in an environmental impact.
However, the Village Green Alternative would result in the development of 602 residential units, 82
greater than anticipated in the General Plan Master EIR. In accordance with CEQA guidelines, the
purpose of the Alternatives Chapter is to evaluate impacts as they compare to the proposed project.
As stated on page 7-4 of the DEIR, the Village Green Alternative would increase, and furthermore
would not reduce, impacts to police and fire protection services, as well as park and school facilities
as compared to the proposed project. In addition, the Reduced Commercial Alternative B would
contain less commercial space than the Village Green Alternative, and has fewer residential units.
The Village Green Alternative was dismissed from consideration because the alternative would
increase impacts, and a majority of the components of the Village Green Alternative have been
included amongst the other Alternatives in the analysis.

Response to Comment 5-25
To correct text, page 2-9 of the DEIR is revised as follows:
Alternative 2: Reduced Commercial Alternative A

The Reduced Commercial Alternative A would include a reduction in the
commercial land use area from approximately 260,000 square feet to
150,000100,000 square feet. The reduction in square footage in the commercial
land-use area from the amount contemplated in the proposed project would
instead be developed as single-family residential lots at a density of nine dwelling

units per acre.

Alternative 3: Reduced Commercial Alternative B

The Reduced Commercial Alternative B would include a reduction of square
footage in the commercial land use area from the proposed plan of 260,000 square
feet to 100,000 square feet. The reduction in square footage in the commercial
land-use area from the amount contemplated in the proposed project would
instead be developed as single-family residential lots at a density of nine dwelling
units per acre.
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A detailed analysis of the alternatives is presented in Chapter 7.0, Alternatives. As shown on pages
7-12 and 7-23 of the DEIR, the following tables summarize the Reduced Commercial Alternative

A, and Reduced Commercial Alternative B.

Table 7-2

Reduced Commercial Alternative A

Units or Square

Land Use Area Acreage Use Square Feet/Units Feet/Acre
CommAe:g;a' Use 10 Commercial 100,000 s.f. 10,000 s.f./acre
. Commercial 50,000 s.f. 11,628 s.f./acre
Mixed Use Area 4.3 Multi-Family 172 units 40 units per acre
Multi-Family Area 4.6 Multi-Family 138 units 30 units per acre
Smg[:—r::mlly 28 acres Single-Family 252 units 9 units per acre
Off-Site Single- . . . .
Family Area 11 Single-Family 7 units 6.4 units per acre
Parks/Open Space 6.4 net acres Parks/Open Space N/A N/A
Roadways 16.8 acres N/A N/A N/A
Table 7-6

Reduced Commercial Alternative B

Units or Square
Land Use Area Acreage Use Square Feet/Units Feet/Acre
Commercial Use Area 5 Commercial 50,000 s.f. 10,000 s.f./acre
) Commercial 50,000 s.f. 11,628 s.f./acre
Mixed Use Area 4.3 Multi-Family 172 units 40 units per acre
Multi-Family Area 4.6 Multi-Family 138 units 30 units per acre
Single-Family Area 32.2 acres Single-Family 290 units 9 units per acre
Off-Site il?g];e—Famlly 1.1 Single-Family 7 units 6.4 units per acre
Parks/Open Space 7.0 net acres | Parks/Open Space N/A N/A
Roadways 17.6 N/A N/A N/A

In addition to Reduced Commercial Alternatives A and B, three other alternatives were considered
— the No Project/No Build Alternative, the Single-Family Alternative, and the Multi-Family
Alternative. Therefore, the DEIR provided a reasonable range of alternatives.

Response to Comment 5-26

See Responses to Comments 5-28 through 5-32 for more specific responses to the comment.

Response to Comment 5-27

See Responses to Comments 5-28 through 5-32 for more specific responses to the comment.
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Response to Comment 5-28

The table provided by the commenter is not accurate. The table below shows a comparison of the
page 36 of Appendix D of the DEIR (page 417 of the full appendices), DEIR project description,

and FEIR revised project description land uses.

DEIR Project FEIR Project
Land Use Description Description DEIR Traffic

Retail 160,000 sg. ft. 154,000 sq. ft 135,500 sq. ft.
Retail/Grocery Store 53,500 sg. ft.
Retail/Book Store 25,000 sq. ft.
Retail/Commercial 16,000 sq. ft. 16,000 sq. ft.
Other Entertainment 38,000 sq. ft. 38,000 sq. ft.

2 X 6,500 sq. ft. = 2x6,500sq. ft. =
Restaurants 13,000 13,000 13,000 sq. ft.
Dinner Theater 38,000 sq. ft. 38,000 sq. ft. 502 Seg;s 1:t 38,000
Total Retail/Commercial 265,000 259,000 265,000
Multi-family Residential 212 units 248 units 212 units
Senior Residential 80 units 90 units 80 units
Single Family Units 178 units 189 units 183 units
Total Residential units 470 units 527 units 475 units
Park/Open Space 8.7 gross/6.8 net 8.7 gross/6.8 net 7 acres

acres acres

The traffic analysis assumed a worst-case buildout scenario for the retail portion of the site,
including a 53,500 sqg. ft. grocery store and 25,000 sg. ft. book store, which would generate
additional vehicle trips in comparison to general retail stores.

As stated on page 5.2-1 of the DEIR; “Area 1, located in the southernmost portion of the site, would
contain a 53,500 square-foot grocery store, a 25,000 square-foot bookstore, and 76,300 square feet
of other retail commercial space.” The total approximate square feet would be 154,800.” Page 3-10
of the DEIR states that Area 1 would include approximately 160,000 square feet of retail uses.
Although there is a difference of 5,200 square feet, it should be noted that the project description
describes the 160,000 square feet as approximate. Actual buildout conditions are subject to change.

As stated on page 3-12 of the DEIR, “Other commercial uses would include an additional 38,000
square feet of entertainment uses on the first floor of the same building housing the dinner theater
and two restaurant pads of approximately 6,500 square feet...” The DEIR does not attempt to
specify the actual square footage of the dinner theatre in this chapter, but rather designates a general
square-footage for entertainment purposes.

As stated on page 3-12 of the DEIR, “[...] housing the dinner theater and two restaurant pads of
approximately 6,500 square feet each [...]” As stated on page 5.2-1 of the DEIR, “[...] Area 3,
located north of Area 1 and Area 2, would consist of [...] two 6,500 square-foot restaurants [...]"
The DEIR states in both locations that the proposed project would include two restaurants, which
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are 6,500 square feet each. Areas 4, 5, and 6 were included in the traffic analysis and therefore
briefly discussed in Chapter 5.2 of the DEIR.

As indicated in the Trip Generation Comparison Memorandum in Appendix D, which compares
the proposed project to the land uses as analyzed in the Transportation and Circulation Section,
the total number of trips generated by the proposed project is significantly lower than that by the
land uses as analyzed in the Transportation and Circulation of the DEIR. While it is correct that
different types of land uses may have different distribution patterns, it would not have significant
effects on the analysis in this case. An assessment was prepared to figure out if there will be any
difference in trip assignments with the revised land uses and it was found that the number of trips
generated by the proposed project is lower on all roadways than trips generated by the land uses
as analyzed in the DEIR, except at locations indicated in the table below. Considering the small
number of trips as shown on the table below, it is clearly justified that the impacts identified for
the project evaluated in the DEIR would be as great as or greater than the impacts of the
proposed project, and the mitigation measures would be as effective in reducing impacts of the
proposed project.

Number of Trips on Roadway under Proposed Project Scenario vs. as Analyzed in
Transportation and Circulation Chapter of DEIR

Saturday Peak
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Hour
24™ Ave northbound +2
Donner Way eastbound +1
Road J southbound +2 +2
Sutterville Road westbound +2
Donner Way westbound +1

The increase in trips generated by the proposed project for the above locations are minor and would
not change the conclusions in the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-29

Information regarding access to the proposed project site is discussed on page 5.2-3 in Chapter
5.2 of the DEIR. As stated on page 5.2-1 of the DEIR, the transportation analysis was prepared
by Dowling Associates, Inc. and addresses the impacts to local streets resulting from the
proposed project.

Response to Comment 5-30

The commercial land use area for the proposed project was erroneously listed as 314,000 square feet
on page 2-9 of the DEIR. For clarification purposes, the sixth paragraph on page 2-9 of the DEIR is
hereby revised to read:

The Multi-Family Alternative would include a reduction of the total commercial
land use area of the proposed project from approximately 334,600 260,000 square
feet to 194,400 square feet. The reduction in square footage in the commercial
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land-use area from the amount contemplated in the proposed project would
instead be developed as multi-family residential lots at a density of 30 dwelling
units per acre.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-31
To correct text, the first paragraph on page 3-12 of the DEIR is hereby revised to read:

The affordable senior housing site in Area 2 would include a four-story building
providing 8090 independent living apartment units and a community room for
seniors within the Curtis Park Village community representing a net density of
approximately 6265 units per acre on the 1.4 net (1.7 gross) acre site.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

It should be noted that in addition to revisions to the project description, the applicant submitted a
revised Inclusionary Housing Plan (See Appendix D of this FEIR).

Response to Comment 5-32

As noted in Responses to Comments 5-26 through 5-31, the minor modifications noted do not alter
any of the conclusions of the DEIR and do not result in substantial new information requiring
recirculation.

Response to Comment 5-33

As indicated on page 5.2-32, “[...] the Freeport Boulevard/21® Street Two-Way Conversion
Project is included as a baseline project.” The assessment of project impacts was performed for
baseline conditions, which included adjustments to the traffic volumes to represent baseline
conditions after conversion of Freeport Boulevard and 21 Street to two-way operations.

The description of 21% Street under the Environmental Setting section on page 5.2-3 states, “A
portion of the one-way segment was recently converted to two-way traffic operations as part of
the Freeport Boulevard/21® Street Two-Way Conversion.” The description of Freeport
Boulevard on the page 5.2-3 states, “As with 21* Street, a portion of Freeport Boulevard was
recently converted to two-way traffic operations.” These statements are provided to ensure that
the description of the environmental setting is accurate, complete, and fully discloses the
conditions that existed at the time of the Notice of Preparation.

For clarification purposes, page 5.2-9 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-542



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

At locations where Year 2007 counts are not available, Year 2005 traffic volumes
were adjusted based on Year 2007 counts at adjacent locations if the approach
volumes are projected to be higher than Year 2005 counts. Traffic volumes were

adjusted for the analysis of project impacts to account for the conversion of

Freeport Boulevard and 21st Street to two-way operations. Please refer to the
Baseline Conditions section.

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-34

Comment 5-34 is a generalized statement regarding traffic related impacts of the DEIR and lacks
adequate information to issue a response. See Response to Comments 5-86 through 5-137 for
responses specific to Appendix B. See Response to Comments 5-138 through 5-158 for responses
specific to Appendix C.

Response to Comment 5-35
As stated on page 4-4 of the DEIR, as well as page 2-68 of the Sacramento 2030 General Plan:

The Traditional Center designation allows for densities of 15 to 36 du/ac and a
FAR of 0.3 to 2.0. This designation provides for predominantly nonresidential,
moderate intensity, single-use commercial development or horizontal and vertical
mixed-use development that includes the following:

« Retalil, service, office, and/or residential uses;
o Central public gathering places; and
o Compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses.

As stated in Chapter 1.0 of this FEIR, Introduction and List of Commenters, the applicant submitted
revisions to the project description. The Area 1 of the proposed project includes the development of
approximately 170,000 sg. ft. of commercial on 11.8 net acres, a Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.33.
Therefore, the commercial portion of the site would consistent with the current General Plan
designation of Traditional Center because the proposed project includes development of mixed
retail uses and the proposed project complies with the density requirements as stated above.

Response to Comment 5-36

It should be noted that applicant-submitted revisions to the project description include development
of the senior units along the western border of the site, adjacent to the railroad tracks and proposed
multifamily units. Policy LU 2.1.4 on page 2-16 and Policy LU 4.3.5 on page 2-60 of the
Sacramento 2030 General Plan state, “Where a developer proposes a multi-parcel development
project, with more than one residential density or FAR, the applicable density or FAR range of the
General Plan Land Use Designation shall be applied to the net developable area of the entire project
site rather than individual parcels within the site. Some parcels may be zoned for
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densities/intensities that exceed the maximum allowable density/intensity of the project’s Land Use
Designation, provided the net density of the project as a whole is within the allowed range.”
Furthermore, as stated on page 4-4 of the DEIR:

The project application includes a request to rezone the project site from Heavy
Industrial to Shopping Center (SC-PUD), Single-Family Alternative (R-1A-PUD),
Multi-Family (R-4-PUD), Multi-Family (R-5-PUD), and Agriculture-Open Space
(A-OS-PUD) in order to be consistent with the Sacramento 2030 General Plan
designations (See Figure 3-6 in Chapter 3, Project Description).

A rezone of the proposed project would be approved prior to development of the site. Therefore,
with the proposed rezone, the senior development would be consistent with the zoning designation.
Upon approval of the project, which includes a General Plan Amendment, the overall project
density would be consistent with the Sacramento 2030 General Plan.

Response to Comment 5-37

As stated on page 5.8-11 of the DEIR, consistent with SB 120 requirements, the DTSC cannot
approve an update to the RAP until the City has approved land uses for the project site. In addition,
SB 120 Section 1(d) states that “[...] the Department of Toxic Substances Control shall not make a
determination [...] until after the city has completed its land use planning process and all response
actions necessary to conform to the approved land use plan are complete.” As the level of
remediation is dependent on the proposed land uses, approval of land uses must occur prior to the
approval of an updated RAP and DTSC determination. Approval of the proposed DEIR land uses
would be consistent with and would not circumvent SB 120. Therefore, consistent with the
conclusions in the DEIR, approval of the proposed land use would occur prior to approval of an
updated RAP. DTSC, through the RAP process, will ensure that the cleanup levels are appropriate
for the approved land use, consistent with State law.

Response to Comment 5-38

The primary purpose of the Alternatives Analysis is to explore a range of reasonable alternatives, as
they compare to the proposed project, not one another. The Alternatives Analysis Chapter of the
DEIR considers consistency with the 2030 General Plan land use designations only where the
designations would differ from the proposed project.

Response to Comment 5-39

See Responses to Comments 5-159 to 5-185 for responses specific to Appendix E.

Response to Comment 5-40

The commenter refers to Appendix F of the letter, which includes an air quality analysis by Mr. Earl

Withycombe. See Responses to Comments 5-186 through 5-208 for information pertaining
specifically to Appendix F.
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Response to Comment 5-41

Pages 5.3-18 to 5.3-23, of the DEIR present the analysis of the potential impacts and GHG
emission reduction measures related to the project’s production of GHG emissions. The
discussion in the Draft EIR, which references the 2030 General Plan Master EIR (See Impact

5.3-9 on page 5.3-23 of the DEIR) provides adequate information to decision-makers and
complies with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.

Response to Comment 5-42
As with global climate change impacts generally, the City has no substantial evidence that would
equate the project emissions with any identifiable climate event. The cumulative effects of

development that could occur under the 2030 General Plan were analyzed in the Master EIR.

The Master EIR includes extensive discussion of the potential direct and indirect effects of GHG
emissions. See, for example:

Draft EIR: Air Quality (Pages 6.1-1 et seq.)

Final EIR: Climate Change Master Response (Pages 4-1 et seq.)

Errata No. 2: Climate Change (pages 2 et seq.)
The Draft EIR refers to the analysis included within the Master EIR. Utilizing the analysis
included in the Master EIR is a recognized and appropriate manner of dealing with an inherently
cumulative impact such as global climate change. See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines Section 15178.
Response to Comment 5-43
See Master Response regarding GHG Emissions in Chapter 3.0, Master Responses, of this FEIR.
Response to Comment 5-44
As noted on Page 5.3-18, of the DEIR, analysts have yet to define protocols for establishing the
effect of a specific local development project on a cumulative global temperature increase. In
addition, see Chapter 3 for a Master Response regarding GHG emissions.

Response to Comment 5-45

The analysis of the proposed project’s cumulative impacts related to GHG emissions is on pages
5.3-23 and 5.3-24 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-46

The commenter refers to Appendix H for additional comments related to various sections of the
DEIR. See Response to Comment 5-234 for information pertaining specifically to Appendix H.
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Response to Comment 5-47

The comment summarizes the background of the Curtis Park Village RAP and does not address
the adequacy the EIR.

Response to Comment 5-48
See Response to Comment 5-12.
Response to Comment 5-49

As noted on page 5.8-11, of the DEIR, DTSC cannot approve updates to the RAP until the City
has approved a land use plan for the project site. This is a requirement of SB 120 that ensures
that any areas cleaned to restricted standards (i.e., land uses would be restricted over the areas
not cleaned to unrestricted standards) coincide with the appropriate land uses and are subject to
long-term agreements with DTSC.

Response to Comment 5-50

As stated in Response to Comment 5-12, the DTSC cannot approve the updates to the RAP until the
City has approved a land use plan for the project site. Page 5.8-2 of the DEIR states that in 2008,
subsequent sampling indicated that additional areas of remediation would be required, which would
result in a substantially larger amount of contaminated soil on the site as opposed to what was
previously anticipated. The types of chemicals found on site have not changed, only the volume
which is leading to the revised RAP in order to modify the potential remedies. The DEIR analyzed
potential impacts related to the implementation of additional remediation methods. In addition,
Response to Comment 5-37, states that the level of remediation is dependent on the proposed land
uses. DTSC, through the RAP process, will ensure that the cleanup levels are appropriate for the
approved land uses, consistent with State law. See Responses to Comments 5-51 through 5-58 for
additional responses.

Response to Comment 5-51
Text on page 5.8-8 of the DEIR is corrected as follows:

The remaining chemicals present in the project area soils mainly fall into the
following categories:

o Metals;
e Petroleum Hydrocarbons; and
e Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs).

; i ity i —The SVOCs (PAHs) and metals are often
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found together. Areas of petroleum hydro carbons impact (TPH) in some cases
include both metals and PAHSs.

The above correction does not change the conclusions in the DEIR.

Furthermore, the discussion that follows on pages 5.8-8 through 5.8-10 describes the sources,
distribution, and potential remediation methods of these types of chemicals, which are evaluated in
this analysis. The types of chemicals have not changed, only the volume which is leading to the
revised RAP in order to modify the methods of dealing with the additional volumes of contaminated
soils.

Response to Comment 5-52

See Response to Comment 5-50.

Response to Comment 5-53

See Response to Comment 5-50. See Figure 5 and Figure 7 previously presented in this FEIR, page
3.1-31 and 3.1-32.

Response to Comment 5-54

See Response to Comment 5-50. It should be noted that development of the Curtis Park Village
project would not occur until the site has been cleaned to DTSC standards, pursuant to the updated
RAP. See Response to Comment 5-51.

Response to Comment 5-55

See Response to Comment 4-8.

Response to Comment 5-56

See Response to Comment 4-8.

Response to Comment 5-57

DTSC will certify the property when the approved remedy has been fully implemented. Upon
certification, DTSC will require completion of a land use covenant for any area that does not satisfy
the requirements for unrestricted land uses. Any area that has a land use covenant will also be

required to have a long-term operation and maintenance agreement. The agreement will address the
discovery of soil contamination post certification.
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Response to Comment 5-58

The stockpiling of the contaminated soils is undertaken as part of the current RAP approved for the
site. Once DTSC approves the update to the RAP, the stockpiles will be removed. Until then DTSC
is the agency with oversight to ensure safety of the stockpiled soils.

Response to Comment 5-59

The comment is concerned additional volumes of contaminants would be removed via truck and
does not address specifics in the DEIR. See Response to Comments 5-60 through 5-64 for detailed
responses.

Response to Comment 5-60

As stated on page 5.2-46 of the DEIR, approximately 2,667 trucks trips would occur over the
course of a three-month period. The likeliest route trucks would be Southbound 99 (or
Northbound 99), exiting Sutterville Road and traveling West, then making a right onto the
Western Pacific Loop and immediately entering the site to the north. In addition, the
transportation of contaminated soils would required to comply with Title 22 that identifies
federal and State hazardous waste criteria, and regulates the storage, transportation, and disposal
of waste.

Response to Comment 5-61

As stated on page 106 of the 1995 Final RAP, transport vehicles will be covered to prevent load loss
during transit. The hazardous waste hauler(s) will be certified, and waste materials will be
manifested and transported accordance with applicable state and federal regulations. In addition, to
limit the amount of dust generated by construction activities, water will be sprayed onto
contaminated soils as needed until excavation and backfilling operations are finished.

Response to Comment 5-62

See Response to Comment 5-61.

Response to Comment 5-63

A stated on page 5.2-28 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure 5.2-9(a), the project applicant will be
required to prepare a detailed Traffic Management Plan, including the maintenance of acceptable
operating conditions on local roadways and transit routes. The increased traffic is anticipated to
occur over a three-month period and is considered a temporary impact.

Response to Comment 5-64

Excavation and transportation of contaminated soils will be addressed in the updated RAP. Per

DTSC regulations, trucks leaving the project site would be covered with tarps and truck tires
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brushed of soil and debris before leaving the site. In addition, remediation activities would be
required to comply with all SMAQMD regulations, including monitoring of PM;o emissions.

Response to Comment 5-65

The comment lacks adequate information to issue a response. The significance thresholds used
for the analyses are shown on page 5.8-7, of the DEIR. None of the thresholds require
quantification in order to be addressed.

Response to Comment 5-66
As stated on page 5.8-10 of the DEIR:

Personnel involved in on-site activities prior to the completion of the site
remediation are trained in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health Act,
participate in a medical surveillance program, and are equipped with personal
protective equipment as specified in the Site Health and Safety Plan. Workers are
checked frequently during site work to verify compliance with the Site Health and
Safety Plan.

As stated in response to comment 5-12, pursuant to SB 120, the updated RAP, which would include
numerical thresholds, cannot be approved until the City approves a land use plan for the project site.

As stated on page 5.8-12 of the DEIR, development of the Curtis Park Village project would not
begin until the site has been cleaned to DTSC standards, pursuant to the updated RAP. Future
occupants would not be exposed to contaminated soil because toxins would be removed or
encapsulated according to the standards set forth by the DTSC, prior to development of the site.

As stated on page 5.8-10 of the DEIR:

The presence of additional volumes of contaminated soil creates the potential for an
increased risk of exposure of future site occupants to contaminated soils or
groundwater. However, the implementation of the remedies included in the RAP
update and addressed in this chapter would ensure the on-site contaminants are
cleaned to DTSC standards.

Response to Comment 5-67

As stated on page 5.8-7 of the DEIR, the following six standards of significance are addressed in the
DEIR:

1. Substantially increase the risk of exposure of construction workers to contaminated soils
during site development;

2. Substantially increase the risk of exposure of future occupants to contaminated soils;

3. Expose occupants to a substantial, unmitigated risk of exposure to contaminated soil or
groundwater due to phased development and/or ongoing remediation efforts;
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4. Expose construction workers, occupants, and/or site visitors to unmitigated hazards
associated with the presence of hazardous substances (e.g., asbestos, lead, PCBs, etc.) in
buildings that would be renovated and/or restored;

5. Substantially increase the risk of exposure of site occupants to inadvertent or accidental
releases of hazardous substances to the environment from non-residential uses during
project occupancy; and/or

6. Substantially increase the risk of exposure of site occupants to inadvertent or accidental
releases of hazardous substances transported on adjacent roadways and rail lines within
the project area.

In regard to standard of significance 1, as stated on page 5.8-13 of the DEIR, development of the
Curtis Park Village project would not begin until the site has been cleaned to DTSC standards,
pursuant to the updated RAP.

In regard to standard of significance 2, as stated on pages 5.8-10, 5.8-12 and 5.8-13 of the DEIR, the
implementation of the remedies included in the RAP update and addressed in this chapter would
ensure the on-site contaminants are cleaned to DTSC standards. Therefore, future occupants would
not be exposed to contaminated soils, as the site would be cleaned prior to development.

In regard to standard of significance 3, as stated on page 5.8-13 and 5.8-14 of the DEIR, training
and equipment requirements would be included in a long-term maintenance agreement with the
DTSC, which would be periodically reviewed and updated. Implementation of the regulations
governing capped soils would ensure that implementation of the proposed project would not result
in adverse impacts to future residents and construction workers.

In regard to standard of significance 4, see Response to Comment 5-52 which states it is highly
unlikely that asbestos and/or lead-based paints are present in the only structure located on the
project site and removal of on-site buildings is included in the existing RAP. Furthermore, page
5.8-12 of the DEIR states that although asbestos has previously been found in soils on the site,
but these soils have been removed pursuant to the approved RAP, to the satisfaction of the
DTSC.

In regard to standard of significance 5, as stated on pages 5.8-10, 5.8-12 and 5.8-13 of the DEIR, the
implementation of the remedies included in the RAP update and addressed in this chapter would
ensure the on-site contaminants are cleaned to DTSC standards. In addition, as stated on page 5.8-
13 and 5.8-14 of the DEIR, training and equipment requirements would be included in a long-term
maintenance agreement with the DTSC, which would be periodically reviewed and updated.
Therefore, future occupants would not be exposed to inadvertent accidental releases of hazardous
substances, as the site would be cleaned prior to development.

In regard to standard of significance 6, as stated in Response to Comment 5-61, the hazardous waste
hauler(s) would be certified and waste materials would be manifested and transported in accordance
to the same laws and regulations as the current site remediation.
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Response to Comment 5-68

See Response to Comments 5-66 and 5-67 for information pertaining to potential exposure of
construction workers to contaminants.

Response to Comment 5-69

See Response to Comments 5-66 and 5-67 for information pertaining to potential exposure of
occupants to contaminants.

Response to Comment 5-70

Comment 5-70 is a concluding comment and substantial evidence has been provided in the DEIR as
described in Response to Comments 5-65 through 5-69.

Response to Comment 5-71

Pages 5.8-4 through 5.8-6 of the DEIR discusses the standards set forth by federal, State and local
agencies. Although DTSC has the primary regulatory responsibility, additional federal laws and
guidelines govern hazardous materials include:

Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act or CWA);

Clean Air Act (CAA);

Occupational Safety and Health Act;

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA);

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA);
Guidelines for Carcinogens and Biohazards;

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act Title IlI;

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA);

Safe Drinking Water Act; and

e Toxic Substances Control Act.

Applicable State and local laws include the following:

Public Safety/Fire Regulations/Building Codes;
Hazardous Waste Control Law;

Hazardous Substances Information and Training Act;
Air Toxics Hot Spots and Emissions Inventory Law;
Underground Storage of Hazardous Substances Act; and
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

Within Cal-EPA, DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility, with delegation of enforcement to local
jurisdictions that enter into agreements with the state agency, for the management of hazardous
materials and the generation, transport and disposal of hazardous waste under the authority of the
Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL).
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Maintaining compliance with the above regulations would ensure the allowable thresholds would not
be exceeded.

As stated in Response to Comment 4-7, specific remediation methods would not be determined in the
updated RAP by DTSC until after approval of the DEIR. The DEIR analyses the potential impacts of
all potential remediation methods. It should be noted that if additional information, data, and
remediation becomes available after certification of the Final EIR, a re-evaluation by DTSC will
determine if the Final EIR adequately assessed impacts related to the proposed RAP subject to DTSC
approval of additional CEQA analysis is required.

Response to Comment 5-72

A Notice of Determination for a Negative Declaration for Union Pacific Railyard Sacramento,
California Final Remedial Action Plan, SCH 1995100941, was filed on July 14, 1995. As stated on
pages 1 and 2 of the 1995 RAP, the RAP is a specific requirement of California Health and Safety
Code Section 25356.1. Amongst other State and federal statutes, regulations, and guidance, CEQA,
Public Resources Code, 21000 et seg. and Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Division 6,
1500 et seq., would be applicable to the RAP. CEQA compliance occurred at the time of approval
of the 1995 RAP.

Response to Comment 5-73

See Responses to Comments 4-7 and 5-71 for information regarding regulatory standards for toxic
clean-up. Implementation of the required standards would ensure significant adverse affects would
be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Response to Comment 5-74

The comment is a summary paragraph, See Responses to Comments 5-75 through 5-79 for detailed
responses.

Response to Comment 5-75

The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 5.8-11 of the DEIR is referring to in-situ soils which
have been chemically treated, and rendered inert. Such soils could be encapsulated beneath either
the proposed park site or the commercial portions of the project site.

The last sentence of the second paragraph on page 5.8-11 of the DEIR is referring to in-situ soils
which have not been chemically treated and rendered inert. Such soils would not be deemed
appropriate for placement under the proposed park site and would therefore only be allowed under
the commercial portions of the project site.

Response to Comment 5-76

See Response to Comment 5-12. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but is a
comment based on something said at a meeting.
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Response to Comment 5-77

See Response to Comment 5-12. The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will
be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 5-78

Page 5.9-10 of the DEIR, Impact 5.9-1, discusses impacts to hydrology, water quality, and drainage
related to the update of the Remedial Action Plan.

Response to Comment 5-79

The DEIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed remedies in all of the technical chapters. See
Impact Statements 5.1-1, 5.3-1, 5.4-1, 5.5-1, 5.6-1, 5.7-1, 5.8-1, 5.9-1, 5.10-1, 5.11-1, and 5.12-1. In
addition, see Responses to Comments 5-12 and 5-74 through 5-78.

Response to Comment 5-80

The commenter includes a summary comment.

Response to Comment 5-81

The commenter is correct that a revised RAP would not be submitted until after the project FEIR is
approved. See Response to Comment 5-13.

Response to Comment 5-82

The DEIR is required to conform to CEQA requirements. As stated on page 5.8-7 of the DEIR, the
analysis includes all potential remedies contemplated for inclusion in the updated RAP. See
Response to Comment 5-79.

Response to Comment 5-83

See Responses to Comments 5-12 through 5-14. As stated in Response to Comment 5-13, the
revised RAP cannot be approved prior to the DEIR. In addition, the level of remediation is
dependent on the proposed land uses and approval of the land uses must occur prior to the approval
of an updated RAP and DTSC determination. Therefore, consistent with the conclusions in the
DEIR, approval of the proposed land use would occur prior to approval of an updated RAP. DTSC,
through the RAP process, will ensure that the cleanup levels are appropriate for the approved land
use, consistent with State law.

Response to Comment 5-84
The DEIR has adequate analyzed the impacts of the proposed remedies. See Responses to

Comments 5-12 and 5-79.
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Response to Comment 5-85
See Responses to Comments 5-13 and 5-14.
Response to Comment 5-86

As detailed in the Trip Generation Memorandum presented in Appendix D of this FEIR, the traffic
analysis was based on a set of land use assumptions that was initially proposed with the project. In
comparing the amount of trips that would be generated by the proposed project and the land uses as
analyzed in the traffic study, it was concluded that the total number of trips generated by the
proposed project is significantly lower than the number of trips generated by the land uses as
analyzed in the Transportation and Circulation Section of the DEIR and that the proposed project
would not result in additional significant impacts to those already identified in the analysis. See
Response to Comment 5-28 for additional information.

Response to Comment 5-87

Trip generation estimates for the proposed project land use and the land use as analyzed in the
Traffic Section using ITE’s Trip Generation 8" edition are attached in Appendix A of the FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-88
The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual is the latest published edition available.
Response to Comment 5-89

The land use assumptions were based on the information at the time the DEIR was prepared. If a
change in the project occurs that could potentially change the findings of the DEIR, additional
environmental studies would be required, consistent with CEQA requirements.

Response to Comment 5-90

The 24" Street and Sutterville Road intersection was analyzed as a signal-controlled intersection for
existing and no-project conditions and as a stop-controlled intersection for all “with project”
scenarios.

Response to Comment 5-91

The configuration at the Portola Way (21st Street)/Marshall Way/4™ Avenue intersection has
been modified with the Freeport Boulevard/21® Street Two-Way Conversion project. A
northbound through movement is currently allowed from Portola Way (21% Street). The traffic
study was based on information available at the time of preparation and the DEIR and
construction plans for the Freeport Boulevard/21* Street Two-Way Conversion project, which
assumed a northbound left-turn prohibition.
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With the current configuration, some of the project traffic destined for points north, primarily
those generated by the single-family residences in the northern portion of Curtis Park Village,
would utilize this access point to reach 21% Street rather than taking 24™ Street and one of the
east-west minor roadways. Consequently, the project generated traffic and impacts on 24™ Street
would decrease by 7 trips in the AM peak hour, 2 trips in the PM peak hour and 4 trips in the
Saturday peak hour; while traffic on the stretch of Portola Way (21* Street) between Road J and
4™ Avenue as well as the 21% Street and 4™ Avenue intersection would correspondingly increase.
However, Portola Way and the 21 Street and 4™ Avenue intersection would continue to operate
at LOS A under both Baseline and Cumulative Conditions with the addition of project traffic.

The existing configuration at this intersection would deem Mitigation Measure 5.2-7(b) on Page
5.2-43 unnecessary. Therefore, page 5.2-43 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure 5.2-7 is hereby
revised as follows:

5.2-7(eb)  The site design shall be modified to reduce the potential for
vehicles leaving parking stalls to back across pedestrian
crosswalks. This change may require the elimination of some angle
parking spaces.

The above text change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-92

Two-way traffic is allowed on the Road J extension. Project traffic was not assigned northbound on
Road J to exit at the Portola Way location because it does not represent the most direct route to any
of the trip distribution gateways with the assumption that the aforementioned northbound left-turn
prohibition in the DEIR analysis. See Response to Comment 5-91 for related discussion pertaining
to the project impacts with the existing intersection configuration.

Response to Comment 5-93

Two-way traffic is currently allowed on Portola Way. The Project would not alter any roadway
configuration in this area, including the Portola Way/Marshall Way/4"™ Avenue intersection.

Response to Comment 5-94
The traffic operations findings described in the DEIR are not expected to be affected by the

proposed angled parking. Angled parking is expected to slow traffic, which is intended to calm
motor vehicle traffic and create a more hospitable environment for pedestrian activity.
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Response to Comment 5-95

See Response to Comment 5-94. In addition, the angled parking is not expected to affect traffic flow
through the intersection at Sutterville Road and Road A. To the contrary, angled parking will slow
traffic approaching that intersection and act as a good traffic calming measure on Road A.

Response to Comment 5-96

The proposed angled parking along Road A shall be designed to City standards without affecting
the travel lane width. Angled parking is expected to slow traffic flow on Road A, but would not
divert traffic to nearby streets such as West Curtis Drive and 24th Street.

Response to Comment 5-97

The proposed project is subject to review of the Police and Fire Departments and the application has
been routed for both departments for review. At the time of the project approval, any conditions
requested by either department shall be placed as a condition of approval of the project.

Response to Comment 5-98

Section 15.13.4 Angled Parking in the Design and Procedures Manual states that, “Angled parking
will be considered on a case-by case basis. Angled parking shall be required and/or allowed at the
direction of the City Traffic Engineer. Implementation of angled parking may require specific
approval by the City Council. Table 15-13.4 lists the general criteria for considering angled parking.
However, meeting the criteria does not warrant installation of angled parking.” Table 15-13.4 lists
“Angle Parking Criteria.” The City Traffic Engineer has the discretion to allow angled parking
where it would be appropriate. The City Traffic Engineer has determined that angled parking on
Road A would be appropriate in this situation where there is a need to promote pedestrian
accessibility.

Response to Comment 5-99

See Responses to Comments 5-94 through 5-96 regarding the effect of the proposed angled parking
along A Street. The assessment of parking requirements was included in the DEIR on pages 5.2-43
through 5.2-45.

Response to Comment 5-100

Mitigation Measure 5.2-7 (a) shall be considered with the approval of street layouts and the
approval of the Tentative Maps.

Response to Comment 5-101
Mitigation Measure 5.2-7 (a) shall be considered with the approval of street layouts and the

approval of the Tentative Maps.
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Response to Comment 5-102

The analysis presented on pages 5.2-44 and 5.2-45 is for the on-site parking requirements; therefore,
the City Code has been used to estimate parking required for single family units. On street parking
is not usually included in the calculation of parking requirements per City Code. The City’s Zoning
Code requires one parking space per single family unit.

Response to Comment 5-103

The proposed project residential units with shared driveways would utilize a single driveway to
access individual garages for vehicular storage. Additional on-street parking was analyzed in the
Traffic Section of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-104

All maps and figures were available at the City of Sacramento upon request.

Response to Comment 5-105

Chapter 5.2 of the DEIR summarizes the highly technical information found in the traffic study. The
comment is a generalized statement and lacks specific information to issue a response.

Response to Comment 5-106
See Response to Comment 5-33.
Response to Comment 5-107
See Response to Comment 5-33.
Response to Comment 5-108

As described in Response to Comment 5-91, the existing configuration of the intersection of Portola
Way/Marshall Way/4™ Avenue is different from that analyzed in the DEIR. Other revisions to the
existing roadway network descriptions have been made and detailed in this FEIR. See Responses to
Comments 5-112 and 5-113.

Response to Comment 5-109

Several traffic counts were collected within the study area at different dates. The first traffic counts
for this project were conducted in the year 2005. Subsequently, with the project proposed changes,
traffic volume counts were collected at selected locations in 2007, which were then compared with
counts collected in 2005. As indicated on Page 5.2-9 of the DEIR, the 2005 counts were then
adjusted if approach volumes were projected to increase. Due to recent economic downturn, traffic
on roadways throughout California has declined. Therefore, 2005 and 2007 volumes are likely to be
higher than current 2009 volumes; thereby the analysis is more conservative.
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Response to Comment 5-110
See Response to Comment 5-33.
Response to Comment 5-111

The Sacramento City College improvement was properly considered in the traffic analysis. The
intersection of Sutterville Road and Sutterville Bypass Ramps West (#16) is the access to the
parking garage of the City College. Traffic volumes at this intersection were collected in 2007 with
the new lane configuration after the construction of the City College improvements.

Response to Comment 5-112
To correct the text, page 5.2-3 of the DEIR, second paragraph is revised as follows:

24™ Street is a four-lane arterial road from Sutterville Road south through
Sacramento Executive Airport and the Florin Area of Sacramento to terminate
near Meadowview Park in southern Sacramento. At Sutterville Road, the roadway
is off-set about 1,000 feet to the east and travels north near the project vicinity. It
operates primarily as a two-lane collector road until around—Castre—Street2nd
Avenue where it widens to four-lanes and continues through Midtown
Sacramento to the Southern Pacific railroad tracks just south of the American
River.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-113

For clarification purposes, page 5.2-3 of the DEIR, fifth paragraph is revised as follows:
Freeport Boulevard extends from 1-80/1-50 south to the city limit. To the north, it
continues as 19" Street and to the south, it becomes River Road. Between G Street
and just south of 4™ Avenue, it operates as a one-way southbound arterial roadway.
As with 21 Street, a portion of Freeport Boulevard was recently converted to two-
way traffic operations. It serves as an alternative route to connect to 1-80/1-50.

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-114
The text in the last paragraph on page 5.2-5 of the DEIR is corrected as follows:

Sidewalks are provided along almost all of the streets in the project area except
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The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-115

The existing ramp meters on SR 99 were in place when the traffic counts were collected. Therefore,
its effect was included in the analysis.

Response to Comment 5-116

Should the addition of project traffic result in spill back onto city streets, the City would
coordinate with Caltrans to adjust ramp meter timing to improve traffic operations within this
area.

Response to Comment 5-117

As shown on page 5.2-21 of the DEIR, the existing off-ramp queue to Sutterville Road from
southbound SR 99 already exceed ramp capacity during the PM and Saturday peak hours.
Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(h) would mitigate the project impact for the off-ramp queue to
Sutterville Road from northbound SR 99 and Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(c) would lessen the impact
for the off-ramp queue from southbound SR 99 to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment 5-118

A number of intersections and roadways along 6™ Avenue and Donner Way were evaluated and
disclosed in the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the DEIR. This includes the 5" Avenue
intersections of 24" Street and Franklin Boulevard, the intersection of 24" Street and Donner Way,
the Donner Way segment between 24" and 25™ Streets, and the 5™ Avenue segment just east of 24"
Street. The DEIR determined the impact to the above intersections and roadway section would
operate at acceptable levels and mitigation would not be required. Retail trucks and delivery vans
are anticipated to access Curtis Park Village from the south primarily via the Sutterville Road
underpass.

Response to Comment 5-119

As described on page 5.2-22 of the DEIR, Access Scenario #3 has a direct connection with 10"
Avenue. Under this Access Scenario, a small amount of project traffic would traverse the route
as described in the comment. The potential project impact is disclosed in the Transportation and
Circulation chapter of the DEIR, which evaluated the intersections of Sutterville Road and Curtis
Drive West and of 24™ Street and 10™ Avenue.

It is projected that Curtis Park Village would add 31 vehicles to the 24™ Street and 10" Avenue
intersection in the AM peak hour and 25 vehicles in the PM peak hour under Access Scenario #3,
the only scenario that provides a direct connection at 10™ Avenue. At the same time, 562 through
movement vehicles would be diverted from 24™ Street to Road A in the AM peak hour and 661
through movement vehicles would be diverted in the PM peak hour.
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Response to Comment 5-120

The project would add 88 vehicles and 166 vehicles to 24" Street north of Marshall Avenue in the
AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The study evaluated several intersections and street segments
along 24" Street and the potential impacts are fully disclosed in the Transportation and Circulation
chapter and associated appendix section. With the increased background traffic under Cumulative
conditions, installation of traffic signals is recommended as mitigation measures at both the 2™
Avenue (Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(a)) and Portola Way intersections (See page 5.2-4 of the
DEIR). The signals would create traffic gaps allowing vehicles to back out from driveways. In
addition, see Response to Verbal Comment 1-8.

Response to Comment 5-121

Project traffic was distributed and assigned on the roadway network based on projections from the
travel demand model as well as shortest routes and existing travel patterns. The small amount of
traffic that may traverse 4™ Avenue and 3™ Avenue are not expected to result in significant impacts
because these roadways were found to operate at LOS A with a cumulative traffic volume range of
360-632 vehicles per days (Table 5.2-14 on page 5.2-57 of the DEIR). All of the roadways
mentioned in the comment are designed to carry up to 4,000 vehicles per day.

Response to Comment 5-122

Conditions of approval for the project would require that the design of all project elements be
designed to City of Sacramento standards; therefore, the project would not result in unsafe
conditions or create a hindrance for pedestrians, including unsafe pedestrian/bicycle or
pedestrian/motor vehicle access.

Response to Comment 5-123

See Response to Verbal Comment 1-8.

Response to Comment 5-124

Page 5.2-36, Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(b) is revised as follows:

5.2-1(b) At the Sutterville Road / Road A intersection, provide overlap
signal phasing to allow the southbound Road A right turning
traffic to proceed on a green arrow simultaneously with the
eastbound left turning movement, and prohibit U-turns for the
eastbound left turning movement; ard-add a southbound left-right
lane to provide one left-turn lane, one left-right lane, and one right

turn lane, and provide a dedicated right turn lane for the

westbound Sutterville Road approach to the intersection. This
mitigation measure would reduce the impact of the Proposed

Project and Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than significant
level.
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In addition, page 5.2-54, Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(e) is revised as follows:

5.2-10(e)  Sutterville Road / Road A — apply Mitigation Measure 45.2-1(ab)
which would provide overlap signal phasing to allow the
southbound Road A Right turning traffic to proceed on a green
arrow simultaneously with the eastbound left turning movement,
and prohibit U-turns for the eastbound left turning movement;-and
provide one left-turn lane, one left-right lane, and one right-turn
lane on the southbound approach;—Alse; provide a dedicated right
turn lane for the westbound Sutterville Road approach to the

intersection;_provide an actuated exclusive pedestrian phase to

serve pedestrians crossing Sutterville Road; and optimize signal
timing. This mitigation measure would reduce the impact of the

Proposed Project and Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

The above text changes do not alter any of the conclusions contained within the DEIR.
Response to Comment 5-125

The intersection of Portola Way and Road J was not selected for evaluation in the DEIR. An initial
traffic assessment of the proposed project found that the Proposed Project would add a small
amount of traffic to the intersection of Road J and Portola Way. It would add four (4) southbound
through wvehicles in the AM peak hour, ten (10) southbound through vehicles and one (1)
southbound left-turn vehicle in the PM peak hour, and eight (8) southbound through and one (1)
southbound left-turn vehicles in the Saturday peak hour. As the vast majority of the added trips are
through, non-conflicting traffic at this T-intersection, the traffic engineer did not deem it necessary
to select this intersection for evaluation.

Response to Comment 5-126

The situation described pertains to existing conditions. The sidewalk on the east side of Portola Way
across the street from the sound wall provides a safe place for pedestrians to walk. The expected
traffic volume on Portola Way after project implementation would be comparable with that of other
residential streets in the City. Pedestrians exercising a reasonable level of caution would be able to
cross Portola Way. However, the City may consider providing marked pedestrian crossing at the
east leg of the Portola Way/21* Street intersection to encourage crossing and utilization of sidewalk.

Response to Comment 5-127

See Response to Comment 5-125 for the amount of projected traffic added by the proposed project.
The project would not result in unsafe conditions for pedestrians.
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Response to Comment 5-128

The railroad tracks on 21% Street are an existing condition. The project would not result in worsened
grade crossing conditions for pedestrians because vehicles are not allowed along the pedestrian path
that crosses the tracks from the east side of the roadway. The project would add transit
riders/pedestrians to the grade crossing. However, the addition of pedestrians at the grade crossing
would not create unsafe conditions for pedestrians and the impact would be less than significant.

Response to Comment 5-129

The City may work with RT about the feasibility of a grade separation for pedestrian crossing at the
4™ Avenue/Wayne Hultgren Light Rail Station similar to the on-going feasibility study to connect
the Curtis Park Village with the City College. However, this improvement is beyond the scope of
the Curtis Park Village project. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 5-130

New traffic signals are proposed on 24™ Street at 2™ Avenue (Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(a)) and at
Portola Way intersections (see Response to Comment 1-8). The new signals would create gaps in
traffic that would provide more opportunities for pedestrians to cross at nearby intersections on 24"
Street including at Castro Way. In addition pedestrians who wish to cross 24" Street could use the
signalized intersection at 2" Avenue, which is approximately 300 feet from Castro Street.

Response to Comment 5-131

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 5-132

The Pre-Census Travel Behavior Report: Analysis of the 2000 SACOG Household Travel Survey
was used to estimate travel mode share to account for the presence of the RT South Line based on
data collected where LRT service was provided.

Response to Comment 5-133

Conducting a special household survey for Curtis Park residents is beyond the scope of the project.
The Pre-Census Travel Behavior Report published by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments is representative of travel behavior in the region and has been a tool for RT to
estimate light rail ridership in the region.

Response to Comment 5-134

Impacts of mitigation measures were assessed and secondary impacts were disclosed where they

would occur. The impacts of bringing the roads into compliance with City standards would require
minor adjustments to the site plan and are not expected to result in significant secondary impacts.
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Any deviation from the City standards shall be subject to review and approval of the City Traffic
Engineer.

Response to Comment 5-135

For intersections, the level of service worksheets showing intersection operations after
implementation of mitigation measures are provided in Appendix D of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-136

If secondary impacts are identified due to the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures,
they were noted in the Transportation and Circulation chapter. See Response to Comment 5-134.

Response to Comment 5-137

The cumulative volume forecast was derived from the Sacramento Metropolitan Travel Demand
Model (SACMET) developed by the Sacramento Council of Governments (SACOG). Land uses
incorporated in the model were agreed upon by SACOG and the forecasted growth was based on
SACOG’s member agencies’ general plans.

Response to Comment 5-138

Specific responses to the assertions of erroneous assumptions and omissions are provided in
responses to specific comments below. None of the reassessments made to address comments
identified any new significant impacts.

Response to Comment 5-139

City staff coordinated with Caltrans regarding the analysis to assess the impacts of the project on
freeways. Caltrans comments on the DEIR in their letter dated June 15, 2009, have been adequately
addressed. Potential impacts to freeway traffic operations were disclosed in the DEIR and
mitigation measures were proposed. As stated on page 5.2-60, “No feasible mitigation measure was
identified that would reduce the impact of the project on SR 99. Although implementation of
Mitigation Measure 5.2-2(a) would reduce the impact of the project on SR 99, the impact after
mitigation would remain significant and unavoidable.” The DEIR provides mitigation for the
impacts of the project to SR 99 where feasible and discloses that impacts would remain after
mitigation, as required by CEQA.

Response to Comment 5-140

The Transportation and Circulation Section of the DEIR uses the standard of significance as stated
on page 5.2-30 of the DEIR. According to these standards, level of service analysis was provided
for all study intersection and roadway facility. The City of Sacramento does not have queuing
standards or queuing impact significance criteria. However, the results of the 95™ percentile queue
for each of the study scenarios can be found in the level of service worksheets included as a part of
the appendix of the DEIR. Additionally, The City does not require the use of Synchro software in
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preparation of traffic studies. The TRAFFIX program is widely accepted for traffic impact analysis
purposes. For instance, it is one of the software explicitly recognized in Caltrans’ Guide for the
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, 2002.

Response to Comment 5-141

The referenced “Neighborhood Thresholds of Significance criteria for minor streets” have not been
adopted by the City of Sacramento for evaluation of transportation impacts under CEQA. A Web
search conducted on January 26, 2010, showed only two references to “Neighborhood Thresholds
of Significance.” One reference was Comments on NOP for Curtis Park Village October 21, 2004
and the other reference was the DEIR document which lists this as one of the Summary of
Comments Received on the Notices of Preparation on page 1-10. Safety conditions along 24" Street
north of the project have been assessed (See Response to Comment 5-120). Residents in the
surrounding communities are encouraged to work with the City on traffic- and transportation-related
issues through the process outlined in the Neighborhood Transportation Management Program.

Response to Comment 5-142
See Responses to Comments 5-115 and 5-116.
Response to Comment 5-143

The pass-by trips assumptions made in the DEIR were computed from the fitted curve equation
shown in Figure 5.5 of the ITE Trip Generation Handbook. This procedure is used as an example on
page 31 of the Handbook, which specifically references the fitted curve equation. The amount of
retail development for the project is within the range of the data shown in the figure that was used to
develop the fitted curve equation. The information referenced in the comment relates to data
contained in Figure 5.6 of the Handbook. This figure does not contain a fitted curve equation nor an
R? (Reliability) value, indicating that the data provided in the figure should be used with caution.
Figure 5.6 shows average pass-by trip percentages ranging from approximately 16 percent to 53
percent for streets serving 2,000 to 3,000 p.m. peak hour vehicles. The estimate of 33 percent pass-
by trips for the project is within the range of data shown in the figure and is therefore not
contradicted by the data. The assertion that “the average pass-by capture rate for retail development
should be no more than 25 percent” is not supported by the information provided in the Trip
Generation Handbook.

Response to Comment 5-144

Figure 5.2-6, Trip Distribution, has been revised to add up to 100 percent of total traffic in the FEIR.
Correct trip distribution data were used in the analysis.

Response to Comment 5-145
As indicated on page 5.2-28 under Project Trip Distribution, the trip distribution was based on the
SACMET 2027 travel demand model, observations of travel patterns near the site and knowledge of

the proposed access locations associated with the Project. Specifically, in distributing trips onto the
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roadway network, the travel demand model took into account such factors as travel time and
alternative routes. Use of the travel demand model to provide the basis for trip distribution is
standard practice.

Response to Comment 5-146

The analysis has taken into account the existing and projected traffic on 24™ Street and has
diverted them onto Road A due to the elimination of the traffic signal at the Sutterville Road/24"
Street intersection. The following clarification has been added to page 5.2-22 under the Access
Section:

The last scenario was evaluated qualitatively only based on a comparison of how
trips would be distributed, and the remaining scenarios were analyzed
quantitatively. With the installation of the proposed signalized intersection on
Sutterville Road between West Pacific Avenue and Jefferey Avenue (Road A),
the traffic signal at the Sutterville Road/24™ Street intersection would be
eliminated. A majority of the through and neighborhood traffic north of the
project traversing 24" Street has been reassigned onto the new Road A in this
analysis.

The text addition does not alter the conclusions in the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-147

See Responses to Comments 5-33 and 5-107.

Response to Comment 5-148

As stated on page 5.2-32 of the DEIR, the Baseline Conditions analysis was performed to assess the
project impact in combination with other projects that have already been approved. This analysis is
the “near term horizon analysis” that the commenter described.

Response to Comment 5-149

Sufficient right-of-way exists for the proposed roadway widening; project impacts would be less-
than-significant upon implementation. At locations where widening would reduce project impacts
but right-of-way is insufficient, the analysis has identified the mitigation as infeasible and the
project impact as significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 5-150

The freeway ramp flow rates presented on Table 5.2-5, page 5.2-17 of the DEIR are national

standards and the source of this information is the Highway Capacity Manual as stated in the
footnote of that table.
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Response to Comment 5-151

The fair-share contribution to be paid as mitigation measures is only placed to mitigate impacts on
the cumulative conditions. Cumulative analysis includes the effect of the project in combination
with the effect of build-out of the surrounding community. Other developments within the study
area shall be required to mitigate their cumulative impacts and pay toward the same signals or
improvements, if required.

Response to Comment 5-152

See Response to Comment 5-124. The modification to Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(b) addresses the
commenter’s concern.

Response to Comment 5-153

See Response to Comment 2-4.

Response to Comment 5-154

Footnote #4 of Table 5.2-11 and Table 5.2-16 on page 5.2-34 and 5.2-51 of the DEIR clearly
indicate that the Sutterville Road/24™ Street intersection (#18) would be signalized under existing
conditions and be converted to stop-controlled with the project. The delay and level of service
results reflect the controls accordingly.

Response to Comment 5-155

See Response to Comment 2-10. Table 5.2-15 presents the parking requirement per City Code,
which indicates a shortfall of supply. However, a shared parking analysis was performed as a part of
the traffic study and included in the Transportation and Circulation chapter, as well as in Appendix
D. The findings, as presented on pages 5.2-44 and 5.2-45 of the DEIR, indicate that the proposed
parking spaces would be adequate in meeting the parking demand of the proposed mixed-use
project for all land uses. See Response to Comment 5-94 regarding angled parking.

Response to Comment 5-156

It is customary that traffic studies performed for the City of Sacrament utilize a peak hour factor of
1, which is contained in the City’s Traffic Study guidelines.

Response to Comment 5-157
See Response to Comment 5-125.
Response to Comment 5-158

See Response to Comment 5-28.
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Response to Comment 5-159

Pages 4-2 through 4-4 of the Land Use Chapter of the DEIR provide a description of the
Sacramento 2030 General Plan Land Use Designations found on site (Traditional Neighborhood
Low Density, Traditional Neighborhood High Density, and Traditional Center). Pages 4-4 and 4-5
of the Land Use Chapter of the DEIR describes existing and proposed zoning designations for the
site under the headers “Existing Zoning Designations” and “Proposed Zoning Designations”
respectively. Page 4-5 of the Land Use Chapter of the DEIR describes adjacent Land Use
Designations and Zoning. As stated on pages 4-5 and 4-6 of the DEIR:

The City of Sacramento has adopted the following land use and zoning
designations for the surrounding areas:

2030 General Plan:

Traditional Neighborhood Low Density (3-8 du/ac)

Urban Center Low Density (20-150 du/ac and 0.4-4.0 FAR)
Public/Quasi-Public

Zoning:

R-1  Standard Single-Family Zone
C-2  General Commercial Zone
C-4  Heavy Commercial Zone
M-1  Light Industrial Zone

The DEIR does not identify PUD as a land use designation. The commenter is correct that
underlying land use zones are not eliminated by creating a PUD overlay.

Response to Comment 5-160
As stated on page 4-4 of the Land Use Chapter of the DEIR:

Traditional Center

The Traditional Center designation allows for densities of 15 to 36 du/ac and a
FAR of 0.3 to 2.0. This designation provides for predominantly nonresidential,
moderate intensity, single-use commercial development or horizontal and vertical
mixed-use development that includes the following:

« Retail, service, office, and/or residential uses;
o Central public gathering places; and
o Compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses.

As stated on pages 4-13 and 4-14 of the Land Use chapter of the DEIR, Commercial Area 1 would
consist of retail uses, Commercial Area 2 would consist of mixed residential and commercial uses,
and Commercial Area 3 would consist of an entertainment facility and some residential uses.
Consistent with the General Plan definition of Traditional Center, all three commercial areas would
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be predominantly nonresidential. Therefore, Commercial Areas 1, 2, and 3, as proposed by the
project would be consistent with the Traditional Center Land Use Designation for the project site.

Response to Comment 5-161

The project description includes the components of the proposed retail development. The DEIR
analyzes the maximum buildout potential of the commercial component of the proposed project.

Response to Comment 5-162
Page 4-11 of the DEIR does not define a “Traditional Center.” Page 2-68 of the Sacramento 2030
General Plan, Part Two: Citywide Goals and Policies states the allowed uses for Traditional Center

are as follows:

Traditional Center

The Traditional Center designation allows for densities of 15 to 36 du/ac and a
FAR of 0.3 to 2.0. This designation provides for predominantly nonresidential,
moderate intensity, single-use commercial development or horizontal and vertical
mixed-use development that includes the following:

« Retail, service, office, and/or residential uses;
e Central public gathering places; and
o Compatible public, quasi-public, and special uses.

The definition of Traditional Center found on the General Plan is consistent with page 4-4 of the
DEIR. Because the proposed commercial areas are predominantly nonresidential and residential
uses are permitted when part of a retail, service, or office use, the proposed project would be
consistent with the Land Use Designation set forth by the Sacramento 2030 General Plan.

Response to Comment 5-163

As noted in Chapter 1.0, Introduction and List of Commenters, the applicant submitted revisions to
the project description, including a General Plan Amendment and rezone for the project site. The
southern portion of the site would be rezoned to Shopping Center (PUD). The Sacramento 2030
General Plan “Traditional Center” designation allows for retail, service, office, and/or residential
uses. In addition, development of the retail areas would be subject to the Curtis Park Village PUD
Design Guidelines.

Response to Comment 5-164

See Responses to Comments 5-36 and 5-143.
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Response to Comment 5-165

See Master Response regarding Recirculation of the Draft EIR in Chapter 3.0, Master Responses,
of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-166

See Master Response regarding Recirculation of the Draft EIR in Chapter 3.0, Master Responses,
of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-167

The design of the parking lots is not included in the DEIR and the comment does not address the
adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 5-168

See Master Response regarding Recirculation of the Draft EIR in Chapter 3.0, Master Responses,
of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-169

See Master Response regarding Recirculation of the Draft EIR in Chapter 3.0, Master Responses,
of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-170

See Master Response regarding Recirculation of the Draft EIR in Chapter 3.0, Master Responses,
of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-171

See Master Response regarding Recirculation of the Draft EIR in Chapter 3.0, Master Responses,
of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-172

See Master Response regarding Recirculation of the Draft EIR in Chapter 3.0, Master Responses,
of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 5-173
As described in Chapter 1.0 of this FEIR, Introduction and List of Commenters, the senior

apartment structure was relocated to the western border of the project site. The senior apartment
structure uses would be consistent with the Traditional High Neighborhood uses and with
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surrounding multifamily units. The visual appearance of the project would transition from lower to
higher density and would be subject to the Curtis Park Village PUD Design Guidelines.

Response to Comment 5-174

See Response to Comment 5-173.

Response to Comment 5-175

See Response to Comment 5-173.

Response to Comment 5-176

See Response to Comment 5-173.

Response to Comment 5-177

As stated in Chapter 1.0, Introduction of this FEIR, the proposed project includes 52 additional
dwelling units than previously stated in the DEIR. The additional 52 dwelling units would an
increase of approximately 130 persons, resulting in 62 fewer persons than anticipated in the General
Plan. The difference between the anticipated buildout of the site and the proposed project would be
less than five percent, which would not be significant.

Response to Comment 5-178

The comment is general and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will be forwarded to
the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 5-179

The comment is general and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will be forwarded to
the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 5-180

See Response to Comment 5-31.

Response to Comment 5-181

See Response to Comment 5-37. As stated above, the level of remediation is dependent on the
proposed land uses and approval of land uses must occur prior to the approval of an updated RAP

and DTSC determination. Therefore, the level of remediation would be determined by DTSC based
upon the approved land uses.
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Response to Comment 5-182
See Response to Comment 5-181.
Response to Comment 5-183

See Response to Comment 5-181. DTSC is required by law to ensure that appropriate cleanup is
conducted for the allowable land uses.

Response to Comment 5-184

The citation in the comment refers to factors that indicate an alternative is feasible and does not
mean that each alternative must be analyzed for all factors as part of the alternatives analyses. The
remainder of the comment is an opinion that will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 5-185

See Responses to Comments 5-22 and 5-23.

Response to Comment 5-186

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 5-187

See Responses to Comments 5-188 through 5-192. An analysis of PM, s is added to the EIR.
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Response to Comment 5-188

Table 5.3-1 on page 5.3-2 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

Table 5.3-1
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Federal
Averaging Primary State
Pollutant Time Standard Standard
Ozone 1-Hour - 0.09 PPM
8-Hour 0.075 PPM 0.070 PPM
. 8-Hour 9.0 PPM 9.0 PPM
Carbon Monoxide 1-Hour 35.0 PPM 20.0 PPM
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual Average 0.053 PPM 0.030 PPM
g 1-Hour - 0.18 PPM
M Annual Average - 20 ug/m?
10 24-Hour 150 pg/m® 50 pg/m®
PM Annual Average 15 pg/m® 12 pg/m®
=23 24-Hour 35 ug/m’ -
PPM = Parts per Million
pg/m® = Micrograms per Cubic Meter
Source: Donald Ballanti, Air Quality Impact Analysis for the Proposed Curtis Park Project, February 2009.

The above text does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the DEIR.
Response to Comment 5-189
The following paragraph is added after the second full paragraph on page 5.3-3 of the DEIR:

PM10 refers to particles 10 microns or smaller in diameter. PM2.5 is a subset of
PM10 and refers to particles 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter. Some sources of
PM10, like pollen and windstorms, are naturally occurring. In urban areas, PM10 is
caused by road dust, diesel soot, combustion products, abrasion of tires and brakes,

and construction activities. PM2.5 is mostly a product of incomplete combustion of
fuels.

The above text does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the DEIR.
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Response to Comment 5-190

For clarification Table 5.3-2 on page 5.3-4 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

Table 5.3-2
Air Quality Data Summary for Sacramento T Street Site, 2005-2007
Days Standard Was Exceeded During
Pollutant Standard 2005 2006 2007
Ozone State 1-Hour 4 6 2
Ozone Federal 1-Hour 0 0 0
Ozone State 8-hour 5 14 7
Ozone Federal 8-Hour 1 3 1
PMy, State 24-Hour 4 8 5
PMyg Federal 24-Hour 0 0 0
PM, s Federal 24-Hour 14 19 5
Carbo_n Federal 8-Hour 0 0 0
Monoxide
Carbon State 8-Hour 0 0 0
Monoxide
Nitrogen Dioxide State 24-Hour 0 0 0
Source: California Air Resources Board. Aerometric Data Analysis and Management (ADAM) System, 2008.

The above text change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-191

See Response to Comment 3-4.

Response to Comment 5-192

The second full paragraph on page 5.3-3 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows:

Particulate matter (PM) is a mixture of tiny particles that consists of dry solid
fragments, solid cores with liquid coatings, and small drops of liquid. These particles
vary greatly in shape, size, and chemical composition and can be made up of many
different particles, including metal, dust, soot, aerosols, and other matter, which are
small enough to remain suspended in the air for a long period of time. A portion of
the particulate matter in the air is due to natural sources such as wind blown dust and
pollen. Man-made sources include combustion, automobiles, field burning, factories,
and road dust. Wood burning in fireplaces and stoves is a significant source of PM,
particularly during cold, stagnant wintertime episodes when levels are highest.
Motor vehicle PM emissions include tailpipe and tire wear emissions; however,
greater quantities are generated by re-suspended road dust. A portion of the
particulate matter in the atmosphere is also a result of photochemical processes.
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Inhalable PM consists of particles less than 10 microns in diameter, and is defined as
“suspended particulate matter,” or PMjo. Fine PM is less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM ). By definition, PMys is included in PM,.

As stated in the above text addition, PM,5 is, by definition, included in PMy,. The air quality
analysis determined that although the levels of PM;, that would be created by the project would
slightly exceed the threshold, implementation of Level 3 SMAQMD-required mitigation would
reduce the project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the level of PM,swould also
be reduced to less-than-significant level with implementation of the required mitigation.

Response to Comment 5-193

See Response to Comment 3-2. The 1986 Sacramento Air Quality Plan was erroneously listed. The
DEIR air quality analysis is consistent with all documents listed by the commenter.

Response to Comment 5-194
To correct the text, page 5.3-4 of the DEIR, last paragraph is revised as follows:

The SMAQMD and CARB have has-seven air pollution monitoring sites within
Sacramento County and three within the City of Sacramento. The air quality
monitoring stations measure hourly pollutants and record sufficient data to meet
EPA and/or ARB criteria for quality assurance. The closest monitoring site to the
project area is located at 13" Street and T Street. This monitoring site measures
multiple pollutants. A summary of the annual air quality measurements from this
monitoring site is shown in Table 5.3-2.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-195

For clarification purposes, page 5.3-5 of the DEIR is revised as follows:
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is the federal agency
responsible for setting and enforcing the federal ambient air quality standards for
atmospheric pollutants. The USEPA regulates emission sources that are under the

exelusive authority of the federal government.

The above text change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.
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Response to Comment 5-196

The commenter is correct that the CARB is not part of the USEPA. CARB is part of the
California Environmental Protection Agency (CALEPA). To correct the text, page 5.3-5 of the
DEIR is revised as follows:

The California Air Resources Board (CARB), a part of the USERA California

Environmental Protection Agency (CALEPA), is responsible for the coordination
and administration of beth-federal-and State air pollution control programs within

California. The CARB conducts research, sets State ambient air quality measure
standards, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, and
provides oversight of local programs.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-197

As stated on page 5.3-1 of the DEIR, the SVAB is the Sacramento Valley Air Basin.

For clarification purposes, page 5.3-7 of the DEIR is revised as follows:
The SMAQMD is the agency primarily responsible for ensuring that National and
State Ambient Air Quality Standards are not exceeded by Sacramento County and
that Sacramento County air quality conditions are maintained in the SVAB.

The above text change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-198

See Responses to Comments 5-199 through 5-201.

Response to Comment 5-199

For clarification purposes, the second paragraph on page 5.3-4 of the DEIR is revised as follows:

"Sensitive receptors in the area include local residences, and C. K. McClatchy

High School, the Sacramento Children's Home, the Eskaton Monroe Lodge senior
citizen complex and child day care facilities.

The above text change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.
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Response to Comment 5-200

The methodology used in analyzing RAP activity and Curtis Park Village construction activity
emissions from equipment and vehicles is described in detail on page 5.3-9 of the DEIR. The
URBEMIS-2007 results for RAP and project construction activities are shown in Table 5.3-4 on
page 5.3-11 of the DEIR. The URBEMIS-2007 outputs were not included in the air quality
chapter of the DEIR, but were included in Appendix E of the DEIR, cited as a source for the air
quality chapter, and referenced as citation 3 in the endnotes.

Diesel particulate impacts of RAP activities were based on the identification of worst-case
exposure of receptors to diesel vehicles. The location of maximum exposure is off-site where
diesel truck traffic passes near to existing homes. Diesel particulate impacts are identified and
mitigated in Impact 5.3-1.

Fugitive dust impacts of RAP activities and Curtis Park Village construction are identified in
Impact 5.3-2. Impact 5.3-2 quantifies construction emissions, including diesel exhaust, in Table
5.3-4. This impact discussion also includes a qualitative analysis of Curtis Park Village
construction diesel exhaust impact health risks to nearby receptors. Although not identified as
having a significant impact, diesel exhaust from Curtis Park Village construction activities would
be substantially reduced by Mitigation Measure 5.3-3(a), which requires that heavy duty
equipment to be used in construction of the project achieve a 45 percent diesel exhaust
particulate matter reduction, based on the most recent CARB fleet average at the time of
construction.

Response to Comment 5-201

The health risk assessment referenced in Comment 5-201, dated August 10, 2005, is not the most
recent documentation addressing health risks to future residents at the Curtis Park Village. A
Screening Health Risk Evaluation for Railway Diesel Emission Exposure® (Risk Evaluation) was
performed in February of 2008. The Risk Evaluation was performed to estimate the potential for
adverse health effects to future residents of Curtis Park Village due to diesel emissions from
passing train traffic. The screening analysis, which was used for a similar project,® was
performed using methodologies recommended by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD) and approved by the City of Sacramento.

Based on the results of implementing the recommended methodology, a specific health risk
analysis, including atmospheric dispersion modeling, was not warranted. Please refer to
Response to Comment 3-5 for more details.

The Union Pacific Railroad would not disclose rail traffic frequency and idling trains. Therefore,
as stated in Section 2.1 of the Risk Evaluation, train traffic was based on a KNBR news story on
a 15 March reporting that “Union Pacific runs more than 20 trains a day through Sacramento”

L ERM. Screening Health Risk Evaluation for Railway Diesel Emission Exposure. February 2008.
2 ENVIRON. Sacramento Rail Yards Redevelopment Screening Health Risk Assessment of DPM from Freeway and
Railway. July 2007.
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according to a survey conducted in the summer of 2006. UPRR would not confirm whether the
trains would operate on the freight line passing the western boundary of Curtis Park Village.
Therefore, the risk evaluation utilized the conservative assumption that diesel emissions from
passing locomotives would be generated by 40 trains per day passing Curtis Park, and assuming
all trains would travel along the freight line near Curtis Park Village, emissions due to periods of
idling locomotives would be accounted for. The study assumed each train was powered by 2.9
locomotives, which is consistent with the average number of locomotives per train in the
Roseville Study. Cancer risk estimates are based on an annual average emission rate and assume
a 70-year exposure period. The conservative assumption of 40 trains includes intermittent
emissions from idling locomotives.

Response to Comment 5-202

See Response to Comment 5-201. Based on the conclusions of the risk evaluation, further analysis,
including atmospheric dispersion modeling, was not required. The risk evaluation included analysis
of carcinogenic (chronic and acute) health effects. However, acrolein is not considered
carcinogenic.

Response to Comment 5-203

See Responses to Comments 5-201 and 5-202.

Response to Comment 5-204

As stated on page 5.3-9 of the DEIR, URBEMIS-2007 was utilized to estimate the maximum
construction emission from import of fill related to remediation of site soil contamination from
trucks, equipment exhaust, construction worker vehicles trips and fugitive dust. All URBEMIS
model runs were included in appendix E of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 5-205

Acrolein is considered to be a non-carcinogenic. As noted by the commenter, acrolein is a
constituent of diesel emissions. The DEIR determined that the emission of PMo could exceed the
particulate matter ambient air quality standards and includes mitigation to reduce emission of PMjj.
Response to Comment 5-206

See Response to Comment 5-201.

Response to Comment 5-207

Development of the project site would occur after project site is adequately cleaned to DTSC
standards. In addition, as stated on page 5.8-13 of the DEIR post-certification excavation or soil
removal is not permitted without prior DTSC approval.

Response to Comment 5-208
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The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 5-209

The comment is a generalized statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 5-210

The comment relates project greenhouse emissions to the disclosure standards of the Air
Resources Board. The Board standards do not purport to establish a threshold of significance.
The City has recognized that the GHG emissions from development that could occur under the
2030 General Plan would be cumulatively considerable, and has adopted strategies to reduce
such emissions. In addition, see Chapter 3 for a Master Response regarding GHG emissions.

Response to Comment 5-211

The City of Sacramento has implemented demonstrable action to respond to the cumulative
effects of GHG emissions. In addition, see Chapter 3 for a Master Response regarding GHG
emissions.

Response to Comment 5-212

Per Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines, the 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 Draft EIR and the 2030 General Plan Master EIR
identified anticipated emissions.

The Local Government Operations Protocol for the quantification and reporting of GHG
emissions inventories issued by the California Air Resources Board in September 2008 provides
guidelines for local government operational inventories. The Guidelines identify three types of
emissions:

Scope 1: All direct GHG emissions (with the exception of direct CO2 emissions from biogenic
sources).

Scope 2: Indirect GHG emissions associated with the consumption of purchased or acquired
electricity, steam, heating, or cooling.

Scope 3: All other indirect emissions not covered in Scope 2, such as emissions resulting from
the extraction and production of purchased materials and fuels, transport-related activities in
vehicles not owned or controlled by the reporting entity (e.g., employee commuting and business
travel), outsourced activities, waste disposal, etc.

The Guidelines provide that local governments should, at a minimum, quantify and report all
Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions. Reporting of Scope 3 emissions is optional.
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The City has not included Scope 3 emissions in its project-specific inventories. The information
disclosed by such analyses is, due to the nature of the inquiry, less accurate and less informative
than the information about Scope 1 or Scope 2 emissions, which are subject to control by the
local agency.

Response to Comment 5-213

The comment refers to analysis of Scope 3 emissions (See Response to Comment 5-212, above).
Such reporting is optional, is not required and has not been included for the reasons stated.

Response to Comment 5-214

The comment refers to analysis of Scope 3 emissions (See Response to Comment 5-212, above).
Such reporting is optional, and is not required and has not been included for the reasons stated.

Response to Comment 5-215

The City believes, consistent with the quotation from the Draft EIR, that the proposed project,
and indeed other projects developed consistent with the 2030 General Plan, will help to reduce
vehicle miles traveled in the community. This was not, however, the baseline that was used for
analysis of impacts. The baseline utilized was current conditions.

Response to Comment 5-216

The text on page 5.3-19 does not state that the proposed project would reduce GHG emissions.
The statement reads “Given the high density and mixed-use nature of the proposed development
coupled with the proximity to existing employment centers and retail attractions in the City, the
proposed project could reduce daily vehicle travel (emphasis added). This would aid in
California’s goal to reduce GHG under AB 32.”

Response to Comment 5-217

The comment relates to the threshold of significance utilized in the Draft EIR for emission of
GHGs. The Draft EIR indicates that protocols for establishing the effect of a specific
development project on a cumulative global temperature increase have not been developed.
Extensive hearings and consideration by the California Air Resources Board failed to result in
any definitive threshold, and the Office of Planning and Research revisions to the CEQA
Guidelines were also general in nature.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 (a) encourages public agencies to develop and publish
thresholds of significance, and the Draft EIR provides as much information regarding the
standard as is reasonable under the circumstances, given the absence of substantial evidence on
the relationship between a specific project and global changes. The Draft EIR indicates that its
discussion “[...] focuses on the proposed project’s contribution to global climate change by
quantifying GHG emissions and qualitatively discussing project GHG reductions [...]” (See
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Impact 5.3-7, page 5.3-18) This discussion and approach is informative, and is sufficient based
on the state of current knowledge of the issue.

Response to Comment 5-218

The comment relates to the threshold of significance utilized in the Draft EIR for emission of
GHGs. See Response to Comment 5-217.

Response to Comment 5-219

The comment relates to the threshold of significance utilized in the Draft EIR for emission of
GHGs. See Response to Comment 5-217.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15002 (g) defines “significant effect on the environment” as a “[...]
substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area affected by the
proposed project.” The Master EIR concluded that the GHG emissions that could result from
development consistent with the 2030 General Plan would be cumulatively considerable, and
identified mitigation in response, eventually concluding that the effect was significant and
unavoidable. As noted above, extensive investigation and hearings at the California Air
Resources Board failed to identify a reliable measure of effect that could be used as a threshold
for GHG emissions and individual development projects, and the conclusion regarding the effect
of general plan development was not based on evidence of any specific and quantifiable change.

The City of Sacramento has, however, recognized the need for action, and has also recognized
the need for compliance with the state mandates for GHG emissions reductions. Guidelines for
development in the goals and policies of the 2030 General Plan, and the preparation of a Climate
Action Plan, are designed to comply with the needed emission reductions. The commenter has
provided no substantial evidence that this project, or any specific individual project, would cause
specific and measurable changes in global climate, and the City is aware of no such evidence. In
the absence of such substantial evidence, the approach taken in the Draft EIR is reasonable, and
adequately informs the decision-makers and the public.

Response to Comment 5-220

The comment refers to references to policies in the consideration of impact of GHG emissions.
The City has not, as implied in the comment, attempted to rely on CEQA Guidelines Section
15064(h)(3) in its analysis. In fact, of the various state requirements considered by the City,
including AB32, and the various statements of potential actions to reduce GHG emissions,
including those propounded by the Office of the Attorney General, Association of Environmental
Professionals and the California Air Pollution Control Officers’ Association, none assert a
method of identifying specific and measurable changes in climate change to specific projects,
and none could meet the standards required by the cited section. The City of Sacramento has
responded to the challenge in a manner its feels is likely to result in positive action, through the
adoption of programs and policies in the 2030 General Plan and the analysis of cumulative
effects in the 2030 General Plan Master EIR, which has been incorporated by reference (see
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Master Response). The City has adopted an approach which reviews the facts and circumstances
and provides a reasonable assessment of the impact.

Response to Comment 5-221

The comment relates to the threshold of significance utilized in the Draft EIR for emission of
GHGs. See Response to Comment 5-217. The comment supports the City’s response to
Comment 5-220, above.

Response to Comment 5-222

The comment relates to the threshold of significance utilized in the Draft EIR for emission of
GHGs. See Response to Comment 5-217. The comment supports the City’s response to
Comment 5-220, above.

Response to Comment 5-223

The comment refers to the Master EIR and the City’s response to the comment letter submitted
by the Office of the Attorney General. See also Errata No. 2, which revised the City’s response
to the Attorney General’s comments.

The comment’s assertion that the Draft EIR fails to discuss and consider GHG emissions
reduction measures is inaccurate. See, e.g., Table 5.3-8, “Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures,”
Draft EIR page 5.3-21 et seq.

Response to Comment 5-224

The Draft EIR discusses GHG emissions in detail (See Impact 5.3-7) and in the course of that
discussion specifically references the Attorney General suggestions for emission reductions. The
Draft EIR discussion includes project design in its review, and the Planned Unit Development
Guidelines (PUD Guidelines), referenced by the commenter, are included in this discussion. The
PUD Guidelines are one method the City uses in regulating development, and provide the City
with both a means of encouraging design, and a means of enforcement. This approach is
consistent with the City’s view that any meaningful, long-term, reduction in GHG emissions
must be based, in substantial part, on changes in our land use strategies. PUD Guidelines for
development projects, as in this case, are part of that strategy.

The commenter disagrees with the use of the word “mitigation” in the discussion, and the
commenter may be technically correct. The discussion of the impact as a whole, however, makes
it clear that the City has analyzed the cumulative effects of development in the Master EIR, and
is taking effective steps in individual projects to reduce GHG emissions as part of the City’s
long-term strategy. The discussion is adequate to inform decision-makers and the public of any
project impacts.
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Response to Comment 5-225

The comment addresses the use of the word “mitigation” in the discussion of Impact 5.3-7. See
response to Comment 5-224.

Response to Comment 5-226

The comment addresses the reference to Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05. See response to
Comment 5-220.

Response to Comment 5-227

The comment refers to the California Air Resources Board reporting requirements for covered
facilities such as electrical generation plants. The Board’s action in excluding mixed use and
residential projects from the reporting requirement is instructive, and points to the difficulty in
crafting a meaningful measure for such development. The reporting limit of 30,862 tons
referenced by the commenter is irrelevant to the discussion in the Draft EIR.

The commenter also refers to per capita emission levels got California residents. The statewide
GHG inventory includes many sectors that are irrelevant in the Sacramento urban setting,
including forestry, agricultural and industrial. The statewide emissions figures do not measure
the same emissions types as referred to in the comment.

Response to Comment 5-228
See Response to Comment 5-227, above.
Response to Comment 5-229

The City has recognized that such emissions should be considered. See, for example, the
discussion of construction and operations emissions in the Master EIR, pages 8-35 et seq. See
also the discussion of construction and operations impacts in the discussion of Impact 5.4-7 in
the Draft EIR, pages 5.3-18 et seq.

Response to Comment 5-230

The comment correctly points to the Draft EIR reference to the Master EIR as providing an
appropriate cumulative context for the analysis of GHG emissions. As discussed at greater length
in the Master Response regarding GHG Emissions, the City has adopted general plan policies
and goals that direct efforts to the design and development of a city that minimizes vehicle miles
traveled, and designs buildings that are more efficient. In addition, the City, consistent with the
2030 Plan directive, is preparing a Climate Action Plan that identifies specific and enforceable
measures that can be implemented to reduce GHG emissions city-wide.
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Response to Comment 5-231

The comment summarizes the actions taken by the City Council relating to climate change as
part of the certification of the 2030 General Plan Master EIR, and does not require a response.

Response to Comment 5-232

The City concluded that the development that could occur under the 2030 General Plan would be
cumulatively considerable; the Draft EIR concludes that such emissions that could occur as a
result of the project would not be cumulatively considerable. The comment does not point to any
substantial evidence in the record that contradicts the finding in the Draft EIR. See also the
Master Response regarding GHG Emissions and Response to Comment 3-8.

The Draft EIR identified GHG emissions as a potential impact, discussed the emissions that
would be generated by the project, and referred to the Master EIR and its analysis of GHG
emissions that could be generated by development consistent with the 2030 General Plan. While
the commenter disagrees with the City’s conclusion that the GHG emissions from the project
would not be cumulatively considerable, such disagreement does not require recirculation. No
new significant impacts have been identified, and none of the reasons for recirculation identified
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 are present. See also the Master Response related to
Recirculation.

Response to Comment 5-233

The comment requires no additional response. See the Master Response regarding GHG
Emissions and Response to Comment 3-8.

Response to Comment 5-234

For clarification purposes, Mitigation Measure 5.4-7 on page 5.4-28 of the DEIR is revised as
follows:

5.4-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits, a noise barrier shall be
shown on the plans along the western boundary of the project site,
from the northern boundary of the CPV site to the southern end of
the-Multi-family—parcelany parcel with residences for the review
and approval of the City Engineer. A barrier 10 feet in height
(relative to nearest outdoor activity elevations) would intercept
line of sight to railroad pass-bys, thereby reducing future UPRR
noise levels to 70 dB Ldn or less at the nearest outdoor activity
areas proposed adjacent to the tracks.

Barriers can take the form of earthen berms, solid walls, or a
combination of the two. Appropriate materials for noise walls
include precast concrete or masonry block. Other materials may
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be acceptable provide they have a surface density of approximately
four pounds per square foot.

The above revision is for clarification purposes and does not change the conclusions in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 5-235

See Response to Comment 5-50.

Response to Comment 5-236

See Responses to Comments 5-50 through 5-54 and 5-57.

Response to Comment 5-237

The 1995 RAP has been available at the City of Sacramento Community Development Department.
Response to Comment 5-238

See Responses to Comments 5-50 through 5-54, 5-57, and 5-71.

Response to Comment 5-239

See Responses to Comments 5-12 and 5-13.
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LETTER 6: JORDAN LANG, SACRAMENTO AREA BICYCLE ADVOCATES

Response to Comment 6-1

The comment is an introductory statement that discusses the merits of the project and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 6-2

The commenter is correct that there are 12 roadways along the eastern portion of the project site.
However, as shown on Figure 3-3 on page 3-6 of the DEIR, existing residential structures inhibit the
construction of additional roadway connections.

Response to Comment 6-3

All streets within the proposed site would be designed in accordance with the City's "Pedestrian
Friendly Street Standards™ that would provide for pedestrian needs and enhance connectivity
with existing City streets. Therefore, consistent with the conclusions in the DEIR, mitigation
would not be required for the proposed project or any access scenarios.

Response to Comment 6-4

As stated on page 5-43 of the DEIR, the Regional Transit District has agreed to relocate Routes 63
and 64 to provide bus stops at 10" Avenue, Donner Way, and 5" Avenue. Relocation of the bus
stops would not only provide convenient access to the project, but would also improve the overall
bus transit network in the area.

Response to Comment 6-5
The comment reiterates language in the DEIR and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 6-6

The comment reiterates language in the DEIR and is an introductory statement for comments 6-7
through 6-16.

Response to Comment 6-7

The impacts of traffic on Sutterville Road were analyzed in Chapter 5.2, Transportation and
Circulation, of the DEIR. In addition, traffic-related noise impacts were addressed in Chapter 5.4,
Noise, and traffic-related air quality impacts were addressed in Chapter 5.3, Air Quality. The
increase in traffic on Sutterville Road from the project would not result in unsafe conditions for
bicyclists or pedestrians, including unsafe pedestrian/bicycle or pedestrian/motor access, nor would
the project hinder or eliminate an existing designated bikeway, or interfere with implementation of a
proposed bikeway. Therefore, the increase in traffic from the project on Sutterville Road would
have less-than-significant impacts related to bicycle and pedestrian travel.
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Response to Comment 6-8

The comment suggests implementation of alternative mitigation measures for an impact already
found to be less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The
alternative mitigation measures in comments 6-9 through 6-16 will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 6-9

The comment suggests implementation of an alternative mitigation measure for an impact already
found less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The small-
scale retail space alternative mitigation will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 6-10

The comment suggests implementation of an alternative mitigation measure for an impact already
found less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The
grocery store orientation alternative mitigation will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 6-11

The comment suggests implementation of an alternative mitigation measure for an impact already
found less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The fair-
share alternative mitigation will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 6-12

The comment suggests implementation of an alternative mitigation measure for an impact already
found less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The
increased density alternative mitigation will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 6-13

The comment suggests implementation of an alternative mitigation measure for an impact already
found less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The
pedestrian/bicycle crossing alternative mitigation will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 6-14

The comment suggests implementation of an alternative mitigation measure for an impact already

found less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The
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pedestrian/bicycle connection alternative mitigation will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.

Response to Comment 6-15

The comment suggests implementation of an alternative mitigation measure for an impact already
found less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The
alignment alternative mitigation will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 6-16

The comment suggests implementation of an alternative mitigation measure for an impact already
found less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the DEIR. The
bicycle parking alternative mitigation will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 6-17

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 6-18

The comment is a concluding statement that does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
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Letter 7

ECOS

ENVIRONMENTAL
S EOUNCIL® 909 [2th Street, Suite 100 e Sacramento, CA ¢ 95814 e (916) 444-0022

OF SACRAMENTO

June 1, 2009

Jemmifer Hageman, Senior Planner

City of Sacramento, Development Services Department
300 Richards Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95811

SUBJECT: CURTIS PARK VILLAGE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Dear Ms. Hageman:

Several years ago, the ECOS Land Use Committee offered its conditional support of the “Curtis
Park Village™ development plan, as part of the Smart Growth Leadership Recognition Program
(SGLRP). ECOS applauded the vision of mixed-use residential, retail, and commercial zoning
within the project, as well as its focus on increasing the availability of mixed-imcome housing for
Sacramento and encouraging public transportation for future residents.

ECOS is not currently prepared to endorse the most recent iteration of the project, despite our
7-1 endorsement of the previous iteration.

Recent changes to the project — including site design and toxic substances cleanup provisions in
the March 2009 Curtis Park Village Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) — must be
addressed before we can endorse the most recent iteration of the project. We urge the City of
Sacramento to adequately address the following concerns before approving any Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Design Issues within the DETR

The ECOS Land Use Commttee commends Petrovich Development Company for its
collaboration with community members to help develop Curtis Park Village as mixed-use infill
that is compatible with its commumnity. The proposed land-use plan consists of approximately
166,000 square feet of commercial retail, 10,000 square feet of office space; entertainment and
) lodging uses; 178 single-family home sites; an 80-unit senior multi-family housing complex; a

B 212-unit multi-family residential housing complex and an 8.7 acre park on approximately 72
acres.

ECOS cannot, however, endorse this plan under the SGLRP without more specific information.

7-3 The Curtis Park Village project would be a Planned Unit Development (PUD), and a review of
the PUD guidelines is necessary to adequately evaluate the project and its impacts. To allow the

v

www.ecosacramento.net
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A
EIR to serve its purpose of allowing the public to evaluate the project and its impacts, the PUD

guidelines should be included in the Final EIR. Without access to these guidelines, the public,
including ECOS, cannot adequately evaluate this project.

ECOS has not yet had the opportunity to work with Petrovich Development to review the PUD
guidelines. Initial review of project plans without more specific information, however, yields two
points of potential project improvement.

First, the overall densities and intensities of use for the most recent iteration are less than the
previous iteration of the project. The most recent iteration contains substantially fewer
residential units and less commercial square footage. The site’s prime location near
Sacramento’s urban core, and on major transit lines, justifies urban, transit-supportive densities
and intensities, with strong connections to adjacent transit stops. We commend the project’s use
of existing urban infrastructure; and we support using its infill location to best advantage by
developing it with appropriate urban densities and intensities of use.

Second, the DEIR indicates that a strip of commercial development with copious parking would
be located at the southern end of the site. The shared parking study in Appendix D of the DEIR
bases its analysis on uses including a grocery store of over an acre in size, and over three acres of
total retail space not including parking. Neighborhood retail appropriate to urban environments,
including grocery stores, is typically smaller in size than the proposed retail. The proposed
commercial development has the potential to be “big box” retail — depending on its physical
design — and lo pose associated impacts on non-motorized circulation and adjacent transit lines.

We commend the shared parking study for the proposed commercial development, and suggest
further measures to mitigate the potential effects of parking on the surrounding community.
Possible measures include performance parking pricing, a parking benetit district and unbundling
parking from commercial rents. These measures are appropriate to the site’s urban environment;
and they are demonstrated to be cost-effective and efficient in mitigating the negative impacts of
copious parking, as well as alleviating perceived need for copious parking. More information on
these measures is available in The High Cost of Free Parking, by Donald Shoup.

Toxic Substances Cleanup

The original plan endorsed by ECOS promised a full cleanup of all hazardous materials.
Understandably, the discovery of three-times the amount of hazardous substances onsite than
originally thought will require a redrafiing of the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and a restructured
cleanup. ECOS is concerned because the current DEIR does not make clear where the remaining
hazardous soil is located or how any new cleanup will occur. The DEIR indicates only that the
areas of the project zoned for single-family housing will be “cleaned to an unrestricted use
standard,” while other areas may be subject to “restricted deeds.”” ECOS urges the City to

4

! Shoup, Donald. The High Cost of Free Parking. American Planning Association, 2005,
* See DEIR §5.8-2.

www.ecosacramento.net
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A
require adequate cleanup in non-single family home areas to ensure protection for the
-7 cont. health and safety of families living in multi-family and senior housing.

Furthermore, prior to approving any government action which may affect the environment, the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires adequate public participation in all
aspects of a proposed action.” For instance, the public is entitled to be made aware of the
mitigation measures within the plan designed to address potential environmental impacts.* In
7-8 projects involving hazardous materials, a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for cleanup is one such
mitigation measure. When measures are proposed to mitigate environmental effects under
CEQA, project plans must be revised to incorporate these mitigation measures "before the
proposed negative declaration is released for public review.” As such, the public must be
afforded the opportunity|to review any proposed mitigation measure prior to project approval.®
In the March 2009 DEIR, the City of Sacramento makes repeated reference to the “updated
RAP,” and claims that “the remediation of the site, pursuant to the updated RAP, will be
completed prior to development of the Curtis Park Village project.” However, the updated RAP
7-9 is not included in the DEIR. ECOS understands that an update to the RAP will likely proceed
pursuant to a Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) public notice and comment
process. As such, ECOS reserves its right to add further comments during the likely DTSC

revised RAP process.

ECOS reminds the City of Sacramento that Senate Bill 120 (1999 Ortliz & Steinberg) prohibits
the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) from “making any determination that a
response action at the [project site] is complete, until afier the Cily of Sacramento has completed
7-10  |its land use planning process and all response actions necessary to conform to the approved land
use plan are complete.” Therefore, the cleanup must be fully completed to conform to the land
use designations prior to any determination of completion by DTSC.

Finally, the ECOS Land Use Committee has been informed that Petrovich Development
Company has included in its discussions with the City of Sacramento and the Sierra Curtis
Neighborhood Association a Planned Unit Development (PUD) Site Remediation Commitment,
which includes a map of where the remaining toxic soil is located and where it would be stored.
7-11 | According to Petrovich Development Company, this “commitment is provided by the Project
Applicant to ensure that all housing areas, single-family or multi-family, are remediated to
unresiricted standards.” We commend this laudable commitment and would fully support the
City’s actions to implement and enforce this cleanup.

The ECOS Land Use Committee continues to support and applaud efforts by local government to
7-12 promote and implement mixed-use development, and strongly supports Sacramento’s Mixed-
Income Housing Ordinance. ECOS respectfully requests that the City carefully review the

? See Public Resources Code § 21000 ef seq.

* See id, at § 21092,

® Sundstrom v. County of Mendocine (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306-308. (emphasis added).
® See Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal. App.4th 1359, 1397.

! See DEIR & 2.1.

www.ecosacramento.net
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Response to Comment 7-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 7-2

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 7-3

The PUD Guidelines have been available at the City of Sacramento in the planning application file.
For informational purposes, they are included as Appendix E of this FEIR

Response to Comment 7-4

The comment discusses the proposed project’s density and does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR.

Response to Comment 7-5

The comment discusses commercial development and parking in relation to the proposed project
and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 7-6

The comment suggests further measures to reduce parking impacts. The DEIR concludes that
impacts related to parking are less-than-significant and mitigation is not required. The additional
measures will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 7-7
See Responses to Comments 5-12, 5-14, and 5-37.
Response to Comment 7-8

See Response to Comment 5-37. The RAP is not a mitigation measure included in the DEIR for
cleanup of the proposed project site. The CEQA analysis performed for the cleanup of the project
site was analyzed in an initial study that was prepared for the original RAP. The project includes
environmental analysis of alternative remediation methods for the updated RAP. As stated
previously, following approval of the EIR, the draft updated RAP would be circulated for public
review for a minimum of 30 days. Following the RAP public review, the Final RAP would be
prepared. The DTSC-approved Final RAP would include detailed descriptions of the remedial
actions that would be undertaken, and would incorporate public comments received during the
review of the draft updated RAP.
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Response to Comment 7-9

See Response to Comment 5-37.
Response to Comment 7-10
See Response to Comment 5-37.
Response to Comment 7-11

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 7-12

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-596



8-1

FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20710

| efter 8

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-597



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

LETTER 8: JOHN JENSEN, LAND PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

Response to Comment 8-1

The comment period on the Draft EIR was extended for a total review period of 75 days (April 1
to June 15, 2009).
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LETTER9: CAROLINE PECK, SAFFE

Response to Comment 9-1

The comment discusses bicycle and pedestrian safety along Freeport Boulevard. Bicycle and
pedestrian impacts are addressed in the DEIR in Chapter 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, on
page 5.2-41.

Response to Comment 9-2

The commenter is correct that the Bike Maser Plan lists bike lanes along Freeport Boulevard
between Sutterville Road and Vallejo Way. However, as noted on page 5.2-41 of the DEIR, the
proposed project is not anticipated to hinder or eliminate the existing bikeways or interfere with the
implementation of the planned bikeways in the study area. In addition, all proposed streets would be
designed to the City of Sacramento “Pedestrian Friendly Street Standards” with separated
sidewalks, vertical curbs, and the appropriate class of bicycle lane to provide enhanced pedestrian
and bicycle connections.

Response to Comment 9-3

See Response to Comment 9-2. The conversion of Freeport Boulevard and 21 Street from one-way
to two-way streets is part of the City’s plan to implement complete street strategies.

Response to Comment 9-4

Impacts to bicycle facilities or safety were not identified for the project; therefore, mitigation
measures for bicycle facilities cannot be required. The proposed improvements at Freeport
Boulevard per the comment letter are outside the scope of the project and shall be forwarded to the
decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 9-5

The proposed project would generate fewer vehicular trips than the land uses as analyzed in the
Transportation and Circulation chapter of the DEIR. Please refer to the Trip Generation Comparison
Memorandum (See Appendix D) and Response to Comment 5-28 for additional information.
Response to Comment 9-6

See Response to Comment 9-5.

Response to Comment 9-7

See Response to Comment 9-5.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-601



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Response to Comment 9-8

The comment is a concluding statement that does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
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LETTER 10: SALLY LYN ZEFF, AICP, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 10-1
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 10-2
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 10-3

All project description information has been available for review at the City of Sacramento
Community Development Department offices.

Response to Comment 10-4

The comment does not provide specifics that can be addressed in a response.

Response to Comment 10-5

The comment does not provide specifics that can be addressed in a response. All components of the
project are described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR (as well as revisions in Chapter
1.0 of this Final EIR). All project application materials have been available at the City of
Sacramento Community Development Department offices.

Response to Comment 10-6

See Response to Comment 10-3. For informational purposes, the PUD Guidelines are included as
Appendix E of this FEIR. In addition, the City has updated their webpage at the following URL to
include the new Curtis Park Village project information:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/dsd/projects/curtispark_village.cfm

Response to Comment 10-7

See Response to Comment 10-3. For informational purposes, the Schematic Plan is included as
Appendix F of this FEIR. In addition, the City has updated their webpage at the following URL to
include the new Curtis Park Village project information:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/dsd/projects/curtispark_village.cfm

Response to Comment 10-8

See Response to Comment 10-3. The DEIR analyzes the impacts of the project components
included in the project description.
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Response to Comment 10-9

The term “Master Plan” in the DEIR refers to the proposed land uses on the project site and not a
separate land use entitlement. For clarification purposes, all references to “Master Plan” are changed
to “proposed land uses” throughout the DEIR. The DEIR analyzes full buildout of the proposed
project, not maximum buildout of zoning. The PUD Schematic Plan identifies the maximum
buildout potential. Any future projects must be consistent with the PUD or additional entitlements
and CEQA review will be required.

Response to Comment 10-10
See Response to Comment 10-9.
Response to Comment 10-11

The revisions to the RAP include modifications to the proposed remedies. The impacts of the
potential remedies are analyzed throughout the DEIR. The Subdivision Modifications and right-of-
way abandonment are in conjunction with the Tentative Map and are shown on Figure 3-3. For
clarification purposes, the Tentative Map Summary on page 3-17 is hereby revised as follows

A Tentative Map is proposed in order to subdivide the site to facilitate development
consistent with the PUD. The Tentative Map would include 378189 single-family
lots, one senior housing lot with 8890 dwelling units, eretwo multi-family lots with
232248 dwelling units, 13 commercial lots, two park/parkway lots, four open space
lots, one guest parking lot, seven alley/common driveway lots, and one entry median

lot (See Figure 3-3). In_addition, the proposed project includes subdivision
modifications and right-of-way abandonment of the West Pacific Avenue ramp.

The change does not modify any of the analysis in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 10-12

See Response to Comment 5-13.

Response to Comment 10-13

The third paragraph on page 5.1-11 of the DEIR is hereby revised as follows, in order to clarify
the intent:
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The remediation of the site in accordance with the 1995 RAP assumed that trees

in particular, Heritage trees would be removed. Because the site must be cleaned
to the standards set in the 1995 RAP, and a much larger portion of the site is
contaminated than anticipated in the 1995 RAP, any tree that prevents the
remediation of the contamination must be removed. The loss of these trees would

occur regardless of whether the proposed Curtis Park Village project is approved.

The impact discussion does not indicate that the removal of trees associated with the
development of the Curtis Park Village project would result in a significant impact. As stated on
page 5.1-11 of the DEIR, the impacts to view and the visual character of the site would be less
than significant.

Response to Comment 10-14

See Response to Comment 10-15. The impacts related to subdivision modification for streets are
studied on page 5.2-42, Impact 5.2-7, Impacts to on-site traffic circulation and safety under baseline
plus project conditions.

Response to Comment 10-15

See Response to Comment 10-11. As stated on page 5.2-32 of the DEIR, the impacts related to
right-of-way abandonment were addressed in the DEIR.

Response to Comment 10-16

For clarification purposes, the following text is added after the first paragraph on page 3-7 of the
DEIR.

The project schedule for construction and implementation is not known. Prior to
construction, the project site would be required to be remediated to DTSC standards.
The DEIR studied a worst-case scenario of 2.5 years for completion of all
construction activities for the proposed project. However, a specific construction and

implementation schedule, which is based on market conditions, cannot be
determined at this time.

The text addition does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 10-17

See Response to Comment 5-28.

Response to Comment 10-18

Figure 3-3, Tentative Subdivision Map, on page 3-6 of the DEIR depicts access Option 1 and
includes the alternative street alignment for Option 2 in Detail A. Figures 3-4 and 3-5 of the DEIR

are illustrative examples of access Options 1 and 2, respectively.
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Response to Comment 10-19
See Response to Comment 10-18.
Response to Comment 10-20
See Response to Comment 5-28.
Response to Comment 10-21

See Response to Comment 5-28. As discussed in the Trip Generation Comparison Memorandum
provided in Appendix D of the DEIR, the proposed project would generate fewer vehicular trips
than the land uses as analyzed in the Chapter 5.2. Therefore, the impacts resulting from the
proposed project’s traffic, including air and noise are anticipated to be correspondingly less. A
reduction of trips generated would reduce noise and emissions generated by operation of the
proposed project.

Response to Comment 10-22

The City of Sacramento 2030 General Plan was not yet adopted at the time the traffic study was
prepared. The threshold of significance has changed with the adoption of the General Plan.
However, the DEIR acknowledged the adoption of the 2030 General Plan on March 3, 2009 (page
5.2-30) and concluded that evaluation of project impacts using the LOS C threshold would be
conservative approach for the evaluation of transportation impacts.

To correct text, page 5.2-12 of the DEIR, is revised as follows:

While the 1988 General Plan was |n place at the time this study was initiated, the
City WO Ay

early adopted the 2030 General Plan in March 2009 In general, the Draft 2030
General Plan (City of Sacramento, May 2008) update includes similar goals with
respect to the transportation system that were described in the 1988 General Plan.
However, the goal related to roadway LOS is significantly different under the Draft
2030 General Plan update:

The text correction does not alter the conclusion in the DEIR.

Response to Comment 10-23

Some significant impacts identified in the DEIR would be eliminated as a result in changes to
significance thresholds. Please refer to Chapter 2.0, Revisions to the DEIR, of this Final EIR, for
additional information including removal of unnecessary improvements and mitigation.

Response to Comment 10-24

See Response to Comment 5-28.
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Response to Comment 10-25

The impacts of the project are disclosed in the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the DEIR
and accompanying memoranda.

Response to Comment 10-26

The Pre-Census Travel Behavior Report compiled the results of a survey conducted for the greater
Sacramento region in 2000. It summarized the results in a number of ways, such as by work trips
and non-work trips, by employment area and “attraction” area type, by time of travel, trip purpose,
and mode. Due to the high level of transit services provided by the Regional Transit light rail line
with two nearby transit stations, adjustments were made to the number of trips estimated to be made
by automobile.

Response to Comment 10-27

The land use assumption was based on the best available information at the time the analysis was
performed. Deviation from the presented use could require approval from the City, which could
entail additional analysis.

Response to Comment 10-28

As stated on page 5.2-54 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(f), no feasible mitigation measure
was identified for the Sutterville Road / Curtis Drive West intersection and the cumulative impact
for the proposed project and all access scenarios would remain significant and unavoidable. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration.

Response to Comment 10-29

The addition of an exclusive right-turn lane would reduce the average vehicle delay at the
intersection to an acceptable level, and thereby reducing the project’s impact to less than significant
level. The additional right-turn lane would operate safely under stop-sign control. However, as
stated in the DEIR, this mitigation measure is not considered feasible. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 10-30

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 (b) states that a significant environmental effect which cannot be
avoided if the proposed project is implemented includes impacts “[...] which can be mitigated but
not reduced to a level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without
imposing an alternative design [...]”
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In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (b) states, “[...] the discussion of alternatives shall
focus on alternatives to the project of its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant effect of the project [...]"

Under CEQA, an EIR is not required to mitigate all impacts to a less-than-significant level if
mitigation is not feasible. In addition, as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15156.6(a) an EIR is
not required to consider every conceivable alternative or identify an alternative design to reduce
each specific significant and unavoidable impact.

Response to Comment 10-31

See Response to Comment 5-17.

Response to Comment 10-32

See Response to Comment 5-22.

Response to Comment 10-33

See Response to Comment 5-30.

Response to Comment 10-34

The comment is a summary. See Responses to Comments 10-1 through 10-33.
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LETTER11: BoOBAND CAROLYN RALSTON, RESIDENTS

Response to Comment 11-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 11-2

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 11-3
See Responses to Comments 5-12 through 5-14.
Response to Comment 11-4

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 11-5

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.
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LETTER12: JUDY STOKES, RESIDENT
Response to Comment 12-1
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 12-2

The comment expresses support for the project and does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 12-3

The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-618



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20710

Letter 13

13-1

13-2

13-3

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-619



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

LETTER 13: SHARON HANSEN, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 13-1

The comment does not address specifics in the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration.

Response to Comment 13-2

The comment does not address specifics in the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration.

Response to Comment 13-3

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 14: JAMES O. MOSES, RESIDENT
Response to Comment 14-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address specifics of the EIR. See responses
to comments below for detailed responses.

Response to Comment 14-2

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 14-3

The distribution of project traffic to the various streets in the transportation network was performed
using the standard practice for EIRs in Sacramento (See Response to Comment 5-145). The travel
demand model showed that two to four percent of the project trips would use 24™ Street to access
the downtown area. Figure 5.2-6 on page 5.2-29 of the DEIR shows the anticipated distribution of
project traffic. Table 5.2-7 on page 5.2-19 shows that the existing daily traffic volume on 24™ Street
between Portola Way and Marshall Way is 3,685 and the roadway operates at LOS A. Table 5.2-17
on page 5.2-27 shows that traffic on the same section of 24™ Street would increase to 6,085 vehicles
daily (LOS B) for cumulative conditions without the project and the project would further increase
daily traffic on this section to 7,687 (LOS D). The impacts of the proposed project on 24th Street
were disclosed in the DEIR and mitigation measures were proposed, where feasible.

Response to Comment 14-4

See Response to Comment 14-3.

Response to Comment 14-5

See Response to Comment 14-3.

Response to Comment 14-6

See Response to Comment 14-3.

Response to Comment 14-7

See Response to Comment 14-3.

Response to Comment 14-8

See Response to Comment 14-3.

CHAPTER 3.1 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
3.1-624



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

Response to Comment 14-9

See Response to Comment 14-3.

Response to Comment 14-10

See Response to Comment 14-3.

Response to Comment 14-11

The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 14-12

The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 14-13

The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 15: BEVERLY FRETZ-BROWN, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 15-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 15-2

See Response to Comment 5-14.

Response to Comment 15-3

See Response to Comment 5-14.

Response to Comment 15-4

See Response to Comment 5-160.

Response to Comment 15-5

See Response to Comment 5-162.

Response to Comment 15-6

See Response to Comment 5-163.

Response to Comment 15-7

See Response to Comment 5-165.

Response to Comment 15-8

The DEIR does not contain a layout of the proposed commercial area. Therefore, the comment
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 15-9

As noted in the Responses to Comments and the DEIR, upon approval of the project, which
includes a General Plan Amendment, the proposed project would be consistent with the General
Plan designation of Traditional Center; therefore, mitigation is not required.

Response to Comment 15-10

See Response to Comment 5-170.
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Response to Comment 15-11

The comment lists Land Use policies from the General Plan and does not address the adequacy
of the EIR.

Response to Comment 15-12
See Response to Comment 15-8.
Response to Comment 15-13
See Response to Comment 15-8.
Response to Comment 15-14
See Response to Comment 5-153.
Response to Comment 15-15
See Responses to Comments 5-174 and 5-175.
Response to Comment 15-16
See Response to Comment 5-176.
Response to Comment 15-17
See Response to Comment 5-179.
Response to Comment 15-18
See Response to Comment 5-180.
Response to Comment 15-19
See Response to Comment 5-181.
Response to Comment 15-20
See Response to Comment 5-181.
Response to Comment 15-21

See Response to Comment 5-182.
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Response to Comment 15-22
See Response to Comment 5-183.
Response to Comment 15-23
See Response to Comment 5-184.
Response to Comment 15-24

See Response to Comment 5-185.
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LETTER 16: JOHN MATHEWS, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 16-1

The comment is an introductory statement. See Responses to Comments 16-2 through 16-10 for
detailed responses.

Response to Comment 16-2

An assessment of trip generation for the revised land uses was performed and described in the
memorandum dated December 9, 2008; however, no new impact assessment was performed for the
revised land uses. See Response to Comment 5-28 for additional information.

Response to Comment 16-3

See Responses to Comments 5-28 and 5-109.

Response to Comment 16-4

The potential remedies for the disposal of the additional contaminated soils are listed on pages 3-
4 and 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR. As noted, potential locations for
encapsulation of contaminated soils include the proposed commercial areas and the park. The
final remedy will be selected during the preparation of the update to the RAP. The public will
have a 30-day review period of the draft RAP to provide their input to DTSC, which is the
agency with the responsibility to approve the update to the RAP.

Response to Comment 16-5

See Responses to Comments 5-29, 6-1, and 14-2.

Response to Comment 16-6

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 16-7

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 16-8

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.
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Response to Comment 16-9

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 16-10

To correct text, the second paragraph on page 5.10-6 of Chapter 5.10, Population and Housing, of
the DEIR is revised as follows:

The 2030 General Plan EIR projected buildout for Curtis Park Village Project
would result in 475,0002,400 employees. However, implementation of the
proposed project would result in the addition of 520518 employees; 474480
1,882 less employees expected from the 2030 General Plan EIR. The proposed
project would result in a £20.94:1 employee-per-unit ratio.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.
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LETTER17: LINDA A. BELL, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 17-1

The comment is an introductory paragraph and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 17-2

The comment is a general comment with specifics addressed in responses to comments below.
Response to Comment 17-3

An original Remedial Action Plan (RAP or 1995 RAP) was prepared for the project site in 1995.
After approval of the EIR, a revised or updated RAP would be submitted to the DTSC for approval.

Response to Comment 17-4

The commenter is correct. The mitigation for the removal of Heritage Trees is not in the Final
RAP but, rather, is in the Negative Declaration prepared by DTSC for the Final RAP (SCH
94042023). The Negative Declaration is available for review at City offices (916-808-5538) or
through DTSC.

Response to Comment 17-5

Please see Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of this FEIR for a discussion of the removal of trees associated
with the cleanup of the site.

Response to Comment 17-6

For clarification purposes, the Tree Resource Assessment prepared by North Fork Associates is
included as Appendix G of this FEIR.

Response to Comment 17-7

As stated in the North Fork Associates Tree Resource Assessment, on February 1, 2008, North Fork
Associates conducted a field site visit and verified the data present in the Connor Arborist report,
located and inventoried four additional Heritage Trees, assessed habitat, and photo-documented the
site.

Response to Comment 17-8

The commenter is correct that the number assigned to trees in the Connor report was utilized by
North Fork Associates.
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Response to Comment 17-9

The commenter is correct that the North Fork Associates Tree Resource Assessment utilized a

different standard for Heritage Tree assessment. The Tree Resource Assessment used the following

standards:
“According to the Sacramento City Code (Chapter 12.64), which constitutes the
City’s tree ordinance, a heritage tree is defined as: 1) any tree species with a
circumference of one hundred (100) inches (approximately 32 inches diameter at
breast height) or greater, which is of good quality in terms of health and vigor, 2)
any native Quercus species, Aesculus californica, or Platanus racemosa having
either a single trunk circumference of thirty-six (36) inches (approximately 11.5
inches diameter at breast height) or greater, or a multi-trunk circumference totaling
thirty-six (36) inches or greater, 3) any tree species with a circumference of thirty-six
(36) inches or greater in a riparian zone, or 4) any tree, grove of trees or woodland
trees designated by resolution of the city council to be of special historical or
environmental value or significant community benefit.”

Response to Comment 17-10

See Response to Comment 17-5.

Response to Comment 17-11

See Response to Comment 17-5.

Response to Comment 17-12

See Response to Comment 17-5.

Response to Comment 17-13

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 17-14

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 18: CONCERNED RESIDENTS

Response to Comment 18-1

As indicated in Table 5.2-12 on page 5.2-38 of Chapter 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the
DEIR, Road A north of Area 3 (10" Avenue connection to Curtis Park Village under Access
Scenario #3) would operate at LOS A. In addition, see Response to Comment 5-119.

Response to Comment 18-2

Commercial vehicles are encouraged and are expected to access the project site from the south via
Sutterville Road/Sutterville Road underpass and minimize impacts to surrounding residential
neighborhoods. Truck routes are determined by the City Department of Transportation to protect
residential streets from these types of trucks.

Response to Comment 18-3

A traffic bump is not proposed as a part of the project or as mitigation. As stated on page 5.2-20 of
the DEIR, the City has four Neighborhood Traffic Management Programs (NTMP) near the Curtis
Park Village project. These plans are to be implemented by the City and are not part of the Curtis
Park Village project.

Response to Comment 18-4

Curtis Park Village will provide pedestrian and bicycle connections along the eastern edge of the
project to the Curtis Park neighborhood at 10" Avenue, Donner Way, and 5" Avenue, and 21
Street extension and a pedestrian and bicycle connection only at the existing alley access at 22™
Street and Portola Way on the north side of the project. In addition, see Response to Comment 5-
119.
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LETTER19: KITTY WILSON, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 19-1

The comment is an introductory paragraph and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-2

The comment is a statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-3

The comment is a statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-4

The comment is a statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-5

The comment is a statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-6

The comment is a statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-7

The commenter is correct that the DEIR does not quantify the amount of contaminated soils
remaining on the proposed project site. This is because the amount is still not known. Additional
amounts of contaminated soils are discovered as remediation takes place in accordance with the
1995 RAP. It is important to note that the remediation of the site, which includes the type,
concentrations, and locations of the contaminants, is taking place with DTSC oversight of the
1995 RAP. The existing RAP allows the current remediation efforts.

As noted on page 3-4 of the DEIR, the 1995 RAP indicates that all contaminated soils would be
removed from the site via rail or trucks. The DEIR examines only the potential environmental
impacts associated with implementation of various potential remedies (see pages 3-4 and 3-5 of
the DEIR). The only aspect of the remediation of the site that triggers the need for an update to
the RAP, and thus environmental review, is the proposal to not haul all of the contaminated soils

off-site.

As noted on page 5.8-7 of the DEIR, the draft update to the 1995 RAP would be circulated for
public review for a minimum of 30 days.
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Response to Comment 19-8

See Responses to Comments 15-2 and 19-7.

Response to Comment 19-9

As stated on page 5.8-11 of the DEIR, the encapsulated soils would be covered with an impervious
membrane, which would prevent water percolation through the contaminated soils. Furthermore, the
soil contaminants are heavy metals that are not water-soluble. In addition, DTSC would require, as
part of the Operation and Maintenance Agreement for the updated RAP, ongoing monitoring and
maintenance of the impervious membrane.

Response to Comment 19-10

See Responses to Comments 5-77 and 19-9.

Response to Comment 19-11

As part of the approval of the proposed project, a Resolution and/or Conditions of Approval will
be included that will specify the City’s Department of Parks and Recreation requirements for the
development of the proposed neighborhood park, to include trees and the level of cleanup.

The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 19-12

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-13

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-14

As shown in Table 5.2-12 on pages 5.2-38 and 5.2-39 of Chapter 5.2, Transportation and
Circulation, of the DEIR, none of the roadways segments referenced in the comment would operate
at an unacceptable LOS with implementation of the project.

Response to Comment 19-15

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 19-16

With the removal of the traffic signal at the 24™ St/ Sutterville intersection, the southbound left-
turning movement will be prohibited and all other movements will be permitted (i.e., the
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southbound right turning movement, the westbound right-turning movement, and the eastbound left-
turning movement). As the traffic analysis assumed the southbound left-turn movement would be
allowed, the DEIR reports a more conservative evaluation of the operation of the intersection. The
analysis projected a small number of vehicles (up to 10 during a peak hour) would make this
movement. With the prohibition, these vehicles would be dispersed to alternative access points, but
this dispersement would not change the conclusions of the analysis.

Response to Comment 19-17

Having traffic signals at the Sutterville Road intersections of Road A and 24™ Street is not
recommended because the two signals would only be about 200 feet apart. Such close placement
is generally not recommended as it would result in queuing and operation issues. All access
roads serving Curtis Park will be retained although the southbound left-turning movement on
24"™ Street will be prohibited. Please see Response to Comment 19-16.

Response to Comment 19-18

Figure 5.2-6 in Chapter 5.2 of the DEIR indicates that little project traffic is expected to pass
through the Kathleen Neighborhood, with the exception of along Franklin Boulevard which borders
the neighborhood. The conditions described for the Kathleen Neighborhood are not expected to be
significantly impacted by the proposed project. Impacts to streets in the Curtis Park neighborhood
were addressed in the DEIR’s assessments of intersections and roadways.

Response to Comment 19-19

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 19-20

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 19-21

See Response to Comment 19-14.

Response to Comment 19-22

As noted in Chapter 1 of this FEIR, Introduction, List of Commenters, and Project Revisions, the

project applicant has submitted revisions to the project description, including removal of the
roundabout and curve along Road A.
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Response to Comment 19-23

As stated on page 5.11-29 of the DEIR, the project applicant would be required to pay development
fees for police protection facilities, and the project would not require the construction of new
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities related to the provision of police protection. The
comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 19-24

As stated on page 5.3-12 of the DEIR, with implementation of Level Three SMQAMD Guide to Air
Quality Assessment mitigation measures, the impact related to exhaust emissions and fugitive
particulate matter emissions from project-associated construction activities would be less-than-
significant.

Response to Comment 19-25

The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
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LETTER 20: LYNN FRANKS, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 20-1

See Response to Comment 5-126.
Response to Comment 20-2

See Response to Comment 5-91.
Response to Comment 20-3

See Response to Comment 5-126.
Response to Comment 20-4

The proposed project would not block traffic from Portola Way at Road J. See Response to
Comment 5-91.

Response to Comment 20-5

Please see Response to Comment 5-122 for a discussion of the conclusion that no mitigation would
be required for project impacts on pedestrian circulation. Please see Response to Comment 5-91
regarding a correction to the discussion of the “no longer relevant motorist movement.”

Response to Comment 20-6

The impacts of the proposed project on the two intersections were performed using the same
standards for determining significance according to the City’s standard procedures. The conclusions
were that the impacts would be different at the two different locations. Traffic operations impacts at
the Sutterville Road / SR 99 Ramps intersections were identified as significant in the assessment of
intersection impacts and in the assessment of impacts to freeway operations. No significant traffic
operations impacts were identified at the 21% Street intersection. No significant impacts to
pedestrian circulation were identified using the standards of significance.

Response to Comment 20-7

See Response to Comment 5-129.
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LETTER 21: ANDREA ROSEN, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 21-1

The proposed project requires a rezone from Heavy Industrial (M-2) to Shopping Center (SC-PUD),
Single-Family Alternative (R-1A-PUD), Multi-Family (R-4-PUD and R-5-PUD), and Agriculture-
Open Space (A-OS-PUD). As stated on page 2-16 of the Sacramento 2030 General Plan, Policy LU
2.1.4 of the Sacramento City General Plan, the applicable density range of the General Plan land use
designation shall be applied to the net developable area for the entire project rather than individual
parcels within the site. Land Use, including zoning, is discussed in Chapter 4, Land Use, of the
DEIR. It should be noted that a General Plan Amendment has been added as part of the proposed
project in order to ensure that the density of the project meets with the General Plan.

Response to Comment 21-2

See Response to Comment 21-1. In addition, Policy LU 2.1.4 states that some parcels may be zoned
for densities/intensities that exceed the maximum allowed density/intensity of the project site’s land
use designation, provided that the net density of the project as a whole is within the allowed range.
Therefore, consistent with conclusions in the DEIR, the proposed independent living units would be
consistent with the project land uses and zoning.

Response to Comment 21-3

See Response to Comment 21-1. Policy LU 2.1.4 on page 2-16 and Policy LU 4.3.5 on page 2-60 of
the Sacramento 2030 General Plan state, “Where a developer proposes a multi-parcel development
project, with more than one residential density or FAR, the applicable density or FAR range of the
General Plan Land Use Designation shall be applied to the net developable area of the entire project
site rather than individual parcels within the site. Some parcels may be zoned for
densities/intensities that exceed the maximum allowable density/intensity of the project’s Land Use
Designation, provided the net density of the project as a whole is within the allowed range.” Upon
approval of the project, which includes a General Plan Amendment, the overall project density
would be consistent with the Sacramento 2030 General Plan.

Response to Comment 21-4
See Responses to Comments 5-173 and 5-174.
Response to Comment 21-5

See Responses to Comments 5-159 through 5-163.
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Letter 22

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Curtis Park Village
Submilted by email on June 1, 2009.

To: Jennifer Hageman, Senior Planner

City of Sacramento, Development Services Department
300 Richards Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95811

From: Cecilia & William Arzbaecher
2500 5™ Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95818

We would like to provide some general comments on the Draft FIR for the Curtis Park

Village, but also provide some shortcomings of Chapters 5.8 and 5.9 of the Draft EIR
specifically. Our general concerns and the specific shoricomings of the Draft EIR are

listed below.

Concerns about DTSC using the current version of EIR when updating the RAP:
We are greatly concern about the current version of EIR being used to update the RAP, as
the Draft EIR do not accurately identify and describe the potential environmental impacts
associated with encapsulation and storage of hazardous contaminants onsite.

According to the Draft EIR:

e The “California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) will use the EIR in
its capacity as Responsible Agency to review the potential environmental impacts of
the proposed update to the 1995 Remedial Action Plan (RAP).” (Page 1-2)

e An “EIR must identify possible means to minimize the significant effects and
describe a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project.” (Page 1-2)

s The EIR is supposed to “analyze potential environmental impacts that may be
associaled with proposed remedies that will be contained in the update to the
previously approved RAP.” (Page 1-2)

s “The City of Sacramento determined that the preparation of an EIR was appropriate
due to potentially significant environmental impacts that could be caused by the
proposed remedies contained in the update to the previously approved RAP (for use
by the DTSC in their approval process} and/or implementation of the Curtis Park

Village.” (Page 1-5}

Because the Draft EIR neither identifies possible means to minimize environmental
effects nor describes feasible alternatives, it inaccurately describes the potential
environmental impacts of the Curtis Park Village development. In particular, the EIR
fails in describing the mitigation measures and potential impacts associated with
encapsulation of hazardous materials onsite. As a result, the EIR cannot be used in its

current form by DTSC to develop an updated RAP.
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Chapter 5.8: PUBLIC HEALTH AND HAZARDS

Chapter 5.8 insufficiently identifies and describes potential impacts and mitigation
measures. As a result, it 1s inaccurate for the Draft EIR to state that the impacts related to
public health and hazards resulting from encapsulation remedies would be less than
significant. Therefore, the draft EIR cannot be used by DTSC to determine the
environmental impacts that could be caused by the proposed remedies contained in an

updated RAP.

Containment “cell” that would encapsulate hazardous material onsite: The Draft
EIR insufficiently describes the containment “cell” (membrane) and what it would store.
For example, where would the cell be located?, what types of contaminants and what
volumes would be stored in the cell?, what would be the various concentrations of the
contaminants?; and how would the cell operate? Additionally, the EIR does not describe
how the cell operation could potentially affect the onsite groundwater treatment system,

the proposed stormwater/detention/retention facility, and park uses. The EIR should, at a

minimum, include a description of how the cell would operate and how its operation
could potentially affect future activities at the Curtis Park Village sile.

Concentrations of contaminants encapsulated/stored onsite: The Draft EIR
insufficiently describes what contaminants and what volumes will be encapsulated and
stored onsite. The EIR must describe what types of contaminants will be
encapsulated/stored onsite as well as their specific concentrations. It is extremely critical
to understand the concentration of encapsulated contaminants, as it can greatly affect the
potential environmenial impacts. We also believe the Draft EIR is weak in describing
what contaminants currently remain onsite, their concentrations, and where the
contaminants are located. Because it may be environmentally sounder to cap
contaminants at their current location rather than move them Lo a central location, the EIR
should describe the type, volume, concentrations, and locations of remaining
contaminants at the Curtis Park Village site.

Chapter 5.9: HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY, AND DRAINAGE

Chapter 5.9 insufficiently identifies and describes potential impacts and mitigation
measures. As a result, it is inaccurate for the Draft EIR to state that the impacts related to
hydrology, water quality, and drainage resulting from encapsulation remedies would be
less than significant. Therefore, the draft EIR cannot be used by DTSC to determine the
environmental impacts that could be caused by the proposed remedies contained in an
updated RAP.

Groundwater Monitoring and Contingency Plan: As required by the 1995 RAP,
ongoing groundwater monitoring would be required after completion of remediation. We
want lo ensure that this would be a requirement by the updated RAP too. Furthermore, it
is critical to understand the contingency plan if future monitoring of groundwater and
runoff water show there is a leak of onsite contaminants. There is currently no
description in the Draft EIR of a contingency plan for water pollution caused by leakage

4
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Letter 22
Cont’d

of contaminants. In light of the additional volumes of contaminants discovered in 2008
at the site and now proposed to be encapsulated/stored onsite, the omission of a
contingency plan for groundwater and surface water pollution in the Draft EIR is of
major concern to us.

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs): SVOCs are unstable under certain
conditions and thus potentially mobile in the environment. As a result, onsite capsulation
of SVOCs could potentially result in contamination of groundwater and stormwater/urban
runoff water. The Draft EIR does not describe how the containment cell (membrane) will
prevent SVOCs from contaminating surface water and groundwater; this should be
included.

Yours Sincerely,

Cecilia Arzbaecher
2500 5™ Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95818

William Arzbaecher
2500 5™ Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95818
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LETTER 22: CECILIA AND WILLIAM ARZBAECHER, RESIDENTS
Response to Comment 22-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 22-2

See Response to Comment 5-77.

Response to Comment 22-3

See Response to Comment 5-77.

Response to Comment 22-4

See Responses to Comments 5-14, 5-77, and 5-78.

Response to Comment 22-5

See Responses to Comments 5-14, 5-77, and 5-78.

Response to Comment 22-6

See Responses to Comments 5-14, 5-77, and 5-78.

Response to Comment 22-7

See Responses to Comments 5-14, 5-77, and 5-78.

Response to Comment 22-8

See Responses to Comments 5-14, 5-77, and 5-78.
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LETTER 23: DON FIELDS AND MARK MARTIN, RESIDENTS

Response to Comment 23-1
The comment in an introductory statement and does not address specific concerns in the EIR.
Response to Comment 23-2

Page 5.8-11 of the DEIR, discusses the impact of on-site encapsulation and in-situ stabilization
remedies. In addition, as stated in the DEIR, the treatment of soils and encapsulation would be
required to meet DTSC standards. On page 5.8-13, the DEIR determined that, with compliance with
DTSC regulations and standards, the impact related to exposure of future residents and construction
workers from contaminated soils would be less-than-significant.

Response to Comment 23-3

As stated in page 5.8-11 of the DEIR, consistent with SB 120 requirements, the DTSC cannot
approve an update to the RAP until the City has approved land uses for the project site. In addition,
SB 120 Section 1(d) states that “[...] the Department of Toxic Substances Control shall not make a
determination[...] until after the city has completed its land use planning process and all response
actions necessary to conform to the approved land use plan are complete.” As the level of
remediation is dependent on the proposed land uses, approval of land uses must occur prior to the
approval of an updated RAP and DTSC determination. Approval of the proposed DEIR land uses
would be consistent with and would not circumvent SB 120. Therefore, consistent with the
conclusions in the DEIR, approval of the proposed land use would occur prior to approval of an
updated RAP. See Response to Comment 5-12. If additional information, data, and remediation
activities become available after certification of the FEIR, the DTSC will review the EIR for
consistency and determine if further CEQA analysis is required.

Response to Comment 23-4

See Response to Comment 23-3. As stated on page 5.8-2 of the DEIR, the 1995 RAP regulates the
cleanup of the Superfund site. In 2008, subsequent sampling indicated that volumes of contaminants
were greater but the nature of the contaminants was similar. The volume of contaminants has made
the applicant request alternate remedies to only hauling off by rail. The DEIR discusses impacts
related to the update of the RAP by considering additional remediation methods.

Response to Comment 23-5
The applicant stockpiled contaminated soils on the site until a land use plan is approved (for the

ultimate locations of contaminated soils on the site) and, subsequently, an update to the 1995
RAP (for the methods of remediation). See Responses to Comments 23-3 and 23-4.
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Response to Comment 23-6

The DEIR comment period for the proposed project was 75 days. Section 21091 (a) of the CEQA
Guidelines states that the review period shall be at least 45 days. Therefore, the DEIR comment
period was 30 days greater than the minimum comment period required by law. It should be noted
that the updated RAP would undergo a 30-day public comment period after submittal of the RAP to

DTSC. Page 5.8-7 of the DEIR, under Method of Analysis, describes the DTSC RAP approval
process.

Response to Comment 23-7
The comment quotes CEQA court cases.
Response to Comment 23-8

See Responses to Comments 23-3 and 23-4. As noted above, approval of the DEIR would not
circumvent SB 120.

As stated on page 1-4 of the DEIR, an NOP for the Curtis Park Village Draft EIR was previously
released for a 30-day review on August 4, 2004; a revised NOP was released for a 30-day review
on May 12, 2008, due to changes in the project description; a second revised NOP was released
on November 13, 2008 due to additional project description changes NOP scoping meetings
were held following the release of each NOP. Comments provided by the public and public
agencies in response to both the original NOP and the two revised NOPs were received by the
City of Sacramento. In addition, an Initial Study was prepared to focus the scope of the Curtis

Park Village DEIR. The Notice of Availability of the DEIR was distributed by the City in
accordance with CEQA.

Response to Comment 23-9

See Response to Comment 23-8.

Response to Comment 23-10

See Responses to Comments 23-3 and 23-8.

Response to Comment 23-11

See Responses to Comments 5-12, 23-3, 23-4, and 23-6.
Response to Comment 23-12

See Responses to Comments 5-12, 23-3, 23-4, and 23-6.
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Response to Comment 23-13
See Responses to Comments 5-12, 23-3, 23-4, and 23-6.
Response to Comment 23-14

The 1995 RAP, which has been available for public review since 1995, details the levels of
contamination on-site. The 1995 RAP is also available as Appendix H of the FEIR. The site still
contains the same contaminants that were present during preparation of the 1995 RAP, and the
updated RAP does not contemplate the presence of additional contaminants. It should be noted that
the Curtis Park Village DEIR analyzes the potential remedies that would be used during
implementation of the updated RAP and the physical environmental effects of those remedies, not
the effects of on-site contaminants.

Response to Comment 23-15

See below for the entire paragraph from the letter cited by the commenter. The letter was sent in
September 2004, in response to the NOP for the project. The first sentence states that the project
intended to attain residential unrestricted land use standards across the property. Subsequent to
this letter from DTSC, the applicant decided to remediate some of the contaminated soils on site.
Also, the letter assumes that the proposed project would include single-family homes only.
Again, subsequent to this letter, the applicant proposed a mixed-use development.

Land Use - It is the intention of Curtis Park Village, LLC to attain residential unrestricted
land use standards across the property. The approved RAP, at a minimum proposed to
cleanup the northern portion of the property to residential unrestricied land use
standards and the remaining property to commercial restricted land use standards. The
RAP states that a deed restriction would be required for all areas that do not atiain
residential unrestricted land use standards. Therefare, the proposed project (i.e., single
family horme) must also be consistent with the actual cleanup at the Site. Fotential land
use restrictions should be discussed in this section of the EIR

See Response to Comment 4-4 to address the DTSC land use discussion. The City and DTSC have
been coordinating during the preparation of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 23-16

The statement cited by the commenter (page 5.8-1 of the DEIR) that the analysis assumes the full
implementation of the existing RAP is correct.

The City is unable to find the statement related to the 1995 RAP referenced by the commenter.

See Response to Comment 5-12.
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Response to Comment 23-17

The item that went to the City Council was approval of a preliminary Brownfield Revolving
Loan Fund loan to the applicant for the continued remediation of the site, under the 1995 RAP.

The City Council item was noticed in accordance with applicable law.
Response to Comment 23-18

See Response to Comment 23-17.

Response to Comment 23-19

See Response to Comment 23-17.

Response to Comment 23-20

The commenter’s references are unclear and, therefore, cannot be responded to.
Response to Comment 23-21

See Response to Comment 23-3.

The commenter’s reference to (City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1438,
1452, 263 Cal.Rptr. 340.) includes a reference to (Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of
Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 166, 217 Cal.Rptr. 893.), in which the
County of Inyo filed two separate environmental studies for the same project. However, the Curtis
Park Village project includes submittal of one environmental study for the proposed project. As
noted above, the level of remediation required is determined by approved land uses for the site.
CEQA Guidelines section 15378 (d) states that “Where the Lead Agency could describe the project
as either the adoption of a particular regulation under subdivision (a)(1) or as a development
proposal which will be subject to several governmental approvals under subdivisions (a)(2) or
(@)(3), the lead agency shall describe the project as the development proposal for the purpose of
environmental review.” Submittal, review, and approval of an updated RAP is an independent
governmental approval process. However, the DEIR includes environmental analysis of the
potential remediation methods to be utilized in the updated RAP. Therefore, the project has not been
filed under separate environmental reports and the consideration of cumulative impacts was
properly analyzed. As stated in Response to Comment 5-13, the DTSC will review the Curtis Park
EIR to ensure that all of the environmental impacts have been adequately addressed, as they pertain
to the remediation remedies proposed in the updated RAP. In addition, Response to Comment 5-13
states that if additional information, data, and remediation activities becomes available after
certification of the FEIR, the DTSC will review the EIR for consistency and determine if further
CEQA analysis is required.
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Response to Comment 23-22

See Response to Comment 23-3.

Response to Comment 23-23

See Responses to Comments 23-3 and 23-21.

Response to Comment 23-24

As noted in Comment 4-2, the DTSC has been coordinating with the City to ensure that the DEIR
contains an analysis of potential impacts associated with activities to be contained in the updated
RAP, subject to DTSC approval.

See Response to Comment 23-15.

Response to Comment 23-25

See Response to Comment 23-24. The City and DTSC met on several occasions and the DTSC
participated in the City’s review of the Administrative DEIR.

Response to Comment 23-26

See Responses to Comments 23-3 and 23-24. As noted above, the DEIR analysis studied the
potential remediation methods to be utilized in the updated RAP and the level of remediation
required is dependent on the approved land uses.

Response to Comment 23-27

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 23-28

See Response to Comment 23-3. The updated RAP level of remediation is dependent on the
approved land uses. As stated on page 5.8-1 of the DEIR, the EIR analysis assumed full
implementation of the existing RAP. The impacts related to implementation of the existing RAP
were previous analyzed. The proposed project analysis is not required to and did not analyze
impacts related to remediation of the site related to 1995 RAP. However, the DEIR analyzes
potential remedies that could be utilized in the updated RAP.

Response to Comment 23-29

See Response to Comment 23-28. All referenced documents are not required to be appendices to the
DEIR; however, they have been available for review at the City of Sacramento.
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Response to Comment 23-30

See Response to Comment 5-37. DTSC, through the RAP process, will ensure that the cleanup
levels are appropriate for the approved land use, consistent with State law.

Response to Comment 23-31

See Responses to Comments 15-13 and 23-3.
Response to Comment 23-32

See Response to Comment 23-24.

Response to Comment 23-33

All of the NOPs were sent to the DTSC and Regional Water Quality Control Board. The comment
letter submitted by the DTSC on the original NOP is included in Appendix B of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 23-34
See Response to Comment 23-33.
Response to Comment 23-35
See Response to Comment 23-3.
Response to Comment 23-36

As stated on page 8.5-1 of the DEIR, the analysis assumes full implementation of the 1995 RAP.
The 1995 RAP underwent CEQA review and is not required to be analyzed.

Response to Comment 23-37

As noted in commenter’s reference 27, “The Council reaffirms its policy that the cleanup
requirements for the property must be adequate to allow the City Council to exercise its discretion to
make land use decisions based on local land uses needs, and not based on existing levels of
contamination.” Consistent with the conclusion of the DEIR and as previously stated above, the
level of remediation required is dependent on the land uses. Therefore, approval of land uses in the
DEIR would be required prior to approval of the RAP and determination of specific remediation.

Response to Comment 23-38

See Response to Comment 23-3. As noted above, the project site would be remediated to DTSC
standards, as determined by approved land uses.
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Response to Comment 23-39

The commenter’s referenced project was not tested or treated for contaminated soils prior to
construction of residential uses. The Curtis Park Village project would be constructed after the
project site has been remediated to DTSC standards.

Response to Comment 23-40
See Response to Comment 23-3 regarding compliance with SB 120.
Response to Comment 23-41

See Responses to Comments 15-13 and 23-3. As stated in Response to Comment 23-3 and in
Comment 23-40 “[...] the Department of Toxic Substances Control shall not make a determination
[...], until after the city has completed its land use planning process and all response actions
necessary to conform to the approved land use plan are complete.” The DEIR includes analysis of
potential remedies to be utilized in the revised RAP.

Response to Comment 23-42

As stated, on page 5.8-6 of the DEIR, SB 120 prohibits DTSC from making an official determination
that the response action for the project site (referred to as the site at 3675 Western Pacific Avenue in
SB 120) is complete, including, but not limited to, issuing a certification, a no further action letter, or a
closure letter, or entering into a settlement or release of liability, until the City of Sacramento has
completed the land use planning process and all response action necessary to conform to the approved
land use plan are complete.

Response to Comment 23-43

The City of Sacramento is the lead agency for the Curtis Park Village EIR. As stated on page 5.8-1
of the DEIR, the project analysis assumes full implementation of the existing RAP. In addition, as
stated on page 5.8-2 of the DEIR, in 2008, subsequent sampling indicated that additional
remediation would be required, which would result in a substantially larger amount of contaminated
soils on the site being as opposed to what was precious anticipated. However, as stated in SB 120,
prior to issuance of a determination by DTSC the City shall complete the land use planning process.
Therefore, the DEIR for the proposed project includes land uses and analysis of potential
remediation methods to be utilized in an updated RAP. As stated in Response to Comment 5-13, the
DTSC would review the Curtis Park EIR to ensure that all of the environmental impacts have been
adequately addressed, as they pertain to the remediation remedies proposed in the updated RAP. In
addition, Response to Comment 5-13 states that if additional information, data, and remediation
activities becomes available after certification of the FEIR, the DTSC will review the EIR for
consistency and determine if further CEQA analysis is required.

Response to Comment 23-44
See Response to Comments 5-13 and 23-43.
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Response to Comment 23-45

See Response to Comment 23-3.

Response to Comment 23-46

The proposed update to the RAP does not negate the 1995 RAP, nor does it relieve the applicant
of his obligations to remediate a contaminated site. The DTSC is the authority to oversee the
remediation of the site. All remediation activities, including the temporary stockpiling of
contaminated soils on the site, are under the authority and control of the DTSC.

See Response to Comment 23-5.

Response to Comment 23-47

See Responses to Comments 5-12 and 19-7.

Response to Comment 23-48

The project as proposed and analyzed in the DEIR does not propose to bury contaminated soils
under structures.

Response to Comment 23-49
See Response to Comment 23-48.

See also the analysis of impacts to water quality associated with the update to the RAP beginning
on page 5.9-10 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 23-50

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 23-51

The revised potential remedies are described on pages 3-4 and 3-5 of the DEIR including stating
that one of the potential remedies is encapsulation in the park or commercial areas. The impacts of
all potential remedies are addressed throughout the DEIR.

Response to Comment 23-52

See Response to Comment 5-14.

Response to Comment 23-53

See Responses to Comments 23-3, 23-4, and 23-6.
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Response to Comment 23-54

See Response to Comment 23-3.

Response to Comment 23-55

See Responses to Comments 5-12, 5-13, and 5-79.

Response to Comment 23-56

Public notices related to the DEIR met, and in some cases exceeded the requirements of CEQA. The

review of the project EIR will undergo additional public meetings. In addition, the approval of the
revised RAP will undergo a public review process through DTSC.
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Letter 24

Jennifer Hageman, Senior Planner

City of Sacramento, Development Services Department
300 Richards Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95811

RE: Comments on the DEIR for Curtis Park Village Project# P04-109

Dear Ms. Hageman:

| [ live in the Curtis Park neighborhood on the west side of 24" Street. My backyard backs

up to the former railyard that is now the Curtis Park Village in-fill development. I wish to
comment on the DEIR.

I strongly urge that more of the existing trees on the site be preserved, particularly the

trees that are growing on the east boundary area of the site. There are many older large
Oaks and Sycamores in this area, as well as smaller trees, that provide much needed
shade for us who live along this boundary. These trees also provide habitat for many
species of birds, including raptors, and contribute to what makes our neighborhood so

aesthetically pleasing.

The DEIR states that the authors, Raney Planning & Management, used the findings and
recommendations from the Tree Resources Assessment prepared by North Fork
Associates. It states that, according to the Tree Resources Assessment, this project
contains 147 Heritage Trees primarily located along the northern and eastern boundaries.
Of the 147 Hentage Trees, 88 would be removed to accommodate the proposed project.
Most of these slated for removal are along the eastern boundary of the project, meaning

the trees in back of the residences along the west side of 24™ Street.

[ cannot find included in the DEIR, a copy of the Tree Resources Assessment that was
prepared by North Fork Associates. There are two tree maps of the site showing locations
of the 147 trees that are said to be Heritage Trees and the 88 that are slated for removal. In
Appendix G there is an Arborists Report by Connor Arborist Services. This has no date as
to when this report was made or when the information was gathered (very important since
trees grow and change shape and condition over time) or whether this is part of the Tree
Resources Assessment. It is apparently a list of all the trees on the site, but it does not
indicate which are Herilage Trees and/or which would be slated for removal and why.

How can the overall environmental impact of the removal of 88 Heritage trees plus untold

numbers of other smaller trees be accurately assessed without up to date tree survey
information being included in the DEIR? [ realize that removal of Heritage Trees requires
compliance with the City of Sacramento’s Heritage Tree Ordinance, but that does not

address the overall environmental impact of loss of these and other trees.

Sincerely,
Dorene Connelly email: funktion(@comcast.net

3084 24" Street
Sacramento, CA 95818
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LETTER 24: DORENE DONNELLY, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 24-1

The comment is an introductory comment and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 24-2

See Response to Comment 10-13.

Response to Comment 24-3

The comment reiterates language in the DEIR and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 24-4

See Responses to Comments 17-4 through 17-9.

Response to Comment 24-5

See Responses to Comments 17-4 through 17-9.
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LETTER 25: EARLE WITHYCOMBE, RESIDENT
Response to Comment 25-1

See Response to Comment 5-186.
Response to Comment 25-2

See Response to Comment 5-187.
Response to Comment 25-3

See Response to Comment 5-188.
Response to Comment 25-4

See Response to Comment 5-189.
Response to Comment 25-5

See Response to Comment 5-190.
Response to Comment 25-6

See Response to Comment 5-191.
Response to Comment 25-7

See Response to Comment 5-192.
Response to Comment 25-8

See Response to Comment 5-193.
Response to Comment 25-9

See Response to Comment 5-194.
Response to Comment 25-10

See Response to Comment 5-195.
Response to Comment 25-11

See Response to Comment 5-196.
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Response to Comment 25-12

See Response to Comment 5-197.

Response to Comment 25-13

See Response to Comment 5-198.

Response to Comment 25-14

See Response to Comment 5-199.

Response to Comment 25-15

See Response to Comment 5-200.

Response to Comment 25-16

See Response to Comment 5-201.

Response to Comment 25-17

See Response to Comment 5-202.

Response to Comment 25-18

See Response to Comment 5-203.

Response to Comment 25-19

See Response to Comment 5-203.

Response to Comment 25-20

See Response to Comment 5-204.

Response to Comment 25-21

See Response to Comment 5-205.

Response to Comment 25-22

See Response to Comment 5-206.
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Response to Comment 25-23
See Response to Comment 5-207.
Response to Comment 25-24

See Response to Comment 5-208.
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LETTER 26: ScCOTT JOHNSON, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 26-1
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 26-2

As shown in Table 5.2-11 on page 5.2-33 of Chapter 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the
DEIR, with implementation of the proposed project, the 24™ Street / 10™ Avenue intersection
would operate at LOS A during both the AM and PM peak hours. Therefore, according to the
traffic analysis, implementation of the project would not significantly impact this intersection.

Response to Comment 26-3

The 10™ Street access point is proposed under Access Scenario #3 only. The project impacts
under this scenario are identified in the DEIR.

Response to Comment 26-4

In direct response to the comment, there are numerous southern access points into Curtis Park,
including the following connections:

24th Street;

West Curtis Drive;

East Curtis Drive;

Cutter Way; and

Streets connecting to Franklin Boulevard.

In the context of the other comments in the letter, it appears that the commenter intended to state
that the “[...] proposed 10"/24™ access point [...] is the only Southern access point in the entire
Southern section into Curtis Park Village.” In response to what appears to have been intended, a
new southern access to Curtis Park Village is proposed on Sutterville Road at Road A. A traffic
signal will be E)rovided at that intersection that will serve the project and divert much of the
traffic from 24" Street in Curtis Park to Road A.

Response to Comment 26-5

The analysis of the proposed project disclosed the impacts of the land uses proposed for the
project.

Response to Comment 26-6

See Response to Comment 5-119.
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Response to Comment 26-7

A parking analysis was performed as a part of the traffic study and included in the Traffic and
Circulation chapter, as well as in Appendix D of the DEIR. The findings indicate that the
proposed on-site parking spaces would be adequate in meeting the parking demand of the
proposed project for all land uses.

Response to Comment 26-8

See Response to Comment 5-119.

Response to Comment 26-9

See Responses to Comments 26-10 through 26-20 below.

Response to Comment 26-10

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 26-11

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 26-12

Based on comments received from the general public, the senior housing component of the
proposed project was moved to the west side of the project site.

Response to Comment 26-13

The comment suggests relocating vehicle access and does not address the adequacy of the EIR,
but will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 26-14

Based on comments received from the general public, the modern roundabout has been
eliminated from the proposed project.

Response to Comment 26-15
Mitigation measures are proposed in the DEIR (with revisions in the FEIR) that will mitigate the

impacts of the project on the Sutterville Road / Road A intersection and provide efficient traffic
operations at the intersection.
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Response to Comment 26-16

Roadway operations on Sutterville Road after the implementation of the project are reported in
the DEIR. Mitigation measures are proposed in the DEIR (with revisions in the FEIR) that will
mitigate the impacts of the project on the Sutterville Road. Traffic operating conditions after
mitigation are disclosed in the DEIR (See page 5.2-54). Traffic operating conditions after
mitigation are also included in the level of service worksheets provided as part of the traffic
study (See Appendix D of the DEIR).

Response to Comment 26-17

Impacts to operations on freeway ramps after the implementation of the project are reported in
the DEIR. Mitigation measures were developed at the freeway interchange and conditions after
mitigation are disclosed in the DEIR (See pages 5.2-40 and 5.2-41). Feasible mitigation
measures were not identified for the SR 99 freeway mainline.

Response to Comment 26-18

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 26-19

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 26-20

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

i?esponse to Comment 26-21
See Response to Comment 26-13.
Response to Comment 26-22
See Response to Comment 26-13.
Response to Comment 26-23
See Response to Comment 26-13.
Response to Comment 26-24
See Response to Comment 26-13.
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Response to Comment 26-25

See Response to Comment 26-20.
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LETTER 27: TERESA MONTIJO, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 27-1
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 27-2

The majority of project-generated traffic is projected to travel via Road A to and from Sutterville
Road. See Response to Comment 5-119.

Response to Comment 27-3

See Responses to Comments 5-119 and 5-121. The amount of project traffic that would use
Curtis Park streets is disclosed in the DEIR. Traffic volumes and traffic was included in
Appendix D of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 27-4

See Response to Comment 19-16.

Response to Comment 27-5

The removal of the traffic signal would reduce the potential for through traffic to use 24" Street
hence diverting most of such traffic onto the proposed Road A, where a traffic signal will be
installed at the intersection of Road A and Sutterville Road. Turning movement and traffic volume
data was included in Appendix D of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 27-6

The December 2009 proposed project includes reconfiguration of the traffic roundabout and a
direction connection to 10™ Avenue. However, the cumulative traffic volume along 10™ Avenue
would 18 trips eastbound and 27 trips westbound. As stated in the October 2009 Traffic
Memorandum (Appendix B of this FEIR, the intersection of Road A and 10" Avenue would operate
at LOS A and LOS B. Therefore consistent with the conclusion in the DEIR, the impact to 10"
Avenue would be less than significant.

Response to Comment 27-7

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 27-8

A parking analysis for the currently proposed project was performed as a part of the traffic study
and included in the Transportation and Circulation chapter, as well as in Appendix D of the DEIR.
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The findings indicate that the proposed parking spaces would be adequate in meeting the parking
demand of the proposed project for all land uses. Parking impacts on 10™ and 11" Avenues are not
anticipated.

Response to Comment 27-9

Bicycle and pedestrian access will be provided at 10" Avenue. Sidewalks will be provided
throughout the project site, as required by City Code, and bicycle parking will also be provided, as
required by City Code and as a condition of approval.

Response to Comment 27-10

Based on comments received from the general public, the modern roundabout has been
eliminated from the proposed project.

Response to Comment 27-11

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
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LETTER 28: W.ILLIAM WESTERFIELD, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 28-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 28-2

The comment is an introductory statement and does not identify specific concerns.

Response to Comment 28-3

The comment correctly identifies the City as the Lead Agency.

Response to Comment 28-4

Upon approval of the project, which includes a General Plan Amendment, the project would be
consistent with the City of Sacramento General Plan and other standards, as noted in the Chapter 4
of the DEIR, Land Use.

Response to Comment 28-5

See Response to Comment 5-22. The comment is a summary statement and does not address the
adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 28-6

The commenter lists applicable policies from the DEIR and notes that the commercial portion of the
project requires compliance. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 28-7

The Curtis Park Village PUD is subject to a Planning Director Plan review to ensure conformance
with the PUD Schematic Plan and Design Guidelines. While the project would require approval of a
General Plan Amendment, the project will be required to be consistent with the goals and policies in
the 2030 General Plan. For clarification purposes, the proposed project’s consistency with the 2030
General Plan policies is discussed in greater detail below:

Policy LU 2.1.2 The proposed project includes a buffer of single-
family  residential (Cottage infill and
Brownstone) units and senior units between the
commercial portions of the project site. In
addition, as noted in Chapter 1, Introduction, of
the FEIR, the senior residential units were
moved south to be adjacent to the proposed
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cottage infill. The proposed project includes 6.8-
acre park and various commercial uses to serve
the surrounding community. The Curtis Park
Village design guidelines include building
design principles to ensure continuity with the
surrounding neighborhood.

Policy LU 2.1.3

The proposed project includes signed bicycle
lanes located along Road A and Road C within
the commercial zone per City of Sacramento
Standards. In addition, all public streets shall
have sidewalks on both sides of the street. The
roundabout will calm traffic, allow for an
unsignalized intersection, and provide safety for
pedestrian and bicycles.

Policy LU 2.1.5

The proposed project is an infill development
and includes a variety of uses including, single-
family residential, multi-family residential,
senior residential, and a variety of commercial
uses to serve the surrounding community. In
addition, the project includes the development of
a 6.8-acre park.

Policy LU 4.1.6

See Response to Policy LU 2.1.2,

Goal LU 5.3

The proposed project traditional center
commercial is located near light rail transit and
is within walking/biking distance of the
surrounding community and Sacramento City
College.

Goal LU 2.4

The Curtis Park Village Design Guidelines
include building design principles that require a
connection or harmony among buildings in
form, scale, and proportions. In addition, the
architectural character of each building will
consider the building type, materials, form and
design of other building in the neighborhood.

Policy LU 2.4.1

See Response to Goal LU 2.4.

Policy LU 2.4.2

See Response to Goal LU 2.4

Policy LU 2.7

As stated above, the proposed project includes
Design Guidelines that would be subject to
Planning Director review.

Policy LU 2.7.6

All streets include sidewalks on both sides.
Where feasible, the project shall include separate
sidewalks from streets using bollards, parked
cars, and/or street trees to provide a sense of
protection for the pedestrian per City of
Sacramento Standards.
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Policy LU 2.7.7 The proposed project would be required to
comply with PUD Design Guidelines: Pattern
Book that would govern architecture and
landscape features.

Policy LU 2.7.8 The proposed project includes a landscape plan
which would provide screening for off-street
parking.

Goal LU 5.4 The proposed project includes a mix of retail and
commercial development.

Policy LU 5.4.2 See Response to Goal LU 5.4

The above discussion is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 28-8

The comment is in regard to the length of the Sacramento 2030 General Plan consistency discussion
and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 28-9
See Response to Comment 28-7.
Response to Comment 28-10
See Response to Comment 28-7.
Response to Comment 28-11
See Response to Comment 28-7.
Response to Comment 28-12
See Response to Comment 28-7.
Response to Comment 28-13
See Response to Comment 28-7.
Response to Comment 28-14

See Response to Comment 28-7.
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Response to Comment 28-15
See Response to Comment 28-7.
Response to Comment 28-16
See Response to Comment 28-7.
Response to Comment 28-17

The comment addresses the project layout and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 28-18

The comment discusses the layout of other shopping centers and does not address the adequacy of
the EIR.

Response to Comment 28-19

The DEIR discussion complies with Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines.
Response to Comment 28-20

The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 28-21

The impacts to traffic, including pedestrian impacts, are addressed in Chapter 5.2. The air quality
and noise impacts are addressed in Chapter 5.3 and 5.4, respectively.

Response to Comment 28-22

The comment addresses project design and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration.

Response to Comment 28-23

A shared parking analysis was performed for the project as currently proposed and is provided in
Appendix D. The analysis has shown that the peak parking demand for shared parking spaces at
Curtis Park Village is 1,182 spaces, excluding demand from single-family homes. As the project
is proposed to provide 1,356 spaces for non-single family uses, the project’s impact would be
less-than-significant. This information is incorrectly reflected in the text of the DEIR. The first
paragraph on Page 5.2-45 is revised to read:
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The findings indicate that the peak parking demand for shared parking spaces at
Curtis Park Village is 1,563182 spaces and would occur between 7:00 pm and 8:00
pm on a typical December weekend evening. This does not include the parking
demand from the single-family homes as their requirements are assumed to be
fulfilled by the individual garage provided for each unit.

The above text revision is for clarification purposes and does not alter the conclusions in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 28-24

See Response to Comment 28-23.

Response to Comment 28-25

See Response to Comment 28-23.

Response to Comment 28-26

See Response to Comment 28-23. Because adequate parking is provided, the impact is less-than-
significant and no mitigation is required.

Response to Comment 28-27

As stated on page 5.3-15 of the DEIR, the proposed project would result in total predicted emissions
that would exceed the SMAQMD threshold. Implementation of mitigation measures would have a
minimum overall reduction of 15 percent in the project’s anticipated operation missions, as
recommended by SMAQMD. In addition, Mitigation Measure 5.3-5(a) states that available
mitigation measures include the listed mitigation, but are not limited to only the mitigation listed.
All feasible mitigation measures have been required; however, as noted in the DEIR, after
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, the project’s emissions would still remain above
SMAQMD thresholds. Therefore, a significant and unavoidable impact is identified.

Response to Comment 28-28

See Response to Comment 28-27. The comment suggests a revised design and will be forwarded to
the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 28-29

See Responses to Comments 5-17, 5-22, and 5-25. As stated in Response to Comment 5-22, the
Village Green Alternative was dismissed from consideration because the Alternative is not
anticipated to reduce environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed
project. Furthermore, the Village Green Alternative would not reduce impacts to a greater extent
than the alternatives that were analyzed in the DEIR, and could actually increase impacts as a result
of the high number of residential units included in the Alternative. In fact, as stated on page 7-4 of
the DEIR, Table 5.2-10 in the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the DEIR indicated that the
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mix of commercial uses included in the proposed project would result in traffic throughout the day,
whereas residential traffic typically is concentrated at the peak morning and evening commute
hours. Therefore, the substantial number of additional residential units included in the Village Green
Alternative would result in greater impacts to traffic. Therefore, the Village Green Alternative was
not dismissed merely because environmental impacts would not be reduced under the alternative,
but because the alternative would potentially increase environmental impacts.

Response to Comment 28-30

See Responses to Comments 5-17, 5-22, and 5-25.

Response to Comment 28-31

The comment addresses the merits of the proposed project and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 28-32

See Chapter 5.2 of the DEIR (pages 5.2-41 and 5.2-42) for an analysis of the pedestrian and transit
impacts of the proposed project.

Response to Comment 28-33

As stated in Response to Comment 28-23, the project’s proposed 1,356 parking spaces for non-
single family use would be greater than the peak parking demand of 1,182 spaces. Therefore,
consistent with the conclusion in the DEIR, the impact related to parking would be less-than-
significant and mitigation is not required. The comment regarding project design will be forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration.

Response to Comment 28-34

See Response to Comment 28-32.

Response to Comment 28-35

See Responses to Comments 28-23 and 28-32.

Response to Comment 28-36

See Response to Comment 28-23.

Response to Comment 28-37

The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Letter 29

FwW CPV DEIR Comments.tXt
S>> "%enner Johnston” <rjohnston@mognot.com> 06/01/2009 4:55 PM >>>
Jennifer:

A few comments to add to the curtis Park village DEIR Comments.

I have reviewed the DEIR comments from SCNA and generally agree with them. I add a
few points that might have not been covered.

Not having clear alternatives for the amount of commercial on site appears
incorrect. when reviewing the alternatives on traffic flow 5.2, it appears that
only alternative "scenarios” of minor connection changes (5th Ave and 10th Ave
connections) are considered, but not the alternatives of significant commercial
square footages. Because the commercial areas are the biggest traffic generators
this seems 1ike a missing important piece. The smaller commercial options should be
added to the EIR study.

Not taking the 21st street conversion into consideration, now constructed for some
time, is clearly inadequate. This conversion made many changes to the driving
patterns of the neighborhood. Northbound 21st street is now bumper to bumper in the
mornings, something that never occurred before the conversion.

24th street north of_the project: The remov1ng the jog 1in 24th street and removing
a stop sign at Portola may improve auto flow, but it certainly encourages auto sqeed
to increase. This high speed in a narrow street will impact pedestrians negatively
It appears that the traffic volume to be added to the street is about 60%. Auto
speed will clearly increase on 24th without the stop sign, making pedestrian and

bike crossings more dangerous near Marshall and Portola. 24th is cited as an
_lmnQ£IaDI_h1Eﬂ_IQuIB_Iﬂ_ﬂﬂﬂ_fﬂﬂm_Ihﬂ_ﬂEQJEEIJ A mitigation of traffic calming and
reduction of commercial space should be required to reduce speed and improve
pedestrians us is important.

24th street and the Society for the Blind - not mentioned in the DEIR.

The added 5ﬁeed and volume on 24th street will make the pedestrian crossings more
dangerous the bus stop for the Society near Castro. Every day blind people cross
24th street hoping that no one will hit them trying to cross to the northbound bus.
It is a dangerous situation now - and frightening to watch. Adding a ped crossing
Tlight at Castro and ped island would be a reasonable solution.

DMV campus crossing. Already a traffic guard is needed to deal with the speed
des1gned street at the campus crossing. A pedestrian island here and narrowing lanes
would be a helpful mitigation. This crossing is not discussed in the DEIR.

Renner Johnston
2324 Mmarshall way
Sacramento, CA
95818

Page 1
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LETTER29: RENNER JOHNSTON, RESIDENT

Response to Comment 29-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 29-2

As shown on page 7-7 of the DEIR, the EIR considered five alternatives, including two reduced
commercial alternatives and two alternatives without commercial.

Response to Comment 29-3

See Responses to Comments 5-33 and 5-107.

Response to Comment 29-4

The daily traffic volume on 24" Street between Portola and Marshall Way is currently 3,685
vehicles and the proposed project scenarios would increase the volume to between 5,288 and 5,296
vehicles. This increase would be approximately 44 percent. Please see Responses to Comment 1-8
and 5-130 for a discussion of traffic operations and safety on 24™ Street.

Response to Comment 29-5

The amount of commercial space is not directly related to pedestrian safety. See Response to
Comment 5-122.

Response to Comment 29-6
See Response to Comment 5-130 and Response to Verbal Comment 1-8.
Response to Comment 29-7

The design elements at the DMV campus crossing would exist with or without the proposed
project and the project is not expected to result in a significant impact at this location.
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LETTER 30: TERRY ROBERTS, DIRECTOR, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Response to Comment 30-1

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
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3.2 RESPONSES TO LATE COMMENTS

This chapter includes responses to each of the two late comment letters received on the Curtis
Park Village DEIR.

The following is an index of the commenters and corresponding responses.

31. Keith G. Wagner, Sacramento Audubon SOCIELY .........ccoeiiriiiiiiin e 3.1-2
32. Alyssa Begley, Caltrans..........ccuciviieiieieeie ettt ettt e e enes 3.1-9

CHAPTER 3.2 — RESPONSES TO LATE COMMENTS
3.2-1



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 20710

Letter 31
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Letter 31

Ms. Jennifer Hageman Cont’d.
June 12, 2009

Page 2 of 5

» Construction impacts associated with any changes to the Sutterville bridge or lands
beneath it or adjacent to it;

+ [oss or impairment of perching habitat on wires and light poles adjacent to the bridge;
¢ Loss or impairment of sites for collection of nesting material;
* [oss or impairment of insect food sources from conversion of wetlands onsite;

o Adverse effects of proposed buildings on flight access to the bridge nesting sites and
foraging space;

¢ Traffic increases and resulting potential for increased vehicle collision mortality; and

s [ncreased nest site competition with European Starlings as a result of creation of
enhanced starling foraging habitat (turf areas and planting of fruiting trees and shrubs).

Based on review of recent project proposals presented by the project proponent and the City at a
neighborhood meeting, we believe that several issues should receive intensive focus in further
environmental analysis and project design.

We continue to be extremely concerned and frustrated by the City’s continued pattern of
ignoring our issues and the readily available information regarding the habitat needs and
precarious status of the Purple Martin and continued inadequate analysis of impacts of projects.
It should not be left to us to continually have to identify issues, conduct environmental analysis,
and propose mitigation. Rather the City should commit to contracting with qualified individuals

who understand the biology and conservation needs of Purple Martins in Sacramento.

We respectfully request that the City thoroughly address these issues

One of the City of Sacramento’s few, remaining purple martin colonies nests in the Sutterville
overpass, adjacent to the proposed Curtis Park Village project site. This colony has supported 4-
8 nesting pairs annually since 2002, representing a significant portion (3-7%) of the City of
Sacramento’s remnant population. The Curtis Park Village project may have potentially
significant, direct adverse impacts to this colony of purple martins, and, by extension, may also
result in cumulatively considerable, significant, adverse impacts to the species, which may lead

to the extirpation of purple martins from the entire Central Valley.

A substantial amount of research on the biology and management of the City of Sacramento’s
purple martins has been conducted by Mr. Dan Airola, a Sacramento Audubon Society member
and expert on the species, over the last 15 years, which is enclosed with this comment letter, and
which we hereby incorporate, in its entirety, into the City’s record of proceedings for the
proposed Curtis Park Village project. The EIR preparers should familiarize themselves with this
literature and contact Mr. Airola for information on site-specific impacts that the proposed Curtis
Park Village project poses to the Sutterville overpass purple martin colony.
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Sacramento Audubon Society specifically requests that, at a minimum, the City of Sacramento

prepare and recirculate a partial revision of the Draft EIR for the proposed Curtis Park Village
project to consider and incorporate alternatives or measures that would avoid the following,
potentially significant, adverse impacts to the City of Sacramento’s Sutterville overpass purple
martin colony:

s (Construction impacts associated with any changes to the Sutterville bridge or lands
beneath it or adjacent to it;

s [oss or impairment of perching habital on wires and light poles adjacent lo the bridge;
e Loss or impairment of sites for collection of nesting material;
¢ Loss or impairment of insect food sources from conversion of wetlands onsite;

e Adverse effects of proposed buildings on flight access to the bridge nesting sites and
foraging space;

e Traffic increases and resulting potential for increased vehicle collision mortality; and

s Increased nest site competition with European Starlings as a result of creation of
enhanced starling foraging habitat (turf arcas and planting of fruiting trees and shrubs).

The project EIR also should address and avoid the potential cumulative impacts of this project
and at least 6 other ongoing or proposed project at other sites in the City that support 70% of the
current Sacramento nesting population of purple martins (Airola et al. 2008):

¢ the Downtown Railyard project;

o (CalTrans’ [-80 Across-the-top project;

s (atholic Health West’s construction of a parking lot at 29th and “S” Streets;

s The City’s rehabilitation of a parking lot at 19th and “W”” Streets; and

s Two planning areas located north and south of Highway 50 near 65th Street and Redding
Road.

If the direct effects of Curtis Park Village project, and its cumulatively considerable impacts in

conjunction with the above-mentioned projects, cannot be avoided, the EIR should, at a
minimum, investigate and incorporate feasible mitigation measures to fully offset such impacts.
Feasible mitigation measures that can and should be incorporated into the proposed Curtis Park
Village’s project design to offset such impacts include, but are not limited to, providing
replacement and additional perch sites (to discourage use of light rail conductors, which can
result in collisions with trains), compatible management of nearby areas for collection of nesting
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Airola, D.A. and B.D.C. Williams 2008. Purple Martin (Progne subis). In: California Bird
Species of Special Concern: A ranked assessment of species, subspecies, and distinet populations
of birds of immediate conservation concern in California. W. D. Shuford and T. Gardali
(editors). Studies of Western Birds 1. Western Field Ornithologists, Camarillo, CA and
California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, CA.
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LETTER 31: KEITH G. WAGNER, SACRAMENTO AUDUBON SOCIETY

Response to Comment 31-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 31-2

The paragraph is a general comment. See responses to comments below.

Response to Comment 31-3

The paragraph is a general comment on the approach to analyses of potential impacts on Purple
Martins for other environmental analyses in the City.

The text on page 5.5-11 of the DEIR is revised as follows to acknowledge the nesting habitat of
purple martins.

According to the CNDDB search performed in May 2008, Purple Martins have occurred five
times within a 1.5 mile vicinity of the project site. Purple Martins can nest in tall, isolated trees
or snags, which occur on the project site,_and are usually found underneath bridge structures in
the Sacramento area.

Response to Comment 31-4

The project does not propose improvements to the overcrossing of the railroad tracks on
Sutterville Road, west of the project site, nor is construction proposed beneath the bridge.
Therefore, the bridge where the colony nests will not be disturbed as a result of update to the
RAP or construction of the Curtis Park Village project. Construction of site features could occur
as close as the toe of the slope of the bridge embankment, which forms the southern boundary of
the project site. The project does not currently include site plans, so it is not possible to
determine how close, and what type of, construction could occur near the bridge.

In response to the commenter’s concerns, the following mitigation measure is hereby added to
page 5.5-19 of the DEIR in order to reduce the potential impacts to nesting purple martins
resulting from the construction of Curtis Park Village project. This mitigation was developed for
the Railyards Specific Plan in consultation with the commenter. As noted, implementation of this
mitigation measure would reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level.

5.5.4(b Prior to any grading or construction activities from March 15 to

May 15 within 100 feet of the overcrossing of the railroad tracks
on Sutterville Road, adjacent to the project site, a preconstruction
survey shall be conducted by a gualified biologist within 15 days of
the start of project-related activities. If active nests are present in

the overcrossing, no construction shall be conducted within 100
feet of the edge of the purple martin colony (as demarcated by the
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3.2-7



FINAL EIR
CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

active nest hole closest to the construction activity) at the
beginning of the purple martin breeding season from March 15 to
May 15. The buffer area shall be avoided to prevent disturbance to
the nest(s) until it is no longer active. The size of the buffer area
may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and CEFG determine it
would not be likely to have adverse effects on the purple martins.
No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a
gualified biologist confirms that the nest(s) is no longer active.

Response to Comment 31-5

As noted in Response to Comment 31-4, the project does not propose improvements to the
bridge. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss or impairment of perching
habitat on wires and light poles adjacent to the bridge.

Response to Comment 31-6

The site is currently impaired for the collection of nesting materials due to the ongoing
remediation activities of toxic soils over the majority of the site. The ability for groundcover
to become established is compromised by the on-going remediation activities and associated
ground disturbances. In addition, existing ground cover is removed during remediation.
Although the proposed project would result in development of the site, park and open space
areas, totaling approximately 8 net acres in addition to an open space greenbelt in the northern
portion of the project site are proposed. These areas would provide landscaping that would
provide nesting material for the Purple Martins.

Response to Comment 31-7

As noted on Page 5.5-1 of the DEIR, jurisdictional waters (such as wetlands) are not
considered an issue for the proposed project site. The depressions that contain water through
the dry season are associated with the remediation activities associated with the toxic cleanup
(Page 5.5-1 of the DEIR).and are; therefore, considered temporary.

Response to Comment 31-8

The proposed project is located northeast of the Sutterville Road railroad overcrossing. The
location, height, and size of buildings on the southern-most parcel of Curtis Park Village are
not currently known. However, given the flat topography in the area; the fact that the area
around the railroad overcrossing is built out, with the exception of this site; and the fact that
the bridge is over multiple railroad tracks, which provides a long, open corridor for the birds,
it is not anticipated that access to the nesting area would be substantially different from its
current state.
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Response to Comment 31-9

Although the development of the Curtis Park Village project would result in increased
automobile traffic on Sutterville Road at the railroad overcrossing, there is currently
approximately 29,000 average daily traffic using the overcrossing (Table 5.2-7,page 5.2-20 of
the DEIR), so the development of Curtis Park Village would not result in a significantly
changed condition for the birds. Sutterville Road would remain a heavily travelled street.
Response to Comment 31-10

See Response to Comment 31-6.

Response to Comment 31-11

The comment refers to previous projects in the City and does not address the adequacy of the
EIR.

Response to Comment 31-12

See Responses to Comments 31-4 through 31-10.

Response to Comment 31-13

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 31-14

See Responses to Comments 31-4 through 31-10.

Response to Comment 31-15

The issue of cumulative impacts of development in the City on special-status birds was
analyzed in the MEIR (see page 6.3-36) and in the DEIR for the Curtis Park Village project
on page 5.5-20. The cumulative impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable in
the MEIR due to the permanent loss of habitat. The DEIR determined that the cumulative
impact was less than significant because the project would be required to participate in
mitigation plans for special-status species and subject to the policies and mitigation measures
in the MEIR.

Response to Comment 31-16

As noted in Responses to Comments 31-4 and 31-5, the proposed project would not disturb
perch sites, nor would it remove or disturb existing nest sites.
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The request that the project manage nearby areas for collection of nesting materials and
discourage landscape designs that would increase competition by European starlings will be
passed on to the decision makers during approval of the project.

Response to Comment 31-17

As noted in Response to Comment 31-4, the proposed project would not remove existing nest
sites. No improvements to the Sutterville Road overpass are proposed.

Response to Comment 31-18

See Responses to Comments 31-4 through 31-17. The EIR requires Mitigation Measure 5.5-
4(a) (See page 5.5-19 of the DEIR) and Mitigation Measure 5.5-4(b) (See above) to address
potential impacts to raptors and migratory birds (including Purple Martins). If approved, this
mitigation would be included in the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Curtis Park
Village project, which is enforced by the City.

The evaluation of the effectiveness of the mitigation measure as it relates specifically to
Purple Martins is beyond the responsibility of the Curtis Park Village project. The comment
will be passed on to the decision makers during approval of the project.

Response to Comment 31-19

The comment is a concluding statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
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LETTER 32: ALYSSA BEGLEY, CALTRANS

Response to Comment 32-1

The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment 32-2

See Response to Comment 5-28.

Response to Comment 32-3

Queuing at the 12" Street southbound off ramp is an existing condition without the project and the
project would add traffic to the ramp and further extend the length of the queue during the pm peak
hour. Implementing Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(h) would reduce the traffic queue to less than the
existing conditions. Furthermore, City staff proposed to add queue detectors at the off ramp to
address this concern, but the approach was rejected by Caltrans staff in discussions with City staff.
Response to Comment 32-4

City staff has coordinated with Caltrans staff on feasible mitigation measure to be implemented with
the Curtis Park Village project. The project shall be responsible for adding a southbound right turn
lane. Caltrans will work with the City of Sacramento to implement other improvements that would
improve existing deficiencies in the area.

Response to Comment 32-5

See Response to Comment 32-4.

Response to Comment 32-6

See Response to Comment 32-4.

Response to Comment 32-7

See Response to Comment 32-4.

Response to Comment 32-8

See Response to Comment 32-4.

Response to Comment 32-9

For clarification purposes, the first paragraph of the Mitigation Measure section on page 5.2-60

is revised as follows:
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-8() 10(h) would reduce the traffic
queue at the northbound 12 Avenue off-ramp for the Proposed Project and all
access scenarios to less than significant levels.

The above change is for clarification purposes only and does not alter any of the conclusions
contained within the DEIR.

Response to Comment 32-10

The comment does not address specific details in the EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.
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3.3 RESPONSES TO VERBAL COMMENTS

This chapter responds to the verbal comments received on the Curtis Park Village DEIR during
the public comment period. Comments were presented to the City of Sacramento Community
Development Department at a public hearing conducted on May 28, 2009. Each commenter has
been assigned a commenter number and each comment made by that commenter is given a
secondary number (i.e., Comment 2-4 would be the fourth comment made by the second
commenter at the hearing).

The following is an index of the commenters and corresponding responses.

1. Earl WITRYCOMDE ...ttt be et nneas 3.3-4
2. ANATBA ROSEN ..ottt e e et e ettt e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e n e et eeeaeeneeeannnees 3.3-7
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VERBAL COMMENT 1, EARL WITHYCOMBE
Response to Verbal Comment 1-1

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Response to Verbal Comment 1-2

It should be noted that Mr. Withycombe also submitted written comments (Letter 25). See
Response to Comment 25-23.

Response to Verbal Comment 1-3

See Response to Comment 25-23.

Response to Verbal Comment 1-4

See Response to Comment 25-23.

Response to Verbal Comment 1-5

See Response to Comment 25-23.

Response to Verbal Comment 1-6

See Response to Comment 25-16 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.
Response to Verbal Comment 1-7

See Responses to Comments 25-17 through 25-19.
Response to Verbal Comment 1-8

To correct the text, Mitigation Measure 5.2-10(b) on page 5.2-54 is revised as follows:

5.2-10(b)  24th Street / Portola Way — The project applicant shall pay a fair
share contribution to install a traffic signal at this intersection.

ton- This mitigation measure would reduce the impact of
the Proposed Project and all access scenarios to a less than
significant level.

The above change corrects text and does not alter any of the conclusions contained within the
DEIR.
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Installation of a traffic signal would provide a safe crossing location for pedestrians while
providing acceptable operations for vehicles. Upon implementation, the intersection would
operate at LOS A during both AM and PM peak hours with average delays of 6.3 seconds and
5.8 seconds, respectively.

Response to Verbal Comment 1-9

As urban areas develop, changes occur in their landscape. Buildings, roads, and other
infrastructure replace open land and vegetation. Surfaces that were once permeable and moist
become impermeable and dry. These changes cause urban regions to become warmer than their
rural surroundings, forming an "island" of higher temperatures in the landscape.

Heat islands occur on the surface and in the atmosphere. On a hot, sunny summer day, the sun
can heat dry, exposed urban surfaces, such as roofs and pavement, to temperatures 50-90°F
hotter than the air, while shaded or moist surfaces — often in more rural surroundings — remain
close to air temperatures. Surface urban heat islands are typically present day and night, but tend
to be strongest during the day when the sun is shining.

In contrast, atmospheric urban heat islands are often weak during the late morning and
throughout the day and become more pronounced after sunset due to the slow release of heat
from urban infrastructure. Elevated temperature from urban heat islands, particularly during the
summer, has the following negative effects:

e Increased energy consumption: Higher temperatures in summer increase energy demand
for cooling and add pressure to the electricity grid during peak periods of demand.

o Elevated emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gases: Increasing energy demand
generally results in greater emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions from
power plants. Higher air temperatures also promote the formation of ground-level ozone.

The project site has previously been disturbed and has little native vegetation. The previous
disturbance of the site means that the site is already contributing to a heat island effect to some
extent. The streets, parking lots, pavement and buildings to be constructed by the project would
tend to increase the heat island effect. The heat island effect would be offset by landscaping,
trees, lawn and other vegetation that would be part of the project that would tend to reduce the
heat island effect. Currently thresholds of significance for contribution of a project to the urban
heat island effect do not exist. However, Mitigation Measure 5.3-5(a) in the DEIR includes
measures to reduce heat island effects. In addition, the project would be required to comply with
Policy ER 3.1.6, Urban Heat Island Effects, of the 2030 General Plan, which states the
following:

The City shall continue to promote planting shade trees with substantial canopies,
and require, where feasible, site design which uses trees to shade rooftops,
parking facilities, streets, and other facilities to minimize heat island effects.
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VERBAL COMMENT 2, ANDREA ROSEN

Response to Verbal Comment 2-1

The comment is an introduction and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Verbal Comment 2-2

It should be noted that Ms. Rosen submitted written comments on the DEIR (Letter 21). See
Response to Comment 21-3 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.

Response to Verbal Comment 2-3

See Response to Comment 21-3 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.

Response to Verbal Comment 2-4

See Response to Comment 21-5 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.

Response to Verbal Comment 2-5

See Response to Comment 5-36 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.

Response to Verbal Comment 2-6

See Response to Comment 15-9 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.

Response to Verbal Comment 2-7

See Response to Comment 15-9 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.

Response to Verbal Comment 2-8

See Responses to Comments 5-36, 5-152, 5-153, and 5-154 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.

Response to Verbal Comment 2-9

Comment noted. See Chapter 2.0 of the FEIR, Revisions the Draft EIR Text. The independent
living units were relocated closer to the roundabout and commercial area to provide greater
accessibility for residents.

Response to Verbal Comment 2-10

See Responses to Comments 5-152, 5-153, 5-154, and 5-157 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.
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Response to Verbal Comment 2-11
See Response to Comment 21-5 in Section 3.0 of the FEIR.
Response to Verbal Comment 2-12

The comment suggests an alternative project design and does not address the adequacy of the
EIR, but will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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4 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

4.0 INTRODUCTION

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all State and local
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 Curtis Park Village project. The
project as approved includes mitigation measures. The intent of the MMP is to prescribe and
enforce a means for properly and successfully implementing the mitigation measures as
identified within the Environmental Impact Report for this project. Unless otherwise noted, the
cost of implementing the mitigation measures as prescribed by this MMP shall be funded by the
applicant.

4.1 COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST

The MMP contained herein is intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA as they relate to the
Environmental Impact Report for the Curtis Park Village project prepared by the City of
Sacramento. This MMP is intended to be used by City staff and mitigation monitoring personnel
to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation. Mitigation
measures identified in this MMP were developed in the Environmental Impact Report prepared
for the proposed project.

The Curtis Park Village project Environmental Impact Report presents a detailed set of
mitigation measures that will be implemented throughout the lifetime of the project. Mitigation is
defined by CEQA as a measure which:

e Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;

e Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;

e Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted
environment;

e Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the project; or

e Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.

The intent of the MMP is to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted
mitigation measures and permit conditions. The MMP will provide for monitoring of
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construction activities as necessary and in-the-field identification and resolution of
environmental concerns.

Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated by
the City of Sacramento. The table attached to this report identifies the mitigation measure, the
monitoring action for the mitigation measure, the responsible party for the monitoring action,
and timing of the monitoring action. The applicant will be responsible for fully understanding
and effectively implementing the mitigation measures contained within the MMP. The City of
Sacramento will be responsible for ensuring compliance.

During construction of the project, the City will assign an inspector who will be responsible for
field monitoring of mitigation measure compliance. The inspector will report to the City
Community Development Department and will be thoroughly familiar with permit conditions
and the MMP. In addition, the inspector will be familiar with construction contract requirements,
construction schedules, standard construction practices, and mitigation techniques. In order to
track the status of mitigation measure implementation, field-monitoring activities will be
documented on compliance monitoring report worksheets. The time commitment of the inspector
will vary depending on the intensity and location of construction. Aided by the attached table,
the inspector will be responsible for the following activities:

e On-site, day-to-day monitoring of construction activities;

e Reviewing construction plans and equipment staging/access plans to ensure
conformance with adopted mitigation measures;

e Ensuring contractor knowledge of and compliance with the MMP;

e Verifying the accuracy and adequacy of contract wording;

e Having the authority to require correction of activities that violate mitigation
measures, securing compliance with the MMP;

e Acting in the role of contact for property owners or any other affected persons who
wish to register observations of violations of project permit conditions or mitigation.
Upon receiving any complaints, the inspector shall immediately contact the
construction representative. The inspector shall be responsible for verifying any such
observations and for developing any necessary corrective actions in consultation with
the construction representative and the City of Sacramento;

e Obtaining assistance as necessary from technical experts in order to develop site-
specific procedures for implementing the mitigation measures; and

e Maintaining a log of all significant interactions, violations of permit conditions or
mitigation measures, and necessary corrective measures.

4.2 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

The following table indicates the mitigation measure number, the impact the measure is designed
to address, the measure text, the monitoring agency, implementation schedule, and an area for
sign-off indicating compliance.
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MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Curtis Park Village

Impact Monitoring Implementation
Number Impact Mitigation Measure Agency Schedule Sign-off
5.2 Transportation and Circulation
5.2-1 Impacts to study 5.2-1(a) At the Freeport Boulevard / 2" |Department of | Implement
intersections under Avenue intersection, provide protected | Transportation | improvements
baseline plus project left-turn phasing for the northbound prior to the first
conditions. and southbound approaches.  This building permit
mitigation measure would reduce the
impact of the Proposed Project and
Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less
than significant level.
5.2-1(b) At the Sutterville Road / Road A | Department of | Show

intersection, provide overlap signal
phasing to allow the southbound Road
A right turning traffic to proceed on a
green arrow simultaneously with the
eastbound left turning movement, and
prohibit U-turns for the eastbound left
turning movement; add a southbound
left-right lane to provide one left-turn
lane, one left-right lane, and one right
turn lane, and provide a dedicated
right turn lane for the westbound
Sutterville Road approach to the
intersection. This mitigation measure
would reduce the impact of the
Proposed Project and  Access
Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

Transportation

improvements on
improvement plans
and construct prior
to the first building
permit
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5.2-1(c) Modify the southbound approach to | Department of | Improvements
the Sutterville Road / SR99 SB Ramps | Transportation | shall be
intersection to provide a left-turn lane, constructed at five
a combination left-through-right lane, percent of
and a two right-turn lanes. This development based
change would consist of adding bring on trip generation
the right-turning movements to the
existing combination left-through lane
and allow that movement to occur
under traffic signal control. This
mitigation measure is required at five
percent of development based on trip
generation. The design of the
mitigation is subject to the approval of
the City Department of Transportation
and Caltrans. This mitigation measure
would reduce the impact of the
Proposed Project and all access
scenarios to a less than significant
level during the p.m. and Saturday
peak hours.
5.2-1(d) At the Road A / Area 3 intersection, | Department of | Show
provide separate right-turn and left- | Transportation | improvements on
turn lanes on the eastbound approach. improvements
This mitigation measure would reduce plans and
the impact of the Proposed Project constructed prior to
and Access Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less the first building
than significant level. permit in Area 3
5.2-2 Impacts to study 5.2-2 The project developer shall work with | Regional Prior to occupancy

roadway segments

the Regional Transit District to

Transit District
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under baseline plus

project conditions.

provide bus service or provide private
shuttle service from 6:00 to 9:00 a.m.
and from 4:00 to 7:00 p.m. between
the commercial areas of the project
site and the City College light rail
station. As an alternative, the project
developer shall coordinate with the
City to reserve the required right of
way needed to construct a pedestrian
and bicycle bridge to provide access
to the City College Station.

Department of
Transportation

5.2-3

Impacts to freeway
ramp under baseline
plus project conditions.

5.2-3

Implementation of Mitigation Measure
5.2-1(c) would reduce the traffic
queue at the southbound 12" Avenue
off-ramp for baseline conditions for
the Proposed Project and all access
scenarios. However, the reduction
would not be sufficient to fully
mitigate the project impacts and no
other feasible mitigation measure was
identified. Therefore, the impact shall
remain significant and unavoidable.

See 5.2-1(c)

See 5.2-1(c)

5.2-7

Impacts to on-site traffic
circulation and safety
under baseline plus

project conditions.

5.2-7(a)

The design plans for the project shall
be consistent with City standards. Any
deviations are subject to the approval
of the City Department of
Transportation, Traffic Engineering
Division. The horizontal curvatures
shall be realigned or design elements
such as ““knuckles™ shall be installed
in compliance with City standards.

Department of
Transportation

Prior to approval
of improvement
plans
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5.2-7(b) The site design shall be modified to | Department of | Prior to approval
reduce the potential for vehicles | Transportation |of improvement
leaving parking stalls to back across plans
pedestrian crosswalks. This change
may require the elimination of some
angle parking spaces.
5.2-9 Impacts during 5.2-9(a) Before issuance of grading permits for | Department of | Prior to issuance of

construction.

the project site, the project applicant
shall prepare a detailed Traffic
Management Plan that will be subject
to review and approval by the City
Department  of  Transportation,
Regional Transit, and local emergency
service providers, including the City
of Sacramento fire and police
departments. The plan shall ensure
maintenance of acceptable operating
conditions on local roadways and
transit routes. At a minimum, the plan
shall include:

e The number of truck trips,
time, and day of street
closures;

e Time of day of arrival and
departure of trucks;

e Limitations on the size and
type of trucks and provision of
a staging area with a
limitation on the number of
trucks that can be waiting;

Transportation

Regional
Transit

City of
Sacramento
Fire and Police
Departments

grading permits
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e Provision of a truck
circulation pattern;

e Provision of a driveway
access plan to maintain safe
vehicular, pedestrian, and
bicycle movements (e.g., steel
plates, minimum distances of
open trenches, and private
vehicle pick up and drop off
areas);

e Safe and efficient access
routes for emergency vehicles;

e Efficient and  convenient
transit routes;

e Manual traffic control when
necessary;

e Proper advance warning and
posted signage concerning
street closures;

e Provisions for pedestrian
safety; and

e Provisions for temporary bus
stops, if necessary.

A copy of the construction traffic
management plan shall be submitted
to local emergency response agencies
and these agencies shall be notified at
least 14 days before the
commencement of construction that
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would partially or fully obstruct
roadways.

5.2-10

Cumulative impacts to
study intersections.

5.2-10(a)

5.2-10(b)

5.2-10(c)

24" Street / 2nd Avenue — The project | Department of
applicant shall pay a fair share | Transportation
contribution to install a traffic signal
at this intersection. This mitigation
measure would reduce the impact of
the Proposed Project and all access
scenarios to a less than significant
level.

24th Street / Portola Way - The | Department of
project applicant shall pay a fair | Transportation
share contribution to install a traffic
signal at this intersection. This
mitigation measure would reduce the
impact of the Proposed Project and all
access scenarios to a less than
significant level.

Sutterville Road / Freeport Boulevard | Department of
(north) — the applicant shall pay a fair | Transportation
share  contribution to  provide
protected-permitted left turn phasing
and install proper signage for
southbound Freeport Boulevard. This
mitigation measure would reduce the
impact of the Proposed Project,
Access Scenario 2 and Access
Scenario 3 to a less than significant
level.

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Prior to issuance of
building permits
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5.2-10(d)

5.2-10(e)

Sutterville Road / City College Drive —
The applicant shall pay a fair share
contribution to provide overlap signal
phasing to allow the northbound right
turn traffic on City College Drive to
proceed on a green arrow
simultaneously with the westbound left
turning movement, and prohibit U-
turns for the westbound Sutterville
Road approach to the intersection.
This mitigation measure would reduce
the impact of the Proposed Project
and Access Scenario 2 and 3 to a less
than significant level.

Sutterville Road / Road A — apply
Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(b) which
would provide overlap signal phasing
to allow the southbound Road A Right
turning traffic to proceed on a green
arrow  simultaneously  with  the
eastbound left turning movement, and
prohibit U-turns for the eastbound left
turning movement; provide one left-
turn lane, one left-right lane, and one
right-turn lane on the southbound
approach; provide a dedicated right
turn lane for the westbound Sutterville
Road approach to the intersection;
provide an actuated exclusive
pedestrian phase to serve pedestrians

Department of
Transportation

Department of
Transportation

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Prior to issuance of
the first building
permit
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5.2-10(f)

5.2-10()

crossing  Sutterville Road; and
optimize signal timing. This mitigation
measure would reduce the impact of
the Proposed Project and Access
Scenarios 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

Sutterville Road / Curtis Drive West -
No feasible mitigation measure was
identified for the Sutterville Road /
Curtis Drive West intersection. Adding
a southbound right turn lane to the
intersection would mitigate the impact
but was not considered to be feasible
because of the need for demolishing
several existing buildings to provide
additional right-of-way. The
cumulative impact for the Proposed
Project and all access scenarios
would remain  significant and
unavoidable.

Sutterville Road / Franklin Boulevard
—The project applicant shall pay a fair
share contribution to add an
eastbound right-turn lane that would
mitigate the Saturday peak hour
impact of the Proposed Project and
Access Scenario 2 and Access
Scenario 3 to a less than significant
level. For a.m. and p.m. peak hour

Department of
Transportation

Department of
Transportation

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Prior to issuance of
building permits
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5.2-10(h)

5.2-10(i)

impacts, the cycle length would
increase to 110 seconds. These
mitigation measures would reduce the
impact of the Proposed Project and
Access Scenario 2 and Access
Scenario 3 to a less than significant
level.

Sutterville Road / SR 99 Northbound
Ramps — The project applicant shall
pay a fair share contribution to modify
signal timing to provide split phase for
all approaches and re-strip the
eastbound lanes to provide one left-
turn, one left-through, and one
through lane. Construct two receiving
lanes on the on-ramp for the turning
movement from eastbound 12" Avenue
to the northbound SR 99 ramp. This
mitigation measure would reduce the
impact of the Proposed Project and
Access Scenario 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

Road A / Area 1 - The project
applicant shall pay a fair share
contribution to modify the signal
phasing to provide overlaps for the
eastbound  right-turn  movement;
provide protected-permitted phasing
for  the  northbound left-turn

Department of
Transportation

Department of
Transportation

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Prior to issuance of
building permits
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movement; prohibit U-turn movement
at this intersection; and increase the
cycle length to 95 seconds. This
mitigation measure would reduce the
impact of the Proposed Project and
Access Scenario 2 and 3 to a less than
significant level.

5.3 Air Quality

5.3-1

Impacts related to the
update of the Remedial
Action Plan.

5.3-1

Prior to import of clean soil
associated  with  the  ongoing
remediation activities in excess of the
volume anticipated in the existing
RAP, contracts for soil hauling shall
specify that all haul trucks shall be
model year 2007 or newer, or be
retrofitted to meet model year 2007
emission standards, for the review and
approval of the DTSC and the
SMAQMD.

DTSC

SMAQMD

Prior to import of
soils in excess of
volume in existing
RAP

5.3-2

Impacts related to
exhaust emissions and
fugitive particulate
matter emissions from
project-associated
construction activities.

5.3-2(a)

The project applicant shall ensure that
emissions from all off-road diesel
powered equipment used on the
project site do 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 SMAQMD shall be
notified  within 48  hours  of
identification  of  non-compliant

SMAQMD

Prior to and during
construction

CHAPTER 4 — MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN




FINAL EIR

CURTIS PARK VILLAGE
FEBRUARY 2010

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Curtis Park Village

Impact
Number

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Agency

Implementation
Schedule

Sign-off

5.3-2(h)

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
guantity 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 section shall supercede other
SMAQMD or state rules or
regulations.

Prior to the approval of any grading
permit, the project proponent shall
submit a dust-control plan to the City
of Sacramento Community
Development Department. The dust-
control plan shall stipulate grading
schedules associated with the project
phase, as well as the dust-control
measures to be implemented. Grading
of proposed project phases shall be
scheduled so that the total area of
disturbance would not exceed 15 acres

Community
Development
Department

Prior to approval
of grading permit
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on any given day. The dust control
plan shall be incorporated into all
construction contracts issued as part
of the proposed project development.
The dust-control plan shall, at a
minimum, incorporate the following
measures:

o Apply water, chemical
stabilizer/suppressant, or
vegetative cover to disturbed
areas, including storage piles
that are not being actively
used for construction
purposes, as well as any
portions of the construction
site that remain inactive for
longer than 3 months;

e Water exposed  surfaces
sufficient to control fugitive
dust emissions during
demolition, clearing, grading,
earth-moving, or excavation
operations. Actively disturbed
areas should be kept moist at
all times;

e Cover all vehicles hauling
dirt, sand, soil or other loose
material or maintain at least
two feet of freeboard in
accordance with the
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requirements of California
Vehicle Code Section 23114;

e Limit or expeditiously remove
the accumulation of project-
generated mud or dirt from
adjacent public streets at least
once every 24 hours when
construction operations are
occurring; and

e Limit onsite vehicle speeds on
unpaved surfaces to 15 mph,

or less.
5.3-3 Impacts related to a 5.3-3(a) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, | SMAQMD Prior to issuance of
temporary increase in the applicant shall submit a grading permit
NOx emissions. SMAQMD-approved plan, which | Community

demonstrates that the heavy-duty (>50 | Development
horsepower) off-road vehicles to be | Department

used during construction of the project
(including owned, leased, and
subcontracted vehicles) will achieve a
project-wide average of 20 percent
NOx reduction and 45 percent
particulate matter reduction, based on
the most recent CARB fleet average at
the time of construction. In addition,
the applicant shall submit to
SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory
of all off-road construction equipment
(>50 horsepower) that will be used an
aggregate of 40 or more hours during
any portion of the construction
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project. The inventory shall include
the  horsepower rating, engine
production year, and project hours of
use or fuel throughput for each piece
of equipment. The inventory shall be
updated and submitted monthly
throughout the duration of the project.
Inventory shall not be required for any
30-day period in which construction
activities do not occur. At least 48
hours prior to the use of subject
heavy-duty off-road equipment, the
applicant shall provide SMAQMD
with the anticipated construction
timeline, including the start date and
the name and phone number of the
project manager and on-site foreman.

5.3-3(b) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, | SMAQMD Prior to issuance of
the applicant shall provide a grading permit
construction mitigation fee to the
SMAQMD sufficient to offset project
emissions of NOy above 85 pounds per
day. The amount of the fee shall be
based on updated construction
scheduling and equipment lists, and
shall be calculated using the
SMAQMD method of estimating
excess emissions. The current price of
NOy construction offsets calculated by
SMAQMD is $16,000 per ton.
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5.3-5 Impacts related to long- |5.3-5(a) Prior to the issuance of any grading | SMAQMD Prior to issuance of
term increases of permit, the project applicant shall grading permit
criteria air pollutants. coordinate with the SMAQMD and the | Community

City of Sacramento Community | Development
Development Department to develop a | Department
project Air Quality Mitigation Plan
(AQMP). In  accordance  with
SMAQMD  recommendations, the
AQMP shall achieve a minimum
overall reduction of 15 percent in the
project’s  anticipated operational
emissions. SMAQMD-recommended
measures and corresponding
emissions-reduction  benefits  are
identified in SMAQMD’s Guidance for
Land Use Emission Reductions, which
can be found in Appendix E of the
SMAQMD document. The AQMP shall
be reviewed and endorsed by
SMAQMD staff prior to project
implementation. Available measures
to be included in the AQMP include,
but are not limited to, the following:

e Prohibit the installation of
wood-burning fireplaces and
stoves;

e Provide onsite bicycle storage
and showers for employees
that bike to work sufficient to
meet peak season maximum
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demand;

e Provide preferential parking
(e.g., near building entrance,
sheltered area, etc.) for
carpool and vanpool vehicles;

e Provide transit enhancing
infrastructure that includes:
transit shelters, benches, etc.;
street lighting; route signs
and displays; and/or bus
turnouts/bulbs;

e Incorporate onsite transit
facility improvements (e.g.,
pedestrian  shelters, route
information, benches,
lighting) to coincide with
existing or planned transit
service;

e Incorporate landscaping and
sun screens to reduce energy
use. Deciduous trees should
be utilized for building
shading to increase solar
heating during the winter
months. Install sun-shading
devices (e.g., screens) or
recessed windows on newly
proposed buildings;

e Install efficient lighting and
lighting control systems;

o Install energy-efficient heating
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and cooling systems,
appliances and equipment;

e Install light colored *“cool”
roofs and pavements (i.e.,
high reflectance, high
emittance roof surfaces, or
exceptionally high reflectance
and low emittance surfaces)
and strategically placed shade
trees to the extent practical;

e Limit hours of operation of
outdoor lighting to the extent
practical; and

e Provide shade (within 5 years)
and/or use light-colored/high-
albedo materials (reflectance
of at least 0.3) and/or open
grid pavement for at least 30
percent of the site's non-roof
impervious surfaces, including
parking  lots,  walkways,
plazas, etc.; or, place a
minimum of 50 percent of
parking spaces underground
or covered by structured
parking; or, use an open-grid
pavement system (less than 50
percent impervious) for a
minimum of 50 percent of the
parking lot area.
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5.3-5(b) Documentation confirming | SMAQMD Prior to occupancy
implementation of the Air Quality permit
Mitigation Plan shall be provided to | Community
the SMAQMD and City prior to| Development
issuance of occupancy permits. Department
5.3-8 Cumulative contribution | 5.3-8 Implement Mitigation Measures 5.3- | See 5.3-2 (a) See 5.3-2(a) and
to regional air quality 2(a) and (b) and 5.3-4(a) and (b). and (b) and (b) and 5.3-4 (a)
conditions. 5.3-4 (a) and and (b)
(b)
5.4 Noise and Vibration
5.4-2 Construction noise 5.4-2 Construction activities shall be limited | Community Prior to issuance of
impacts to surrounding to the hours set forth below, unless an | Development | grading and
existing uses. exception is granted by the | Department building permits
Community Development Department:
e Monday through Saturday
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
e Sunday
9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
These restricted hours shall be
included on all grading and
construction plans submitted for the
review and approval of the
Community Development Department
prior to issuance of grading and
construction permits.
5.4-7 Railroad noise levels at | 5.4-7 Prior to the issuance of building | City Engineer | Prior to the
exterior noise spaces of permits, a noise barrier shall be shown issuance of
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proposed project on the plans along the western building permits
residences. boundary of the project site, from the

northern boundary of the CPV site to
the southern end of the Multi-family
parcel,any parcel with residences for
the review and approval of the City
Engineer. A barrier 10 feet in height
(relative to nearest outdoor activity
elevations) would intercept line of
sight to railroad pass-bys, thereby
reducing future UPRR noise levels to
70 dB Ldn or less at the nearest
outdoor activity areas proposed
adjacent to the tracks.

Barriers can take the form of earthen
berms, solid walls, or a combination
of the two. Appropriate materials for
noise walls include precast concrete
or masonry block. Other materials
may be acceptable provide they have a
surface density of approximately four
pounds per square foot.

5.4-8 Railroad noise levels at | 5.4-8(a) Prior to the issuance of building | City Building | Prior to issuance of
interior spaces of permits, all residential lots and | Department building permits
proposed residences on residential buildings located within
the project site. the 70 dB Ldn contour shall include

noise insulation features such as the
following:
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e Sound-rated windows and
doors with STC rating of 35;
and
e Stucco exterior siding.
5.4-8(b) Prior to sale of any residential lots, | Community Prior to sale of
statements shall be included in the | Development | residential lots
title for all properties within the 65 dB | Department
Ldn contour that informs the buyer of
elevated noise levels during train
passages, and that train passages
routinely occur during nighttime
hours.

5.4-9 Noise-producing 5.4-9(a) Unshielded (i.e. unloading activities | Community Prior to issuance of
commercial uses which are visible from any residential | Development | building permit
proposed within the window) nighttime truck unloading | Department and during project
project site. shall be prohibited within 200 feet of operations

any residential unit.
5.4-9(b) Prior to issuance of a building permit, | Community Prior to issuance of
the site plans shall indicate that a| Development | building permit
parapet wall shall be constructed | Department
along the edge of the roofs of the
commercial buildings of sufficient
height to intercept line of sight from
rooftop mechanical equipment at the
nearest residences to reduce noise
levels at those nearby residences.

5.4-10 Park generated noise at | 5.4-10 Park activities shall be restricted to | Parks and During project
residential uses daytime hours, with exceptions | Recreation operations
proposed within the allowed on a case-by-case basis | Department
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project site. subject to the approval of the Director
of the Parks and Recreation.
5.5 Biological Resources
5.5-2 Impacts to burrowing 5.5-2 Prior to any ground disturbance | CDFG Prior to any ground

owl.

associated with grading or
construction, the applicant shall
initiate a burrowing owl consultation
with the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) and shall
implement the following mitigation
measures or equivalents, based on the
results of the consultation.

The developer shall arrange for
burrowing owl surveys to be
performed consistent with the CDFG’s
1995 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
and the California Burrowing Owl
Consortium’s (CBOC) Survey
Protocol (1997) not less than 30 days
prior to ground disturbance for each
phase of project grading. If burrowing
owls are not detected, further
mitigation is not necessary. However,
if burrowing owls are detected the
following steps shall be taken:

If site disturbance commences during
the nesting season (between February
1 and August 31) and burrowing owls
are detected, a fenced buffer shall be

disturbance
associated with
grading or
construction
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erected on the project site by the
developer not less than 250 feet
between the nest burrow(s) and
construction activities. The 250-foot
buffer shall be observed and the fence
left intact until a qualified raptor
biologist determines that the young
are foraging independently, the nest
has failed, or the owls are not using
any burrows within the buffer.

If ground disturbance associated with
grading or construction commences
outside of the nesting season, and
burrowing owl(s) are present on-site
or within 160 feet of site disturbance,
passive relocation consistent with the
CDFG Staff Report (1995) and the
CBOC Survey Protocol (1997) shall
be performed. At least one or more
weeks will be necessary to accomplish
this and allow the owls to acclimate to
off-site burrows. The pre-construction
surveys shall be repeated if more than
30 days elapse between the last survey
and the start of construction activities.

5.5-3

Impacts to Swainson’s
hawk nesting and
foraging habitat.

5.5-3

If site disturbance associated with
grading or construction activities is
proposed by the developer during
breeding season (February to August),
a  pre-construction  survey for

CDFG

Community
Development
Department

Pre-construction
survey prior to site
disturbance or
construction
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Swainson’s hawk nests shall be
conducted within 30 days prior to site
disturbance/construction activities by
a qualified biologist in order to
identify active nests in the project site
vicinity. The results of the survey shall
be submitted to CDFG and the
Community Development Department.
If active nests are not found during the
pre-construction  survey,  further
mitigation is not required. If active
nests are found, pursuant to
consultation with CDFG, a fenced
buffer shall be erected by the
developer on the project site not less
than one-quarter mile (approximately
1,300 feet) around the active nest. Site
disturbance associated with grading
or construction activities that may
cause nest abandonment or forced
fledging shall not be initiated within
this buffer zone between March 1 and
September 1. Any trees containing
nests that must be removed as a result
of project implementation shall be
removed during the non-breeding
season (September to January).

5.5-4

Impacts to raptors and
migratory birds.

5.5-4(a)

Prior to any grading or construction
activities during the nesting season
(February 1 to August 15), a
preconstruction survey shall be

Community
Development
Department

Pre-construction
survey prior to
grading or
construction
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conducted by a qualified wildlife | CDFG activities

5.5.4(h)

biologist within 15 days of the start of
project-related activities. If nests of
migratory birds are detected on site,
or within 75 feet (for migratory
passerine birds) or 250 feet (for birds
of prey) of the site, the developer shall
consult with the CDFG to determine
the size of a suitable buffer in which
new site grading or construction
disturbance is not permitted until
August 15, or the qualified biologist
determines that the young are
foraging independently, or the nest
has been abandoned.

Prior to any grading or construction
activities from March 15 to May 15
within 100 feet of the overcrossing of
the railroad tracks on Sutterville
Road, adjacent to the project site, a
preconstruction survey shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist
within 15 days of the start of project-
related activities. If active nests are
present in the overcrossing, no
construction shall be conducted within
100 feet of the edge of the purple
martin colony (as demarcated by the
active nest hole closest to the
construction activity) at the beginning
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of the purple martin breeding season
from March 15 to May 15. The buffer
area shall be avoided to prevent
disturbance to the nest(s) until it is no
longer active. The size of the buffer
area may be adjusted if a qualified
biologist and CEFG determine it
would not be likely to have adverse
effects on the purple martins. No
project activity shall commence within
the buffer area until a qualified
biologist confirms that the nest(s) is
no longer active.

5.6 Cultural Resources

5.6-1 Impacts related to the 5.6-1(a) In the event that any prehistoric | Community During
update of the Remedial subsurface archeological features or | Development | construction
Action Plan. deposits, including locally darkened | Department

soil (“‘midden’’), that could conceal
cultural  deposits, animal bone,
obsidian  and/or  mortars  are
discovered  during  earth-moving
activities, all work within 100 feet of
the resource shall be halted, and the
City shall consult with a qualified
archeologist, representatives of the
City and a qualified archeologist shall
coordinate  to  determine  the
appropriate course of action. All
significant cultural materials
recovered shall be subject to scientific
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analysis and professional museum
curation.
5.6-1(b) If a Native American site is|Community During

discovered, the evaluation process | Development | construction
shall include consultation with the | Department
appropriate Native American
representatives.

If a Native American archeologist,
ethnographic, or spiritual resources
are discovered, all identification and
treatment shall be conducted by
qualified archeologists, who are
certified by the Society of Professional
Archeologists (SOPA) and/or meet the
federal standards as stated in the
Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR
61), and Native American
representatives, who are approved by
the local Native American community
as scholars of the cultural traditions.

In the event that no such Native
American is available, persons who
represent tribal governments and/or
organizations in the locale in which
resources could be affected shall be
consulted. If historic archeological
sites are involved, all identified
treatment is to be carried out qualified
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historical archeologists, who shall
meet either Register of Professional
Archeologists (RPA), or 36 CFR 61
requirements.

5.6-1(c) If a human bone or bone of unknown | County During
origin is found during earth-moving | Coroner construction
activities, all work shall stop within
100 feet of the find, and the County | Native
Coroner shall be contacted | American
immediately. If the remains are | Heritage
determined to be Native American, the | Commission
Coroner shall notify the Native
American Heritage Commission, who
shall notify the person most likely
believed to be a descendant. The most
likely descendant shall work with the
contractor to develop a program for
re-internment of the human remains
and any associated artifacts. No
additional work is to take place within
the immediate vicinity of the find until
the identified appropriate actions have
taken place.

5.7 Geology and Soils

5.7-1 Impacts related to the 5.7-1(a) At least 72 hours prior to the|City Engineer | At least 72 hours
update of the Remedial placement of imported fill, the prior to the
Action Plan. applicant shall have the potential fill placement of
inspected by a qualified geotechnical imported fill

consultant to ensure that all fill being
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5.7-1(b)

used for fills less than five feet below
design grade have a plasticity index of
less than or equal to 12, and that all
soils are clean and free of deleterious
materials, organic materials, and
shall not contain particles greater
than six inches in size. The results of
the geotechnical analysis shall be
submitted to the City Engineer prior to
placement of fill.

Prior to placement of imported fill, the | City Engineer
applicant shall have the excavation
surface inspected by a qualified
geotechnical consultant to ensure the
stability of the excavation bottom.
Should the site be found to be unstable
or contain loose or deleterious
materials, the applicant shall perform
required mitigation as identified by
the geotechnical consultants and
approved by the City Engineer.
Mitigation for unstable fill could
include, but is not limited to the
following:

e Restrict fill activities to occur
when the excavation bottom is
dry and stable during warm
weather; or

e Require that the placement of
geotextile fabric be placed

Prior to placement
of imported fill
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prior to granular import fill.
The geotextile fabric would be
required to be Mirafi 600X or
equivalent.  Granular fill
would consist of well-graded
crushed materials, such as
Class 2 aggregate base of
Caltrans Standard
Specifications, but may also
consist of other granular
imported materials. Uniform
crushed rock may be used as a
stabilizing layer provided that
the crushed rock is completely
wrapped in the geotextile
fabric.

CHAPTER 4 — MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
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