Letter 09

Scott Johnson

From: Trees Sacramento <trees4sacto @sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 2:28 PM

To: Trees Sacramento

Ce: Evan Compton; Scott Johnson; Jose Bodipo-Memba; Kiyomi Burchell; Cornelious Burke;

Ed Chandler; Douglas Covill; Rommel Declines; Todd Kaufman; Kim Mack; David Nybo;
Matthew Rodgers; Joe Yee; darrellteatjr@yahoo.com; Steve Hansen

Subject: Rooftop Gardens; Sacramento Commons review and comment by Sacramento
Planning Commission
Attachments: NEARBY ROOF GARDENS2.pdf

Planning Staff and Commissioners

Regarding the proposed use of rooftop gardens to offset negative impacts of demolition of mature canopy trees, please note
the attached photographs of rooftop gardens near Capitol Towers and Villas, their date of construction, and their obvious lack 09-1
of benefits associated with tree canopy when compared with nearby trees planted in the ground.

Trees Sacramento
treesdsactof@sbeglobal net
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NEARBY ROOF GARDENS
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Foreground Wells Fargo Bank completed 1992 (400 Capitol Mall)
Background West America Bank completed 1984 (closeup below) (300 Capitol Mall)
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NEARBY ROOFTOP GARDENS

EDD (around 1980). Note street trees along 8% Street towering over the garden trees
which are planted in limited planter box space and remain small after 35 years.

NEARBY ROOFTOP GARDENS - PERS Lincoln Plaza 1986 Building (below) is noted for
vegetation and trees at each level of setback, but no rooftop garden. Note size of terrace
trees relative to ground planted trees.

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-332 City of Sacramento



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 09-1

The commenter references tree and tree canopy impacts and rooftop trees in other locations.

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

COMMENT LETTER O10 — AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS
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Letter 010

= AIA Central Valley

A Chapter of The American Institute of Architects

April 22, 2015

Scott Johnson, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811-0218

Re: Review and Comment / Sacramento Commons Project (P14-012)
(SCH#: 2014042032)

Dear Scott,

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the American Institute of Architects, Central
Valley Chapter (AIACV), we thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on
the Sacramento Commons project. 4

0101

Last October, the Board invited developer Dave Eadie, Project Manager with
Kennedy-Wilson and architect Johannes van Tilburg, FAIA of VTBS Architects to discuss
the project. In December we met with Gretchen Steinberg, President of Sacramento
Modern, Carr Kunze, Housing Specialist and Donald Cox with the Sacramento Old City 0102
Association (SOCA) to receive an update on the Historic District Nomination. Asa
result of these meetings, and additional board and committee discussions, we provide
the following feedback for your consideration.

First and foremost, the AIACV is excited to see density-focused Smart Growth design
in the urban core. Controlled and sustainable growth is critical to the continuing
improvement of the quality of life in the Sacramento region. With this in mind, we 010-3
encourage the city to continue to explore how housing density can best be distributed
across multiple sites in the City, including and beyond Sacramento Commons.

We also appreciate that the site circulation and pedestrian experience has improved
from a previous version we discussed with the project architect. The original Capitol
Towers and Garden Apartment design specifically took into account the cooling
southwest summer breezes for natural ventilation, and to reduce urban heat island 010-4
effect. This is unique to designs in our Valley and needs to remain — not only for the
quality of life and environmental implications for the site, but also for its impacts on
adjoining sites.

1400 S STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 444-3658 PHONE | (916) 444-3005 FAX
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=" AIA Ceniral Valley

A Chapter of The American Institute of Architects

There is historic significance to the existing site, and value in the uniqgue community that
has been formed through the existing development pattern and single ownership. It is
thus vital that oversight and specific guidelines are in place for future development at
the site to ensure that future parcels are managed in a manner that respects and
maintains the original character of this historic urban development as much as possible.
The determination of the site’s eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places is
premised as much on its range of structures as it is on their spatial organization, building
placement and relationships, and the landscape features that unite them. Each of these
qualities becomes more difficult to preserve without proper controls in place. Related to
this, the owner's support of the historic nomination is of value in improving and
fostering community relationships and the design overall and is therefore welcomed
and encouraged. oA

010-5

Thank you again for the opportunity to share our thoughts on this project. AIACV
welcomes the opportunity to be a resource and partner in your efforts on this and other
upcoming critical issues. We share a common aim for smart growth in Sacramento, and
welcome continued partnership and dialogue to address the competing environmental, 010-6
economic, and infrastructure demands that must be met to achieve these ends. Please
reach us through our Chapter's Executive Director, Kimberly Anderson, Hon. AIACC at
916-444-3658 or kanderson@aiacv.org.

Sincerely,

y .y P (L Aebin]
Michael Parrott, AlA Brian Sehnert, AIA / bVerdant
President, AIACV Board Director, AIACV
Michael Novak, AIA / Lionakis Laura Wood, Assoc. AIA / Nacht&Lewis
Board Director, AIACV Associate Director

L
Paul Sherfey, Assoc. AIA

1400 S STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
($16) 444-3658 PHONE | {916) 444-3005 FAX
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O10-1

The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR.

The City acknowledges this comment and has provided responses to the comment letter.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O10-2

The commenter mentions background on the project including the historic status of the project site.

The City acknowledges this introductory comment. Please see Master Response 2.3.4.1 for information
on historic resources impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.4.2 for a summary of the project’s
historic resources impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O10-3

The commenter expresses support for dense development of the urban core.

See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy and
Master Response 2.3.7.5, which addresses off-site alternatives. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose,
mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
project. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is
related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O10-4

The commenter expresses support for changes to the project that improve circulation and the
pedestrian experience and notes that the original design took into account southwesterly summer
breezes.

The City acknowledges the commenters support for revisions to the site plan. Please refer also to the
Response to 06-47.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O10-5

The commenter references the historic status of the project site.

Please see Master Response 2.3.4.1 for information on historic resources impacts under CEQA,
Master Response 2.3.4.2 for a summary of the project’s historic resources impacts, Master Response
2.3.4.3 regarding disagreement among experts in an EIR, Master Response 2.3.4.4 for additional
mitigation considered for historic resources impacts, Master Response 2.3.4.5 regarding consistency
with the General Plan, and Master Response 2.3.4.6 regarding the City’s discretion to approve a project
despite significant effects.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O10-6

The commenter expresses support for smart growth in Sacramento.

Please see the Response to Comment O10-3, above.

COMMENT LETTER O11 — PIONEER TOWER RESIDENTS’ COUNCIL
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Letter 011

PIONEER TOWER RESIDENTS’ COUNCIL
Sacramento Commons Committee
515 P STREET #605
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
916-441-3762

RESIDENTS’ LETTERS

TO

PLANNING COMMISSION
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705
July, 2014

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here. 011-1

No plans exist for “low-income housing.”

King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

e Hise Sthefun au c@wwé’ W//
QtZ/(kﬂH (MQMM 7 M/H M Yhe ¢

VAer bo 91/
Mom a/w%w%

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
City of Sacramento 2-339 Comments and Responses to Comments



July, 2014

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members
Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

1 Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

L/ Sacramentao is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.

No plans exist for “low-income housing.”
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King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
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King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more

I~

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
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July, 2014

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

\i Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

& Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
01141

No pians exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

A King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

i King's Arena'will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 mare
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

& Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

Respectfully,

2 gg?c(% #7/3
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July, 2014 7

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

v’ Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
0111

No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

iz King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

4[ King's Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more

tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

Respectfully,

/W[m Zhao /7//' [ry
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July, 2014

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

% Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don't destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
01141

No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Canstruction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
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luly, 2014 A

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

7 Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remave Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
o111

No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

L~ King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

e

N

King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

L/ Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

Respectfully,
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July, 2014 N

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commans
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

b 04

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.

0111
No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King’'s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arena'will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.
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Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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luly, 2014

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

4,/ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
suc_c_essful living enwronment PIPase don 't destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.

01141

No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

e~

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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July, 2014

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

_n_/ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

_\_/ Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

/ Do not remave Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
01141

: “ : . ) cont.
-_/No plans exist for “low-income housing.”

J/ King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more

tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

b[ King’s Arena'will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

L/ Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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July, 2014

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here. iy

2 - : A P cont.
No plans exist for “low-income housing.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

NN RRIR R

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Warkmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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luly, 2014 N

Sacramenta City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

: Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

\é Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
0111

A : g : cont.
K No plans exist for “low-income housing.”

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

¥

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Canstruction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

Respectfully,
1+ 5o PLMeS TS
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July, 2014 A

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

o Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don't destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis,

/ Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.
v Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here. o111
. 5 . S cont.
v No plans exist for “low-income housing.
N King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.
T
o King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.
v Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Warkmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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July, 2014 N

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

‘M Capitol Tower and Viilla Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

0111

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here. "
cont.

No plans exist for “low-income housing.”

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

(?y—

King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

1'\ < < |\‘l§

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

Respectfully,
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luly, 2014 N

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

\fg > Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

}LQ} Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

?I_Q,& Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here. o111

cont.

5{@ % No plans exist for “low-income housing.”

\{'{& King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

-

)!@? King's Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

} Canstruction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well,
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July, 2014 N

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.
>4_ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
o111

. " i i 5 . cont.
No plans exist for “low-income housing.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased naoise.

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.
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Caonstruction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Warkmen will not have parking available to them,
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

/ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

m\_/‘ Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

/ Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
011-1
L/ No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

L/ King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

i

'_I/ King's Arena'will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

_l/ Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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Respectfully,
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Comments and Responses to Comments 2-354 City of Sacramento



luly, 2014 A

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

/
}\“ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.

011-1
No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

PP o< T

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,

as well.
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

I/ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

/ Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
011-1
o pians exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

vV
¢~ King’'s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise. g Aelatpa. oy TAy, o,
_j/ King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more

tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impaossible.

_[/' Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not haue parkmg available to them, =
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Respectfully,
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons

project.

JZ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

AN

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
0111

. F, . P cont.
No plans exist for “low-income housing.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King's Arena'will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

S NN

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them
as well.

’

Respectfully,

Do itniths
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members
Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

}._‘ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

~1 Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and

vibrant wildlife.

g Do not remave Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
0111
T i 29 . P cont.

~l No plans exist for “low-income housing.
~3 King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more

tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.
~ King’'s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more

tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impassible.
sy Canstruction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

Respectfully,
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, bea utiful and
successful living environment. Please don‘t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
011-1
No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

Respectfully,
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don't destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Qur friends are living here.

O11-1
No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

o

o King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more

tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.
;‘/ Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Warkmen will not have parking available to them,

as well.

Respectfully,
( \
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Sacramento City Councit Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
No plans exist for “low-income housing.”

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased naise.

L

King’s Arena-will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Waorkmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
Stop where the Sacramento River diversion damages our wildlife conservation. Anyone can
see these halls of population are a controversy of easement, not progress. This worst
—_possible scenaric begs-a grave nuclea Ma
work of art to the muse. One wrll ﬁnd the "bullet tram survey hastens comprehensron
of the wildlife threat.

ful
Respectfully, 9¢W\W\ Qf);wﬁ} 221y

0111
cont.
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
0111

A
il
_!{ No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.
L3

King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King's Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.
7 Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

Respectfully,
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N
Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members
Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,
The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.
.4 Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and

successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.
X Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and

vibrant wildlife.
g Do not remove Villa Apartments. Qur friends are living here.

0111

% No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.
)_( King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more

tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

gz

X

King’s Arena'will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

™A

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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Respectfully,
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

¥ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an awa rd-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

/. Sacramentois a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

SL Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
01141
Y No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.
V4
}S King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more

tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.
-

i King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

% Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
Respectfully,
AP \’
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re; Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

+..~+" Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don't destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

;k” ‘Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

gj’ Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.

s 011-1
£+ No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

Fo King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around aur four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

. King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,

as well. 4
bl
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

g_/ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

/ Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

K_/ Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
0111
(/ No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

L/ King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

__/ King's Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impassible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expa nding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,

as well.
Respectfully,
WM;«J WM
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destray our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.

0111
No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

N X X & X

King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

KX

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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Respectfully,
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commaons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

f_/ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

_/ Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

[/ Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
011-1
,/ No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

___/ King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

'f/;ing’s Arena-will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

i( Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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Respectfully,
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

v Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don't destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

o Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree ca nopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Thoplnes vac il

' Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here. - Ly
e AL O L 0111

N No plans exist for “low-income housing.” ; cont.
l King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more

tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.
R4 King's Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more

tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.
AL Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and warkmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,

as well.

Respectfully,/
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members
Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
No plans exist for “low-income housing.”

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

P

# £ LK Sk

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

— ¥

as well.
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hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,

011-1
cont.
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Sacramenta City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments com plex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
0111
No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,

£ & /’%@’vm/"‘/
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Respectfully,

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
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July, 2014 A

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members
Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

/ Capitol Tower and \hlla Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and

successful living env gment Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis. —552.5/:7«:4 Per wio
}5 iz Q‘Mo Ly -.1’ éfw-rca/d,e. 0-7{;/;?1-—'—; 7“}-.’;"-{“-- 4 Lo r;af/

J/ Sacramentois a C]ty of Trees, and we wlll lose our trees, tree canopies an
vibrant wildlife. i, 7!‘ v%f of At per- /‘C{" '/&fefx—raf’ 4{"0/
| g A d _é,(., pf-n /(“'!
_L./ Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here. — ,D/:f/ax./fc £ e e :17{— 4)-;4:47;?
A ehta e S a5 oy
v~ No plans exist for “low-income housing.” L.
{ King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four- block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increaSed noise. .— sip L 6—7Z‘ ?g qé,_r'f“
e & /wa/f 7&? 4'//"0(9/‘95’
1__/ King's Arena‘will leave no parking for guests and state emp!oyees Add the 1300 more F
tenants and their guests, and the sntuatton will be exceedingly impossible. -— A rBry YT
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Vv~ Construction will continue through the years with duff, noise, and workmen expanding ff?ﬂ” f\
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commans

roj/d
v Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
uccessful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

L Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

o Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
011-1
[ No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King's Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King's Arena-will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
“nants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
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Respectfully,
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Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.
e
4 Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

N,

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
01141

No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

S K

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

oo

°\4,‘

v King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 mare

tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.
L{ Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding

hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,

as well.

Respectfully,
e e Slepfens
(=] ‘j I ‘)j *
. A4
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July, 2014 N

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members
Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commans
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

4

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
0111

No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

T

b . PSP

King's Arena-will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impassible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

T J /

Respectfully,
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July, 2014

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

-

<

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

v Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.
_+~ Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here. 011-1
cont.
i No plans exist for “low-income housing.”
¥ King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.
L King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.
el Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.
Respectfully,
rad g
g / ’ -
Frt s Lt oA
" vl { * C//'.
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July, 2014 N

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons
Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis,

Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remove Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.
01141

. “ . B cont.
No plans exist for “low-income housing.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

King’s Arena will leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Workmen will not have parking available to them,
as well.

.:}'f | s n i i " i -
(Lo dont Credle. o howting ahe bO,

CROAE ¢ Al {r’»ﬁ:;/ ppEeds wlvy ¢ }"'i'”ff{f'r
. =

Respectfully,
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July, 2014 AN

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Planning Commission Members

Re: Sacramento Commons

Dear Esteemed Members,

The following checked remarks express my opinions on the proposed Sacramento Commons
project.

‘\/ Capitol Tower and Villa Apartments complex is an award-winning, beautiful and
successful living environment. Please don’t destroy our one-of-a-kind urban oasis.

_l/ Sacramento is a City of Trees, and we will lose our trees, tree canopies and
vibrant wildlife.

Do not remave Villa Apartments. Our friends are living here.

0111
No plans exist for “low-income housing.” cont.

King’s Arena will have very heavy traffic around our four-block area. Add 1300 more
tenants, we will suffer daily gridlock and increased noise.

T

I\ .

King’s Arenawill leave no parking for guests and state employees. Add the 1300 more
tenants and their guests, and the situation will be exceedingly impossible.

/ Construction will continue through the years with dust, noise, and workmen expanding
hours as completion deadlines loom. Waorkmen will not have parking available to them,

as well.
Respectfully,
é ) ; /‘\
; - .z K
A : A 4
d@/i 01 ﬁ(‘j@é&”iﬁ/ _ 7/ é
A YV
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PIONEER TOWER RESIDENTS' COUNCIL
Sacramento Commons Committee
515 P STREET #605
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
916-441-3762

0111
cont.

SIGNED PETITIONS

TO

PLANNING COMMISSION
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O11-1

This is a compilation of correspondences that have been compiled prior to release of the DEIR. These
commenters mention the historic status of the site, the need for additional alternatives, affordability of
housing, noise, historic architecture and landscaping, the loss of trees and tree canopy, aesthetics,
traffic, density of existing development, the loss of green space, consistency with the General Plan, and
crime.

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

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

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

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

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

Please see Master Response 2.3.5 for a discussion of traffic impacts.

See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a discussion of dust, including Impact 4.2-1 and Mitigation Measure
4.2-1, which is designed to reduce fugitive dust.

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

Please see Master Response 2.3.2 for a discussion of the loss of trees and tree canopy. As discussed
in the DEIR (see Section 4.10 in particular), there are City parks and other publicly accessible parks
and urban open spaces located near the project site. To determine potential impacts to parks and
recreational facilities, the DEIR considers relevant regulatory requirements of the City Code and
General Plan for parkland requirements, parkland dedication requirements, and in-lieu fee
requirements, based on the number of new dwelling units and residents that could be accommodated
by implementation of the proposed project. To address parkland impacts caused by projects that
generate additional resident and employee populations within the City, the Sacramento City Code
provides standards and formulas for the dedication of parkland and payment of in-lieu fees (Title 16,
Chapter 16.64), and imposes a park development impact fee on new projects within the City (Title 18,
Chapter 18.44) for both residential and non-residential development. The proposed project will comply
with its Parkland Dedication Requirement. The Sacramento Central City Urban Design Guidelines
includes requirements to implement the 2030 General Plan and the Parks and Recreation Master Plan
(PRMP) for small public spaces. According to the guidelines, new development should provide a range
of open space types for its users and visitors, that are open to the street or public right-of-way and
accessible to all citizens; and include hard and soft landscaping, areas for sun and shade, benches,
and water features, where appropriate.

The proposed project provides a number of private recreation opportunities including pool areas for
project residents and guests. Residential buildings include a podium or rooftop level pool area, and the
parking garage included in Parcel 1 will also include a rooftop pool area. In total, the podium and
rooftop level community space, fitness center and pool areas include approximately 1.7 acres of private
recreation space. Additionally, each of the proposed buildings will have access to a fithess center and
similar indoor recreation spaces. These indoor areas include approximately 0.20 acres of private
recreation space. The corner of P and 7th Streets would be occupied by a community plaza of
approximately 0.29 acres, accommodating pedestrians beneath a tree canopy. The proposed project
also includes an East-West Promenade, North-South Promenade, and a central plaza, which provides
a balance of hardscape paving lined with existing mature (Heritage) trees and new trees and open lawn
and landscape in adjacent areas. The proposed promenades and central plaza also incorporate
hardscape pedestrian paths, water features, seating areas, small café tables, public art, and softscape
in the form of landscaping, such as shade and ornamental trees open lawn areas, and other landscape
features. In total, the East-West Promenade, North-South Promenade, central plaza, and associated
pedestrian paths cover 1.83 acres of the project site. The proposed project would not cause or
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accelerate the physical deterioration of existing park facilities or require the expansion of existing parks
in the area.

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

Regarding the comment about crime, the EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the
proposed Sacramento Commons project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.). The DEIR evaluates the potential physical adverse
impacts on the environment resulting from implementation of the proposed project. Crime is not one of
the topics addressed in the Appendix G “checklist,” which lists out each of the environmental topics
recommended for analysis by lead agencies in CEQA documents. However, Section 4.10 of the DEIR,
“Public Services and Recreation,” does include a comprehensive analysis of impacts related to the
provision of police protection services.

As described in this section of the EIR, first response to the project site would be provided by
Sacramento Police Department Central Command, which serves Downtown, Midtown, the Richards
Boulevard corridor, and the Railyards. Central Command is located at 300 Richards Boulevard,
approximately 1.4 miles north of the center of the project site. Implementation of the proposed project
would result in increased demand for police protection facilities and services. During project
construction there could be a temporary increase in demand for police protection services due to
construction equipment stored on site that could be attractive for theft and vandalism, but the City has
incorporated Mitigation Measure 4.10-2, “Implement Construction Security Measures” to ensure against
any substantially adverse effects during construction (see DEIR, page 4.10-23).

COMMENT LETTER O12 — PRESERVATION SACRAMENTO
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Letter 012

PRESERVATION
SACRAMENTO

(916) 202-4815 - PO Box 162140, Sacramento CA 95816 — preservationsacramento@gmail.com - PreservationSacramento.org

April 27, 2015

RE: Planning and Design Commission Comments for Sacramento Commons, P14-012

The Board of Directors of Preservation Sacramento urges the City of Sacramento’s Planning and Design
Commission to follow the recommendations of the Preservation Commission and demand substantial
changes to the Sacramento Commons development application, due to the technical inconsistencies and 012-1
inadequacy of the EIR, land use issues and inconsistency with the City of Sacramento General Plan, and
potential legal liability due to documented inadequacies.

¢ The applicant claims in several places that there is somehow debate over the eligibility of the
property as a historic resource. There is no real controversy over the eligibility of the property.
Only the consultant paid by the applicant questions the eligibility of the property, and that
consultant’s report was found inadequate when reviewed by local, state and national
authorities and boards. This places the idea of controversy over its eligibility in the realm of
climate change denial, or doctors who claim smoking does not cause cancer; the only ones
holding that opinion are those paid to promote that opinion. 0122

* The property was formally determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places, and only prevented from listing because of the owner’s notarized objection, which
prevents listing in the National Register but not a determination of eligibility. It was
subsequently listed in the California Register as the result of this determination. It is clearly
eligible for the Sacramento Register due to its verified eligibility and the strength of the
nominating documents.

e The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) explores four project alternatives. Only the “no
project” alternative meets the requirements of the City of Sacramento’s General Plan, as the
rest violate the city’s municipal code, Section 17.64.100, prioritizing preservation of historic 0123
resources as a method to sustain and revitalize neighborhoods, enhance the city’s economic,
cultural and aesthetic standing, its identity and its livability, marketability and urban character.

* Because the three project alternatives presented assume any alteration of the property is a
negative impact equal to 100% demolition, all three alternatives are technically inadequate as
they are all set up to fail. The EIR’s conclusion that any new development on the site represents
an unavoidable negative impact equal to complete site demolition is clearly false, as many 012-4
nearby examples of new infill construction alongside historic districts or adjacent to historic
buildings (including 700 K Street, R Street WAL, Tapestri Square etc.) demonstrate, As
presented, the project alternatives represent the most perverse possible interpretation of
provision of project alternatives; a deliberate avoidance of alternatives that simultaneously

Preservation Sacramento - Formerly known as Sacramento Old City Association
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PRESERVATION
SACRAMENTO

(916) 202-4815 - PO Box 162140, Sacramento CA 95816 — preservationsacramento@gmail.com - PreservationSacramento.org

achieve city goals regarding infill housing, historic preservation and retention of existing T 012-4
affordable housing stock. cont.
e There are clearly ways to create new housing and infill development within a historic district in T
ways that meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and City of Sacramento guidelines BaE
regarding infill in historic neighborhoods, including building on parking lots or the existing
parking structure footprint. The developer has not explored any alternatives with this approach. |
e The Preservation Commission’s comments on the EIR reflect the failure of the project to follow |
the city’s General Plan regarding historic resources. The city is obligated to consider the effects 0126

of proposed projects on historic resources, and Capitol Towers clearly qualifies. This project
claims to support one part of the General Plan and city code while clearly violating another. 4

e Construction and piledriving activity is a potential negative impact on a nearby historic resource,
the Heilbron House. The EIR minimizes the potential effects of piledriving on the historic
building but other examples of piledriving near similar historic resources have resulted in 012-7
negative impacts due to vibration and construction acti;rity. There is no provision for mitigation
of potential damage to the Heilbron House as a result of project activity.

* Completion of the project as proposed violates another element of the city’s General Plan, T
specifically the Housing Element’s instructions regarding affordable housing. Demolition of the
garden apartments means the loss of 220 reasonably priced apartments that are affordable to
working people at market rate, recently restored, currently inhabited and economically viable as

. they are currently built. The proposed replacement housing is far more expensive, meaning that
those displaced by demolition would not be able to afford the new project’s rents. Thus
approval of this project means a loss of affordable housing in the central city that can only be
replaced by later public subsidy in another project.

e The City of Sacramento’s General Plan land use element prioritizes retention of existing T
affordable housing: see page H ES -3 of the Sacramento 2030 General Plan Housing Element,
adopted December 17, 2013: “Recognizing the importance of preserving and maintaining
existing housing resources, the City will pursue opportunities for targeted rehabilitation
investment. Targets for rehabilitation funding will include properties in distressed 0129
neighborhoods with substantial blight; properties in areas with limited new growth potential,
but where economic diversity is low; and properties left vacant due to foreclosure. In addition to
this targeted strategy, the City will continue to promote the preservation of existing affordable
housing citywide.”

* Based on the above criteria, Capitol Towers and Villas as it exists is not blighted and vacant, nor
is it located in a part of the city with limited growth potential, as evidenced by the abundance of
recent, underway and proposed projects in downtown Sacramento. The property’s rents are
within affordability thresholds and provide economic diversity to the neighborhood. Thus there
is no overriding reason to focus new development on the project site, and construction of the
project would actually create greater income inequality in the neighborhood. The speculative W

012-8

012-10
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SACRAMENTO

(916) 202-4815 - PO Box 162140, Sacramento CA 95816 — preservationsacramento@gmail.com - PreservationSacramento.org

nature of the project also creates the potential risk of blight if the project’s construction N
schedule does not match projections and the existing buildings fall into disrepair due to new
owners’ intent to demolish them for future projects.

e The developer has claimed that a fundamental reason for the new project is the density of the T
existing Capitol Towers site, approximately 44 units per acre, compared to the property’s land
use category that recommends a density of 60-450 units per acre. But this land use category is
not a strict limitation on densities allowed in the site, and is intended as an aggregate of
neighborhood density. When the other two properties on the “superblock” are included (500 N
Street and Pioneer Tower) the overall density is 59 units per acre. By comparison, the o12-1
downtown Entertainment & Sports Complex, a similarly sized development project under the
same land use category, is planned for a maximum total density of 550 units, or 55 units per
acre, and currently only 69 units of housing are planned for the site, less than 7 units per acre.
This zoning category also includes office and commercial buildings with no residents. Thus, the
existing density of Capitol Towers is not a barrier to its continued existence and viability.

* The existing Capitol Towers superblock is consistent with the goals of the city’s General Plan to
increase central city population, and it is in fact the most densely populated neighborhood in
the central city aside from the Main Jail. If the entire central city was populated to the same
density as Capitol Towers, it would contain approximately 100,000 people, a threefold increase. 012-12
Thus, the existing Capitol Towers site already embodies the principles expressed in the General

Plan, unlike nearby vacant parking lots. Thus, the project proposed is unnecessary for the site to
be consistent with the General Plan.

012-10
cont.

* The EIR has chosen not to explore off-site alternatives that would prevent adverse effects of T
historic resources, despite the project’s proximity to multiple large, vacant parcels and lots that
contain no historic resources, are also zoned for high residential density, and are adjacent to
transit lines. While the lead agency is not required to consider off-site alternatives, failure to do
50 gives an inaccurate perspective of the project and ignores the city’s existing commitment to
protecting historic and cultural resources. Several nearby sites where potential off-site projects 012-13
could be located include the % vacant city block across the street from the site between 7", 8™,
0 and P Street, the city block between 3™, 4", R and S Street, the city block at 3, 4™, L and
Capitol, and the projected footprint of the Docks Project west of Front Street along the
Sacramento River. All are currently zoned for high density residential development, close to
existing or planned transit lines, and currently have no residents.

e The developer is not a builder, they are a real estate investment trust. They do not planon being T
the builder of this property. This proposal is a Planned Unit Development, intended to entitle
the land for high-rise use, not a formal development plan to actually construct the buildings.
However, there is no long-term requirement for a subsequent purchaser of that land to follow
the PUD if they decide that another use is more beneficial to them, they only need to submit a
new plan to the city that could ignore this plan entirely by seeking new entitlements.

012-14
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Sacramento Commons is a “flip” of the existing property based on potential future value that N
sacrifices the existing, occupied, densely populated, well-maintained and economically viable 012-14
apartment complex on the site so Kennedy Wilson can profit from the speculative future value it

of the land underneath the buildings.
* The city of Sacramento should not repeat mistakes of the redevelopment era, when the central T
city’s population was reduced from 58,000 in 1950 to 28,000 in 1970. This loss of population
was primarily due to the deliberate destruction of existing neighborhoods, including recently
built and economically viable buildings, in the name of higher-intensity urban development and
urban renewal. The net result of redevelopment that indiscriminately destroyed existing housing
was an enormous failure, with the notable exception of the project site, Capitol Towers. This site
was the one location where high-density, modern, urban and transit-oriented housing was
constructed, an award-winning project that is still economically viable in its current form.

012-15

In a city with such an abundance of surface parking lots, vacant lots, vacant office buildings and other
opportunity sites already zoned for high density residential housing, there is an abundance of space for
high-density residential housing in the urban core without resorting to the unnecessary and wasteful
measure of destroying an existing neighborhood that embodies the principles of the General Plan in its
current form. The developer must be instructed to return with an alternative plan that either utilizes
another site or one that utilizes and enhances opportunity sites within the existing project area, such as

building upon its parking lot or parking structure to increase residential density without destroying the
existing neighborhood.

012-16

One potential alternative, proposed by Sacramento Modern and other groups, involves siting new mid-
rise infill units on the existing Capitol Towers surface parking lots, and/or building a new high-rise tower
incorporating an expanded parking structure on the existing Capitol Towers parking structure on 7%
Street. This alternative would allow an increase in population density of the existing Capitol Towers
superblock while avoiding demolition of the historic resources, whose restoration could be facilitated by
use of the NPS Historic Preservation Tax Credit, or, assuming the legislation is passed and signed, the
proposed California Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit.

o12-17

William Burg

President, Preservation Sacramento Board of Directors
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS O12-1 THROUGH 012-17

This is a reproduction of Comment Letter O7, except that Comment Letter O7 is addressed to Scott
Johnson from the City’s Community Development Department and Comment Letter O12 has the
subject line, “RE: Planning and Design Commission Comments for Sacramento Commons, P14-012”
and does not have an addressee. In the first comment, instead of “The Board of Directors of
Preservation Sacramento urges the City of Sacramento to follow the recommendations of the
Preservation Commission and reject the current Sacramento Commons Draft EIR...,” as in Comment
Letter O7, Comment Letter O12 starts with, “The Board of Directors of Preservation Sacramento urges
the City of Sacramento’s Planning and Design Commission to follow the recommendations of the
Preservation Commission and demand substantial changes to the Sacramento Commons development
application reject-the-current Sacramento-Commons-Draft EIR... The letter from the Sacramento
Preservation Commission is included in this Final EIR with responses to each comment (see
Responses to Comment Letter A6). In the second comment, Comment Letter O12 starts with, “The
applicant claims,” rather than “the EIR claims.” The comments are otherwise the same and therefore
the Reponses to Comments are the same. Please see Responses to Comments O7-1 through O7-20.

2.2.3 INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

COMMENT LETTER |1 — ADRIENNE KANDEL
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Letter I1

Comments on the Draft EIR

Language plus the points of view shown in conceptual views do not make it clear that people living in
the western 60 percent or so of the south-facing 500 N apartments will have a midrise 40 feet from their
windows extending all the way to the west edge of the parking lot (as is clear from Figure 2.5). Instead it
appears as if the midrise leaves them a window of visibility to the southeast. This occurs because Figure
4.1.9 is the only conceptual view that could show the barrier seen by south-facing residents, but instead
it shows trees growing above the high-rise and as a result the viewer cannot see the building under the 11-1
trees and thinks it's a green spot. This happens also to some extent in Figure 4.1.6.

In fact, having a 75 foot tall building 40 feet from residences’ only windows is unusual — I’'m not finding
that looking around the tall buildings in Sacramento. Most tall buildings are across the street and then
up on the sidewalk, so closer to 80 feet away from each other — expect for the sides of a few
nonresidential buildings that are next to each other. Therefore | contest the descriptoni that “The
changes in visual character or quality of the site are considered less than significant.”

You note that “the project site is developed and is surrounded by existing urban development, including
high-rise development in downtown Sacramento, “which is true. However, in all that high rise
development residences have meaningful distance from their windows before the big shade, view-block,
and wind tunnel of any tall building nearby.

The City planners should be made aware that while 40 feet is typical for 1 to 2 story residences having
backyards facing 1 to 2 story residence backyards, it is not typical for 1 to 2 story residences’ frontyards,
which have setbhack then street (40 feet in itself) then setback again. They should be aware that for half
the residents of the Bridgeway and Pioneer Towers, their front year is the interior of the Sacramento
Commons area — these apartments at least at Bridgeway face exclusively south. -2

City planners also need to know that being 40 feet from a 75 foot tall building is in fact visually intrusive,
not less than significant. They should decide what sort of precedent they want to set for infill. A
reasonable ideal would have distance increase linearly with height of the building facing a residence,
particularly a residence’s windows and balconies that serve as their frontyard. For example, a linear
equation could start with 40 feet for 2 story buildings and then increase in distance as building height
increases.

| believe the final EIR should bring up this discussion item. In addition it should contain:
11-3

nd

1. Abetter conceptual drawing, such as one from a 2™ floor apartment facing the new building, or
from the courtyard. L

2. The history of why those buildings face that way so close to Capitol Towers buildings: The City
of Sacramento had sold the entire multi-block lot to a developer who was supposed to build
Capitol Towers as well as buildings like 500 N and Pioneer Towers on the edges. This is why the
few Capitol Towers villas close to the edge of Capitol Towers face away from the edges and 11-4
therefore away from the tall 500 N and Pioneer Towers buildings. When the Capitol Towers
developer failed to build the edge buildings (500 N and Pioneer Towers), the City instigated a
split of the property and a sale private parties who agreed to build those buildings. Accordingly, v
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cont.

they were made close to Capitol Towers land as a way of implementing the urban plan of the 11-4
time. It was not expected that tall buildings would come up 40 feet from the other towers.

Appropriate edits would be:

3. You change the wording from, “The changes in visual character or quality of the site are
considered less than significant” to something like “The changes in visual character or quality of
the site are considered significant for residents of lower floors of the adjacent properties of
Pioneer and Bridgeway Towers. It is unusual in Sacramento for 75 foot tall buildings to be just

11-5

40 feet from the only windows and balconies of residences.” L
4. Another place to similarly change the wording would be under the segment on Impact 4.1.6.
Your wording is, “The proposed project would change the existing visual character of the project
site and would alter the building composition, landscape and certain views of, and through the
project site compared to existing conditions. However, the project site is already developed
and is surrounded by existing urban development.” More correct wording is, ““The proposed
project would change the existing visual character of the project site and would alter the
building composition, landscape and certain views of, and through the project site compared to
existing conditions. The project site is already developed and is surrounded by existing urban
development, but in no such development are midrise buildings as close as 40 feet to

residents’ frontal view.” L

Adrienne Kandel

Owner of #707 of 500 N Street (Bridgeway Towers)
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I1-1

The commenter discusses privately available views from the 500 N Street apartments.

Commenter’s concerns regarding private view impacts are noted and will be provided to the City
Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for a response on
the City’s obligations for aesthetic impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.4, which addresses
private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5, which provides information related to the DEIR visual impact
analysis, and Master Response 2.3.3.7, which discusses changes to the project to reduce visual
changes.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-2

The commenter refers to the distances between buildings of different building heights.

Commenter’s concerns regarding private view impacts are noted and will be provided to the City
Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for a response on
the City’s obligations for aesthetic impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.4, which addresses
private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5, which provides information related to the DEIR visual impact
analysis, and Master Response 2.3.3.7, which discusses changes to the project to reduce visual
changes.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-3

The commenter requests a drawing from a second floor apartment or courtyard facing a new building
proposed for the project site.

Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for a response on the City’s obligations for aesthetic impacts
under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.4, which addresses private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5,
which provides information related to the DEIR visual impact analysis, and Master Response 2.3.3.7,
which discusses changes to the project to reduce visual changes. In order to provide information for the
public, the DEIR includes three dimensional conceptual illustrations providing a depiction of what the
proposed project may look like at full build-out. The illustrations include some of the as existing
development on the project site and portions of the adjacent project site’s four-block area from specific
vantage points (see DEIR pages 4.1-18 and 4.1-19). Additional drawings are not needed in order to
assess visual changes attributable to the project for the purposes of this EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-4

The commenter provides historical information related to previous property subdivision and
development.

This information provided by the commenter related to development history of the superblock and
resident expectations are noted and will be provided to the City Council as part of this FEIR for
consideration.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I1-5

The commenter suggests edits to the text of the DEIR related to visual changes.

Commenter’s concerns regarding private view impacts are noted and will be provided to the City
Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for a response on
the City’s obligations for aesthetic impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.4, which addresses
private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5, which provides information related to the DEIR visual impact
analysis, and Master Response 2.3.3.7, which discusses changes to the project to reduce visual
changes.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-6

The commenter suggests additional edits to the text of the DEIR related to visual changes.

The DEIR discusses existing conditions and aesthetic changes associated with the proposed project.
Commenter’s concerns regarding private view impacts are noted and will be provided to the City
Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for a response on
the City’s obligations for aesthetic impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.4, which addresses
private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5, which provides information related to the DEIR visual impact
analysis, and Master Response 2.3.3.7, which discusses changes to the project to reduce visual
changes.

COMMENT LETTER |2 — BETTY LOUIE
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Letter 12

My comments pertain to the Draft EIR for the Sacramento Commons Project. The proposed project's residential mid rise“ 12-1
building, south of the 500 N Street building is described as five levels of residential on top of two stories of podium
parking, altogether seven stories. 1
Most of the residents at 500 N Street facing south only have windows facing south. There is no outdoor light coming into[
the unit from north, east or west. It is difficult to visualize how the north facade of Sacramento Commons Building 2B will 2.2
affect the lower residents of 500 N Street, i.e. the height and the length of the proposed midrise 2B building adjacent to
500 N Street. 1
Please include a drawing to scale of the mid rise residential and parking levels of Building 2B of the proposed project so T

that it shows the vertical and horizontal distances to scale in relationship to the south side of 500 N Street. ==

For those of us on the lower floors on the south side of 500 N Street, the impact is not less than significant. Thank you. I 2.4

Betty Louie
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12-1

The commenter provides information from Chapter 2 of the DEIR, the Project Description.

Please refer to Chapter 2 of the DEIR for detailed information about the proposed project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12-2

The commenter notes that residents at the 500 N Street apartments have only south-facing windows.

Commenter’s concerns regarding private view and light impacts are noted and will be provided to the
City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for a response
on the City’s obligations for aesthetic impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.4, which addresses
private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5, which provides information related to the DEIR visual impact
analysis, and Master Response 2.3.3.7, which discusses changes to the project to reduce visual
changes.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12-3

The commenter requests a scaled drawing showing the vertical and horizontal distances to the south
side of the 500 N Street building.

The DEIR discusses proposed building heights and setbacks between the proposed project and 500 N
Street. Additional renderings and drawings are not necessary for the purposes of the DEIR. Please see
Master Response 2.3.3.1 for a response on the City’s obligations for aesthetic impacts under CEQA,
Master Response 2.3.3.4, which addresses private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5, which provides
information related to the DEIR visual impact analysis, and Master Response 2.3.3.7, which discusses
changes to the project to reduce visual changes.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12-4

The commenter references visual impacts to residents on the lower floors of the south side of 500 N
Street apartments.

Commenter’s concerns regarding private view and light impacts are noted and will be provided to the
City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. Please see Master Response 2.3.3.1 for a response
on the City’s obligations for aesthetic impacts under CEQA, Master Response 2.3.3.4, which addresses
private views, Master Response 2.3.3.5, which provides information related to the DEIR visual impact
analysis, and Master Response 2.3.3.7, which discusses changes to the project to reduce visual
changes.

COMMENT LETTER I3 — CARR KUNZE

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-416 City of Sacramento



Letter I3

Dear Chairman Nybo and members of the Planning & Design Commission,

Attached please find my comments in response to the DEIR for Sacramento _—
Commons. The DEIR is a highly flawed document.

In these regards, please also carefully consider the comments of SacMod, the CA State
Historical Resources Commission, the findings of the City of Sacramento's Preservation
Commission, The National Trust for Historic Preservation, Preservation Sacramento,
ECOS, Neighbors of Capitol Towers, and others who have expressed their concerns in
regards to this proposal.

13-2

The comments of the commissioners of the respective City and State historical
commissions were clear and incisive--they really 'got it'. They fully grasped the
significance of this historical district in its entirety, and the importance of retaining its
integrity for future generations.

13-3

| believe that initially, the City's staff and the City, were substantially misled by the
Historical Resource Inventory and Evaluation of Capitol Towers Apartments prepared
on behalf of Kennedy Wilson. This evaluation, now discredited by a subsequent survey,
evaluation, and nomination by Page & Turnbull and the subsequent determinations of

13-4

1
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the several City, State, and Federal historical resource or preservation commissions,
likely led to false impressions as to Capitol Towers Apartments value to the City's
cultural heritage. These impressions were likely formed and reinforced by a 2008 13-4
Historical Inventory and Evaluation of Capitol Towers by the same author for the Bond ok
Companies, a prior applicant, and likely contributed to adverse actions resulting in
increased planned densities in the City's General Plan revisions for this historical
district. i

In addition to the historical resource considerations, please note the critical importance
that Capitol Towers Apartments plays in having a diverse range of housing to serve ALL
income segments in the City's core. Subsequent to these attached comments, | have
found that after CADA--the City core's largest owner and operator of housing serving
lower income (25% of units) with the balance serving moderate and middle income
renter households (with some 780 units)--Capitol Towers Apartments (409 units), and
Governor's Square (some 300 units) likely comprise the next largest resources for
moderate and middle income households in the City's core. They, Capitol Towers and
Governor's Square, would be substantially irreplaceable as the current and mid-to long
term housing market continues to evolve subsequent to the consequences of the Great
Recession. | have detailed this further in my response which is also based upon
emerging findings and trends identified by natiocnal commissions, the State, the Harvard
Joint Center for Housing and others.

13-5

| believe that there are meaningful, viable, alternatives. These have not been
adequately explored by the DEIR. However, to appropriately develop these
alternatives, and in consideration of the poor faith efforts of the applicant, the most 13-6
effective method of developing a more collaborative and viable approach is to deny this
application and to then convene a 'charette’ group including stakeholders as well as
neutral, design, feasibility, historic preservation and planning advisors. Comparable =
approaches have been used in other jurisdictions. Therein, consideration should be
given to known as well as emerging planning tools, including 'Public Benefit Zoning' and
Transferable Development Rights among others.

13-7

Thank you for your consideration of this matter,
Respectfully,

Carr Kunze
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13-1

The commenter contends that the DEIR is a highly flawed document.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13-2

The commenter references other comment letters on the DEIR.

Responses to all comment letters received on the DEIR during the public review period and several
provided after the end of the public review period are provided in this Final EIR, including those
referenced by the commenter.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13-3

The commenter expresses agreement with the opinions of City Commissioners and undefined state
historical commissions.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. To the extent that the comment relates to historic
resources impacts, please see Master Response 2.3.4.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13-4

The commenter alleges that City staff and decision makers were misled by historic resources analysis.

See Master Response 2.3.4.3 for a discussion of disagreement among experts relative to historic
resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I3-5

The commenter suggests that the current project site provides housing for all income segments in the
City’s core.
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The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, but is provided here for City Council consideration.
Chapter 3 of the EIR, however, provides an analysis of housing in the Central City area, including
housing cost. Please see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13-6

The commenter suggests that there are additional alternatives that have not been included in the EIR
but does not identify such alternatives.

See Master Response 2.3.7 for a comprehensive response related to alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13-7

The commenter suggests the use of public benefit zoning or transfer of development rights.

See Master Response 2.3.7 for a comprehensive response related to alternatives. Please see Master
Response 2.3.7.8 for a discussion of public benefit zoning. See Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a
discussion of off-site alternatives, including the use of transfer of development rights.

COMMENT LETTER |14 — CARR KUNZE
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Letter 14

CARR KUNZE

April 24, 2015

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed “Sacramento
Commons” Project (P14-012) (SCH# 2014042032)

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the proposed Sacramento Commons Project (Sacramento 14-1
Commons).

Please note as well that | fully embrace the comments of Sacramento Modern
(SacMod) in their response dated April 20, 2015 to you regarding the EIR for this
proposal. Their comments should be studied carefully and in their entirety. They 14-2
are well researched, comprehensive, thoroughly thought through in relation to
Sacramento’s planning documentation and context and incisively ‘spot-on’. | will
add selected findings of my own to the historical context in Aesthetics and
Cultural Resources below. In addition, these comments cover my observations 143
and findings in regards to Land Use and Planning, Noise, Parks and Recreation,
Transportation, and Population and Housing.

Aesthetics and Cultural Resources

In addition to my earlier comments and those of SacMod, | again note that
Wurster, Bernardi, and Emmons (WB&E) were the leaders in the mid 20™ century
of an architectural movement that came to be recognized as Bay Area
Regionalism--or as properly, Northern California Regionalism, successors to
which continue to this day. Importantly, Capitol Towers and Garden Apartments,
represent not only a remarkably comprehensive environmental design for the

14-4
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era, a planning first in the residential urban renewal context of California1, but
also an important extension of this movement’s work into market rate, multifamily
housing interpreted for Sacramento’s and the Central Valley context.

Any loss of the underlying plan, its asymmetrical and thereby informal axial
orientations in its principal spaces and secondary, informal, community spaces,
together with its significant architectural character, features and tree cover would
be a loss to the City and its visitors. It would be a loss as well to the planning and 14-4
design professions and to California’s architectural and urban design history. cont.

Few cities in the US have such significant works of masters such as these?, and
have succeeded in retaining the types of urban spaces that were created by the
urban renewal process and planning efforts of that era (Capitol Towers being
unique in the character of such spaces). Whereas, Europeans have understood
and preserved their planning masterpieces of this era: cities and planned
communities of England (pre- and post-VWWII garden cities, new towns, and
London urban renewal sites), Germany (Hansaviertal, Berlin), and Scandinavia
(Tapiola, Finland; Valingby, Sweden), represent an era when a hopeful world
recovered from WWI| with new ideas and humanistic principles for its cities.

The DEIR continues to make misleadingly irrelevant statements and innuendos
repeating statements of the discredited JRP Historical Consulting, LLC's surveys.

The DEIR states that, “The Capitol Towers property, as a historic architectural
resource, has not yielded and is unlikely to yield important information for
history.” This is patently false. The historic relevance has been established by
the Page Turnbull survey, the City of Sacramento’s, the State of California’'s and 14.5
the National Keeper's findings and listings, together with the several
endorsements by noted architects and architectural historians listed in SacMod’s
comments of April 20, 2015. | have noted other facts above and in the footnote
below as to important relationships to history of that era and urban design
significance that the property represents. As to whether it is likely to yield further
important information for history, the research cannot be deemed completed.
Indeed, the very relationships that | and others have pointed out in this and prior
submissions regarding Wurster's, WB&E’s and other participants in the project
and the role of the project in housing design and planning as well as in extending

! Progressive Architecture, in awarding the project its First Design Award, characterized the project as “a
herald of new directions in redevelopment planning . . . precedent breaking . . .”, March, 1962, pg. 143
% Of over 150 urban renewal projects in the country, my research indicates that there are some 10
residential or mixed-use projects that are the works of architects of this caliber. Other than the WB&E
Eeam’s Golden Gateway Center in San Francisco, a later, much different and more urbanized context,

Of over 150 urban renewal projects in the country, my research indicates that there are some 10
residential or mixed-use projects that are the works of architects of this caliber. Other than the WB&E
team’s Golden Gateway Center in San Francisco, a later, much different and more urbanized context,
none others of such caliber are in the West. Of the others, in the Midwest or East, & are by or include |.M.
Pei, and 2 are by Ludwig Mies Van der Rohe. One other, a hospital / residential complex by Walter
Gropius was recently torn down to become an empty site for Chicago’s unrealized Olympics proposal.
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concepts from the Garden Cities movement into new contexts, easily portend a T 14-5
relevance yet be further researched and documented. cont.

Land Use & Planning
14-6

Please refer to my earlier Response of May 12, 2014.

The proposed development is already ‘sustainably’ oriented, provides a housing
resource for moderate income workers, disabled, and senior households, and is
thereby transit friendly enabling current households to walk and bike to work.
The proposal is a perversion of these principles to the extent that it causes 14-7
displacement of households away from the urban core, making them more reliant
upon and consuming more transit or auto travel. The notion of transit friendly in-
fill development should be that which is more removed from the central city, yet is
proximate to bus and light rail (or within in easy biking and walking), such as the
Railyards, R Street Corridor, and Township 9.

The original planned development including Pioneer and Bridgeway Towers, was
conceived as a whole. Its intent was that of a PUD, though the zoning category
likely was not conceived at the time. By restructuring that intent today, the City
would be inferring that any existing PUD could also be restructured, and
intensified—violating the open spaces and planning that existing residents and
purchasers understood to be sacrosanct. The City would be putting its citizens
and all PUD residents on notice that this potential would thereby exist.

14-8

As well, the original development, the current Capitol Towers, substantially meets
the density intent of the current General Plan CBD areas when it is considered in
the context of the entire superblock including Pioneer and Bridgeway Towers as
the superblock was originally planned and developed. Confusion to planners and
consequent misinterpretation was likely brought about when the individual 149
parcels were examined separately, whereby Pioneer Towers and Bridgeway
Towers were within the currently planned density ranges while Capitol Towers
itself fell out of the current range due to a separation of parcels subsequent to
what was envisioned in the redevelopment plan. Yet as referenced above, the
three parcels should be considered in their originally intended whole. Therehy,
Capitol Towers would not be considered as some form of underutilized and
inconsistent parcel, as seems to be the perception and misinterpretation of
Sacramento Commons proponents and DEIR preparers.

Thus, we have a case where the broad brush strokes of ‘paint the block CBD red’
in the General Plan process has precluded a sufficient understanding of the 14-10
details, the intent, and circumstantial evolution of this particular superblock.

Noise Please see my comments of May 12, 2014 and those of SacMod and
others in their current submissions regarding this DEIR. The DEIR fails to 14-11
adequately address continuing, physically damaging impacts of noise over
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extended periods on existing residents in the area and the residents of Pioneer T lctrlg
Towers in particular. The DEIR’s mitigation proposals are inadequate and :[ 1412
comprise loopholes constituting subterfuge. Moreover, based on my own prior

direct experience residing adjacent to construction activities at the State Central

Plant, clearly, the City can lack resources to adequately monitor and respond in 1413
a timely manner to noise infractions. The DEIR should ensure City has a strong

mandate and the tools to reduce noise when complaints are made. :[ 14-14
Parks and Recreation

DEIR measures of tree canopy losses due to the subject proposal are distorted.

It also does not analyze or put in context losses that the City in abetting the

State's actions, and contrary to its tree-scape principles, incurred in the recent re- .8

development of the State's Central Plant adjacent to this site, at its location
bounded by 7" Q, 6™, and P Streets. Therein, about ¥ of the area of a city
block of tree scape abutting Capitol Towers was recently lost. Sacramento
Commons will perpetuate such losses.

The proposal’s tree removals, with all of their negative environmental
consequences noted by others, are only replaced with tokenism in the form of so- 14-16
called ‘vest pocket’ parks—sensible where nothing existed before, but a sham
when replacing an existing extensive, ground level tree-scape.

Transportation

The proposed development is not a sustainable, transit-friendly, proposal as
alleged in the DEIR.

A number of recent studies have warned of some of the unintended and negative
consequences occurring in ‘Transit-Rich Neighborhoods’. A review of relevant
recent literature and investigation was conducted by the Dukakis Center for
Urban and Regional Policy of Northeastern Uni\.fer:?,ity.3 Among their findings:
While patterns of neighborhood change vary, the most predominant a
pattern is one in which housing becomes more expensive, neighborhood
residents become wealthier and vehicle ownership becomes more
common. And in some of the newly transit-rich neighborhoods, the
research reveals how a new transit station can set in motion a cycle of
unintended consequences in which core transit users—such as renters
and low income households—are priced out in favor of higher-income,
car-owning residents who are less likely to use public transit for
commuting.

. Maintaining Diversity in America’s Transit-Rich Neighborhoods: Tools for Equitable Neighborhood
Change, Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Policy, Northeastern University, pg. 1
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In short, this and related studies suggest that the traffic impacts of the
Sacramento Commons proposal (already suggested in the DEIR to further
impact LOS to an F level, but which may have cumulative effects due to other
subsequent densification rezonings, and which are not examined by the DEIR),
may in fact be worse than analyzed in the DEIR.

14-17
cont.

Thus, if the mid-rises and high rises as proposed by Sacramento Commons bring
in a higher income population, then the projections used in the analysis 14-18
understate the parking requirements as well as impacts on LOS on neighboring
streets, and overstate transit use projected from the proposed project. Again, as T
stated in the Dukakis Center study, citing Purcher and Renne from a 2003 study,

“lilncome is the primary determinant of automobile ownership, which, in
turn, is the main determinant of whether people drive or use transit.” In
transit-rich neighborhoods in particular, one obvious indicator of 14-19
undesirable gentrification would seem to be rising automobile ownership
associated with the increase in incomes that accompanies gentrification.*

There are a number of emerging countervailing responses to the Transit-Rich
Neighborhood and TOD phenomena that need to be examined and re-examined
by planning staff before recommending any approvals of the instant proposal.
The California Housing Partnership Corporation has recently released its
“Preservation of Affordable Homes Near Transit Toolkit”. While much of this 14-20
piece is oriented to affordable housing, it is applicable as well to the moderate
income housing represented by Capitol Towers.

As well, the City and DEIR preparers should revisit the series on “Social Equity
and Transit-Oriented Development. Selecting Transit Priority Areas in the
Sacramento Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Process” sponsored by
the UC Davis, Center for Regional Change and in which members of the
Community Development Department staff participated. Closer examination of
this document and process suggest that Capitol Towers is not and should not be
a Transit Priority Area.

14-21

Population and Housing

The Housing Element and the General Plan process have not taken into account
nor projected for losses from the housing stock and the impacts on moderate-
income households resulting from displacement caused by the proposal or any
similar proposals that may result from the GP'’s re-designation of CBD properties 14-22
as being eligible for density increases of upwards to 450 units per acre.

A housing needs analysis such as that prepared for the Housing Element
(adopted 12/2013). should not only analyze population growth and household

% ibid., pg. 20
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formations, including formations by income level, it must also account for housing
lost from the inventory, whether by fires or related causes, withdrawals due to
substandardness or change in use, or demolition due to other renewal actions.
This latter factor becomes particularly important when the City's plan raises
densities with the intent of inducing redevelopment of several portions of the
city's core containing older rental housing.

Under such latter circumstances, the City cannot claim to be planning for
adequate housing when measuring only against household formations and not 14-22
taking into account the consequences of its own planning actions. cont.

Otherwise, and what is also referenced in the Housing Element, the City should
be endeavoring to preserve this older segment of its housing stock which
becomes an important resource for moderate income households that are not
otherwise eligible for housing subsidies or when available, subsidies are rarely
targeted to this income level, and yet for whom market rate housing constructed
in the core and nearby areas would be beyond their means.

Recent major national housing studies (cf. Harvard Joint Center for Housing)
have noted the mounting impacts of similar recent losses, nationally, on the
rental housing stock and its moderate and lower income households.

The DEIR is non-responsive and attempts to minimize, incorrectly in terms of
citing alternative resources, the human impacts and personal costs that will be
incurred by displacing moderate-income households from the Central City.
Moreover, it is likely that the proposal will result in ultimately changing the tenure
characteristics of the towers portion of Capitol Towers. This fact is betrayed by
references in earlier proposals of the applicant to potential conversion to
condominiums or assisted living facilities. This is further evidenced by the
continued proposal to eliminate the swimming pool that presently serves the
towers, marginalizing current tenants and suggestive of pending use change.
14-23
More specifically, the City's Housing Element to the General Plan, “City Land
Use and Urban Design Goals list:

Sustainable growth & change. Goals and policies address infill
development, diversifying the City's housing stock, and increased transit
and alternative transportation use. Other goals and policies promote a
balanced housing mix within neighborhoods as well as development of
housing for seniors.”

Elsewhere, a stated and repeated reference is made to the goal:

Include a mix of housing types within neighborhoods to

. Housing Element, Section 1.5, General Plan Consistency, pg. H 1-5
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promote a diversity of household types and housing choices for —
residents of all ages and mncome levels in order to promote cont.
stable neighborhoods;’

As will be detailed below, the Sacramento Commons proposal is a perversion of,
and vitiates attaining any such goals. The DEIR fails to appropriately analyze and 14-24
adequately address any mitigation of these impacts.

Sacramento Commons has the potential of displacing as many households in its
‘super-block’ area as had been displaced in the original (1959-1965) four block
area redevelopment of Capitol Towers. This would have the effect of displacing
a substantial number of households but without any of the benefits that would be
otherwise available to them in a direct governmental action. While this
displacement may be phased in the KW proposal, its consequences of breaking
up an established community and dislocation of persons with limited resources in
a time when rents are escalating at rates substantially disparate to increases in
incomes (see recent joint white paper by Sacramento Housing Alliance and
California Housing Partnership Corporation)” would be comparable to the
negative devastations wreaked by earlier urban renewal.

14-25

The DEIR claims the, “[p]roject construction would result in the temporary loss
[emphasis added] of 206 market-rate rental housing units”.® This is a false and
misleading allegation. The loss would be of moderate income serving housing
units that would be replaced by units serving a higher income range. The loss 14-26
would not be temporary. Units serving this income range are typically found in
older segments of the housing stock. Units serving this income range would not
be economically feasible to replace without subsidies. Subsidies serving this
income range are not available.

For example, current rents for a 2-BR villas unit at Capitol Towers range between
$1,413 - $1,651 Eer month. The average of these rents plus an allowance for
utilities ($70/mo)” equals some $,1602/mo. This amount serves a household
income of some $64,000 per year, almost exactly the City’s current median
income of some $64,400 for a 3-person household—the typical occupancy
measure for a 2 bedroom unit. 1

14-27

; Housing Element, Section 3.0, Purpose, pg. H 3-1

! How Sacramento County’s Housing Market is Failing to Meet the Needs of Low-Income Families, May,
2014, by California Housing Partnership Corporation with Sacramento Housing Alliance, cf. www.chpc.org
The trends shown in this paper are equally applicable to moderate and middle income renter households.
The ‘“trickle down™ effects of the development proposal, would cause such displacement that it would in
fact fuel a “trickle-up”™ impact of increasing rent inflation in the immediate area as well as more
generally in the CBD and city, consequent further doubling-up of households and overcrowding, causing
housing deterioration, and a demand for substandard housing elsewhere in the city.

8 Sacramento Commons Draft EIR, pg.3-33
? Affordable housing rents are generally measured at 30% of gross annual income, including utilities.
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Two years ago, Keyser Marston Associates prepared a memorandum for the City
Community Development Department in connection with a Mixed Income
Housing Ordinance update.’® At that time, their analysis suggested that an
Urban Infill Apartment Project could generate rents of some $2.00/square foot.
Since then, development costs for both land and materials have escalated as
have rents. Allowing for a 10% increase over the past two years'!, which is likely
understated, rents for a 2 bedroom, 850 s.f. apartment would be $1,870 which
plus $70 utility allowance would translate to some $1,970/meo. This would have a
threshold of affordability for households earning at least $77,600 per year—20%
above the current median income. In short, feasible rents for any newly
constructed project would be Above Moderate Income.

14-28

Accordingly as well, it is difficult to believe that many of the moderate income
serving (MI) units projected in Table H-2 of the Housing Element, particular those
proposed for Township 9 (699 units) and the Downtown Railyards (1,284 units), 14-29
could be feasibly developed without substantial additional subsidies—none of
which is likely to occur in the near future.

Elsewhere, AECOM has claimed in its DEIR for the applicant that rents for 2-
bedroom units in the Central City currently range from $1,175 to $3,267. This is
an illusory and even preposterous demonstration. Nowhere has AECOM
identified the number of vacant units available within this range, nor importantly
within relevant rent or income brackets of the range. Moreover, it is preposterous
inasmuch as the higher end of the stated range--$3,267 is twice the high end of 14-31
current rents at Capitol Towers villas. This latter amount, $3,267 (plus utilities)
would require incomes in excess of $133,500 per year to achieve affordability.

14-30

Currently, the Capitol Area Development Authority (CADA), which owns and
operates some 783 rental units, one of the largest operators of moderate income
serving housing in the Central City, has NO VACANCIES. When available, their
2-BR market rents have typically ranged between $800 - $1,400 per month (one
of their 42 properties has 2-BR rents as high as some $2,300 per month). Of
CADA’s inventory, 25% of their units are targeted to lower income households,
the balance, 75%, are effectively market rate. Thus, as can be seen, CADA’s
units are otherwise the primary alternative source for moderately priced housing
in the Central City, and they have no vacancies.

14-32

Another nearby rental property comprising 300 units, currently has 9 vacancies,
A 14-33
representing a 3% vacancy rate: well below a normal market allowance of 5%.

1 “Market Survey & Financial Feasibility: Mixed Income Housing Ordinance Update”, Keyser Marston
Associates, Inc., February, 2013

il Comparative data for this period for Sacramento is not readily available. Monetheless, recent reports
have indicated that rents in the San Francisco Bay Area have escalated as much as 15% in the past year
alone. Sacramento’s housing market has been recovering more slowly, but as will be further
demonstrated, vacancies are clearly tightening and rents have been increasing. Such analysis should be
the responsibility of the applicant and City.
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Two bedroom apartment unit rents in this development range from $1,200 to T '4'3?
$1,350, again, within the moderate income rental range. S

With what appears to be a less than 3% vacancy rate in the current overall urban
core housing market, the prospect for adequate housing to handle households
being displaced is dismal. Several overhanging factors from the 2008 financial
meltdown and Great Recession have substantially impaired the housing market's
recovery, and with added reference to that for Sacramento. The construction
and development industry must recruit and retrain replacements for many
workers who have left. Production disruptions and shortages in the many of the
different supply channels must be overcome. Credit requirements have shifted
added pressures from homeownership to the demand for rental housing.
California’s lower income and moderate income housing needs had substantial o
deficits before the 2008 meltdown. These deficits were compounded by the Great
Recession as housing production fell to historic lows over the past 8 years and
greater disparities of incomes to rents grew. The list goes on. And, any pending
demolition of existing moderate income housing in the urban core will only add
greater pressure to rents of that portion which remains, likely pushing that
remainder beyond its current service population. This will be wholly contrary to
the goals of the City's Housing Element: to preserve housing for a wide variety
of incomes.

Thus, given the increasing tightening of the housing market, to allege that there
would be adequate housing in or about the city’s core is, to repeat, preposterous.

Under a governmentally sponsored redevelopment effort of the scale proposed
by Kennedy Wilson at Sacramento Commons (Capitiol Towers and Garden
Apartments), a substantial amount of analytical effort would be required to
determine the displacement impacts of any such redevelopment together with a
relocation plan to accommodate households proposed to be displaced. The City
or by extension, the developer, would be responsible for compliance with the
Uniform Relocation Act and would be required to fund the costs of moving
households so displaced together with any differential between the cost of
comparable, reasonably proximate housing that the household is relocated to 14-36
and the lesser of 30% (including the cost of utilities) of the household's income or
the rent of the unit presently occupied by the household. This cost differential
would be required to be covered for up to 3 1/2 years.

14-35

In addition, the relocation plan would have to survey housing in the market area
and demonstrate the availability of such housing proximate to the current
property. Traditional redevelopment planning would have included the 14.37
development of alternative housing suitable for relocation in the absence of such
housing being readily available. No such planning has been included in the
City's housing element. These impacts are not mitigated by the DEIR.
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By permitting Kennedy Wilson to undertake the redevelopment of the Capitol
Towers complex while seeking to realize the upside economic development and
tax benefits of renewal, the City would be abdicating its responsibilities to protect 14-38
the interests of existing citizens that it would otherwise have had it been acting in
a direct development or funding capacity through the application of any federal or
state funds.

The promulgation of the Urban Relocation Act and its precedents stemmed from
the dismal effects that earlier redevelopment efforts had upon defenseless
citizens that were at the mercy of larger bureaucratic forces. Today, those forces
take the guise of private efforts responding only to market conditions. However,
the City has the power to either deny such development, to impose conditions, or
end up being an enabler without regard to its other obligations to its citizens. Yet
particularly when there are options available to the investor to develop without
causing displacement, and when the market for the proposed development is not
only questionable in terms of its scale as well as demand at the end of the
market to which it is targeted, it should be considered that the proposal may
dilute other market making efforts that the city has engaged in such as Township
9. And thereby, where there are direct, tax-payer funded investments, the City
has a fiduciary obligation as well as a moral obligation to avert the many
environmentally negative consequences of this proposal.

14-39

I had previously outlined in my September 5, 2014 Response to the NOP a
threshold set of factors that need to be surveyed and analyzed. The Draft
Environmental Impact Statement has failed to undertake any form of survey that
would reasonably establish the impacts of the Sacramento Commons proposal
and potential resources that should be brought to bear to off-set such impacts.

14-40

Again, this is the wrong concept in the wrong place when more appropriate
revitalization of under-serving, poorly designed, and outdated office and other 14-41
structures could be undertaken in areas immediate to the subject proposal.
Rather, Capitol Towers needs to be preserved not only for its historical 14-42
significance, but also to preserve a critical and difficult to replace moderate and 1

middle income serving housing resource in the city’s core, as well as to prevent I
the many other cumulative negative and significant environmental impacts that
would be brought about by the proposal. L

14-43
14-44

Thank you for your consideration of these comments in regards to the Draft EIR

14-45
for Sacramento Commons.

Respectfully submitted,
- S o

Carr Kunze

1m0
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City of Sacramento Mayor and Council members
City of Sacramento Planning Commissioners

Evan Compton, Principal Planner
Roberta Deering, LEED Preservation Planner

Gretchen Steinberg, SacMod

Darryl Rutherford, Sacramento Housing Alliance

Jim Pachl, Judith Lamare, and Neighbors of Capitol Towers and Villas, and
Bridgeway Towers Owners Association

Judy Stanley, Pioneer Towers resident’s representative

Kathleen Greene

Julie Mumma, NO Sac Commons

Kimberly Anderson, AlA Central Valley

Anthony Veerkamp, SF Field Office, National Trust for Historic Preservation
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-1

The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to comment.

This comment is noted.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-2

The commenter references other comment letters on the DEIR.

Responses to all comment letters received on the DEIR during the public review period and several
provided after the end of the public review period are provided in this Final EIR, including those
referenced by the commenter.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-3

The commenter provides an introduction to the topics to be discussed in the comment letter.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR, and the City acknowledges this introduction.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-4

The commenter offers background on architects involved in work at the project site, background on
urban renewal, and related topics.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. Commenter’s opinion that any loss of loss of the historic
structures or landscaping on the project site would be a loss to the City is noted. Information provided
by the commenter will be provided to the City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. See also
Master Response 2.3.4 for a comprehensive discussion of historic resources as presented in the DEIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-5

The commenter alleges that the DEIR is in error in summarizing information relating to Capitol Towers
as an historic resource.

The discussion from the DEIR that the commenter is addressing concerns Criterion D from the National
Register. Criterion D provides that a “[p]roperty has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.” The National Register of Historic Places Registration Nomination Form prepared
by Page & Turnbull does not mark that the property is significant because it has yielded, or is likely to
yield, information important in prehistory or history. (National Register of Historic Places Registration
Form, p. 7, DEIR Appendix D). Similarly, the National Keeper’'s determination of eligibility for Capitol
Towers did not provide that the site is eligible under Criterion D. Therefore, the DEIR discussion of this
criterion is not inconsistent with either Page & Turnbull’s nomination form or the National Keeper’s
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determination. The commenter’s disagreement with the conclusion in the DEIR is noted.
Notwithstanding this disagreement, the DEIR finds that Capitol Towers is an historic resource and the
DEIR evaluates impacts to Capitol Towers in consideration of its status as an historic resource. See
also Master Response 2.3.4.3 for a discussion of disagreement among experts relative to historic
resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-6

The commenter references a previous letter written by the same commenter.

Responses to all comment letters received during the public review period and several provided after
the end of the public review period are provided in this Final EIR, including those referenced by the
commenter.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-7

The commenter suggests that uses at the existing project site have benefits related to multi-modal
transportation.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. Please see Chapter 2 of the EIR and each of the
technical sections of the EIR, including Section 4.11, which describes existing transportation conditions
on the proposed project site. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that
reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the project. Additionally, as explained in
the 2030 and 2035 General Plans, the City has determined that a number of sustainability benefits are
realized though intensification of “development near transit and mixed-use activity centers, and locate
jobs closer to housing...” (See, e.g., 2035 General Plan, p. 1-4). These sustainability benefits include
“increased walking and reduced automobile use.” In addition, “[g]asoline consumption, air pollution,
greenhouse gas emissions, and personal commute times will be reduced, which will facilitate and
increase the time working parents have to spend with their children and families.” (Ibid). The proposed
project is consistent with the 2030 and 2035 General Plans “grow smarter” sustainability objectives
because the project site is located adjacent to transit, in a mixed-use area, and within the City’s largest
employment center. Please see also Master Response 2.3.10.3, which addresses housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-8

The commenter provides background on the intent for earlier developments on-site and adjacent to the
project site.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted and will be provided to the City
Council as part of this FEIR for consideration.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-9

The commenter provides background on the intent for earlier developments on-site and adjacent to the
project site and notes that Capitol Towers is not an underutilized or inconsistent parcel.

Pursuant to the 2030 and 2035 General Plans, density is evaluated in consideration of all parcels
included in a proposed project. (See, e.g., 2035 General Plan, LU 2.1.4). The 500 N Street and Pioneer
Towers parcels are not included in the proposed project. Including only parcels included in the
proposed project, the current density of the project site is approximately 40 units per acre. Even if the
density of 500 N Street and Pioneer Towers are considered, the superblock falls below the minimum
residential density contemplated in the 2030 and 2035 General Plans of 61 units per acre. The existing
density on the project site and on the superblock constitute relevant planning consideration for the City
in evaluating the need for and merits of the proposed project. Please see Chapter 3 for a discussion of
the consistency of the project with the City’s General Plan and other relevant plans and development
standards. See Master Response 2.3.11 for a discussion of density and Master Response 2.3.10 for a
discussion of consistency of the project with the General Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-10

The commenter references the historic intent of development on the project site.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-11

The commenter suggests that the EIR fails to address noise impacts.

The DEIR includes a robust analysis and comprehensive reporting of short-term and long-term noise
and vibration in Section 4.9. Please see Master Response 2.3.1.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-12

The commenter suggests that the EIR mitigation measures have loopholes.

The comment does not suggest any specific issues with any mitigation measures. However, the City
will adopt a reporting or monitoring program (MMRP) for mitigation measures included in the DEIR. The
City has the discretion to choose its own approach to monitoring or reporting. The City will adopt a
MMRP designed to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted mitigation
measures. The MMRP also identifies the timing of implementation and the party/ies responsible for
monitoring and enforcement. See Appendix B of the Final EIR, which includes the draft MMRP. See
also Master Response 2.3.12.10 regarding construction noise mitigation.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-13

The commenter suggests that the City does not have the resources to respond to noise infractions.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.1.4 and 2.3.12.10 for a discussion of construction noise.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-14

The commenter suggests that the City should have a strong mandate and tools to address noise.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.1.4 and 2.3.12.10 for a discussion of construction noise.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-15

The commenter alleges that estimates of tree canopy loos in the EIR are not accurate and references
tree loss associated with a project located nearby.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2 for a discussion of the loss of trees and tree canopy. The comment
refers to the loss of tree canopy and states that the EIR’s assessment of the loss of the site’s tree
canopy is distorted because it does not take into account recent tree losses associated with nearby
projects (e.g., Central Plant). The loss of tree canopy is addressed in the DEIR in Section 4.3,
Biological Resources. The DEIR analyzes the cumulative impact to tree canopy in Section 4.3.4.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-16

The commenter contends that proposed parkland is not sufficient.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2 for a discussion of the loss of trees and tree canopy. As discussed
in the DEIR (see Section 4.10 in particular), there are City parks and other publicly accessible parks
and urban open spaces located near the project site. To determine potential impacts to parks and
recreational facilities, the DEIR considers relevant regulatory requirements of the City Code and
General Plan for parkland requirements, parkland dedication requirements, and in-lieu fee
requirements, based on the number of new dwelling units and residents that could be accommodated
by implementation of the proposed project. To address parkland impacts caused by projects that
generate additional resident and employee populations within the City, the Sacramento City Code
provides standards and formulas for the dedication of parkland and payment of in-lieu fees (Title 16,
Chapter 16.64), and imposes a park development impact fee on new projects within the City (Title 18,
Chapter 18.44) for both residential and non-residential development.

The proposed project will comply with its Parkland Dedication Requirement. The Sacramento Central
City Urban Design Guidelines includes requirements to implement the 2030 General Plan and the
Parks and Recreation Master Plan (PRMP) for small public spaces. According to the guidelines, new
development should provide a range of open space types for its users and visitors, that are open to the
street or public right-of-way and accessible to all citizens; and include hard and soft landscaping, areas
for sun and shade, benches, and water features, where appropriate. The proposed project provides a
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number of private recreation opportunities including pool areas for project residents and guests.
Residential buildings include a podium or rooftop level pool area, and the parking garage included in
Parcel 1 will also include a rooftop pool area. In total, the podium and rooftop level community space,
fitness center and pool areas include approximately 1.7 acres of private recreation space. Additionally,
each of the proposed buildings will have access to a fitness center and similar indoor recreation
spaces. These indoor areas include approximately 0.20 acres of private recreation space. The corner of
P and 7th Streets would be occupied by a community plaza of approximately 0.29 acres,
accommodating pedestrians beneath a tree canopy. The proposed project also includes an East-West
Promenade, North-South Promenade, and a central plaza, which provides a balance of hardscape
paving lined with existing mature (Heritage) trees and new trees and open lawn and landscape in
adjacent areas. The proposed promenades and central plaza also incorporate hardscape pedestrian
paths, water features, seating areas, small café tables, public art, and softscape in the form of
landscaping, such as shade and ornamental trees open lawn areas, and other landscape features. In
total, the East-West Promenade, North-South Promenade, central plaza, and associated pedestrian
paths cover 1.83 acres of the project site. The proposed project would not cause or accelerate the
physical deterioration of existing park facilities or require the expansion of existing parks in the area.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-17

The commenter claims that the proposed project is not sustainable or transit-friendly based on part on a
study of travel behavior of households based on income.

Please see Master Response 2.3.5.3 for a discussion of travel demand. This comment suggests that
the traffic impacts of the proposed project may be worse than reported in the DEIR. The commenter
bases this statement on a review of a report prepared by Dukakis Center for Urban & Regional Policy,
Northeastern University “Maintaining Diversity in America’s Transit-Rich Neighborhoods: Tools for
Equitable Neighborhood Change” (October 2010). The report documents research how the planned
transit stations impact the development and weather there is a significant pattern of neighborhood
change. The report mentioned above does not directly apply to the analysis provided in the DEIR since
it is focused on the expansion of public transit systems, rather than on land use change. The trip
generation for the proposed project analyzed in the DEIR is based on information compiled by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012 and Trip Generation
Manual User’'s Guide and Handbook, 9th Edition, 2012), the travel mode shares from the travel survey
at the existing Capitol Towers apartment building (conducted in February 2008 and March 2008 at the
site), and the Pre-census Travel Behavior Report: Analysis of the 2000 SACOG Household Travel
Surveys (DKS 2001). The number transit trips were calculated based on the both surveys that
accurately reflect the travel mode share for downtown Sacramento specifically. In addition to transit,
walking, biking, and other non-auto travel mode share is expected to be higher downtown — many of the
residents may be working within walking distance from their employment/business. Adding residential
land use to the proximity of offices and retail, such as downtown setting, locate people closer to their
destinations and allow for more walk, bike and transit travel. These factors are considered to the extent
applicable in the DEIR. See Section 4.11 and Appendix H of the DEIR for more detail.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-18

The commenter claims that if the project attracts higher-income households, the parking and level of
service impact analysis may overestimate the share of trips made using public transit.

Please see Master Response 2.3.5.3 for a discussion of travel demand, Master Response 2.3.5.2 for a
discussion of vehicular transportation. See also the Response to Comment 14-17, above. See also
Master Response 2.3.5.1 for a discussion of parking. The comment states that the projections used in
the analysis understate the parking requirements, as well as impacts on LOS, and overstate transit use
projected from the proposed project. The percentage of project trips estimated to use public transit
ranges from 2% to up to 6% of total trips, depending on the land use and time of day. This information
is compiled by two surveys: travel survey at the existing Capitol Towers apartment building (conducted
in February 2008 and March 2008 at the site), and the Pre-census Travel Behavior Report: Analysis of
the 2000 SACOG House Travel Surveys (DKS 2001). It is a conservative approach to assessing the
travel mode choice for a project and is well accepted methodology when preparing the traffic impact
analyses.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-19

The commenter provides information from a study of transit demand and income as a predictor of travel
behavior.

Please see Master Response 2.3.5.3 for a discussion of travel demand, Master Response 2.3.5.2 for a
discussion of vehicular transportation. The comment refers to Dukakis Center study (please see
Response to Comments 14-17 and 14-18) that income is the primary determinant of automobile
ownership and the choice of travel mode. The commenter recommends re-examining the Transit
Oriented Development phenomena before the project approval. The comment does not relate to a
potentially significant impact of the proposed project, but it is noted and included for City Council
consideration.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-20

The commenter references information related to household income and location.

Please see Master Response 2.3.5.3 for a discussion of travel demand. The commenter acknowledges
the release of “Preservation of Affordable Homes Near Transit Toolkit” by the California Housing
Partnership Corporation and suggests it is applicable to moderate income housing represented by
Capitol Towers. The comment does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
comment is noted and included for City Council consideration. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3
and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-21

The commenter references information related to transit priority areas.
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The comment states that Capitol Towers is not a Transit Priority Area basing the statement on “Social
Equity and Transit-Oriented Development: Selecting Transit Priority Areas in the Sacramento
Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Process” sponsored by UC Davis, Center for Regional
Change. “Transit priority area” is a term defined by SB 743. Pursuant to SB 743, a transit priority area
includes an “area within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or planned...” (Pub.
Reources Code, § 21099, subd. (a)(7)). The project site is located immediately adjacent to a major
transit stop, the light rail station on 7" Street and O Street. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA, the proposed
project is located in a transit priority area. In addition, Public Resources Code section 21155 sets forth
the requirements for a project to qualify as a transit priority project (TPP). The City has determined that
the proposed project is a TPP based on requirements, such as density, percentage of residential
component of a mixed-use project, the proximity to major transit stop etc. Please see DEIR page 3-4,
which provides information and a discussion about the qualification of the project as a TPP project and
Chapter 4.0 (Subsection 4.0.3) and Chapter 6 includes numerous information and details about that
subject. Please also see Master Response 2.3.9 for a comprehensive discussion of transit priority
areas and transit priority projects.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-22

The commenter provides a discussion related to population and housing.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-23

The commenter references personal costs and human impacts related to moderate-income households
in the Central City. The commenter also references material from the City’s General Plan.

The project applicant has acknowledged the potential for future projects to be proposed on the project
site, such as changes to uses in Capitol Towers. However, the proposed project does not include any
exterior modifications to Capitol Towers. A future project application would be required for the project
applicant to pursue future changes to Capitol Towers. Such a future proposal would also be subject to
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 which requires, prior to commencement of any alterations or renovations to
the existing Capitol Towers residential tower, the City Preservation Director review and confirm the
renovations comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI) Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings
or the SOI Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings unless this
contributing resource is removed from the California Register of Historic Places.

The commenter states that Capitol Towers residents will not be provided access to a pool under the
proposed project. While the existing pool area would be removed, the proposed project includes
development of a pool area on the parking structure on parcel 1, which would replace the existing pool
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and be available for use by residents of Capitol Towers and the mid-rise building proposed on parcel
4B.

The City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment
in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address
housing. See also Master Responses 2.3.10.1 and 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of the project’s consistency
with the General Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-24

The commenter suggests that the proposed project would not achieve City General Plan goals.

See Master Responses 2.3.10.1 and 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the
General Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-25

The commenter discusses the potential for the proposed project to displace households.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing. See also Master
Responses 2.3.10.1 and 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the General Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-26

The commenter suggests that the EIR reporting on the removal of 206 units and addition of new
housing units is not accurate.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-27

The commenter provides information about rents and incomes.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. The commenter states that average rent for a two-
bedroom Capitol Villas garden apartment is $1,602. Rents of available apartments in buildings
comparable to Capitol Towers (including the garden apartments) in the Central City ranged from $1,175
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to $3,267 for 2-bedroom apartments.* These rents are within the range of rents paid for the garden
apartments at the project site (ForRent.com 2014). The City provides a comprehensive discussion of
population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please see also
Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.10.13, which address housing. See also Master Responses
2.3.10.1 and 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the General Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-28

The commenter provides information about rents and incomes.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing. See also Master
Responses 2.3.4.5, 2.3.10.1, and 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the General
Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-29

The commenter provides information about other potential development projects and household
incomes.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-30

The commenter identifies the range of rents for the Central City area reported in the DEIR.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing. The range of rents in the
Central City was based on a search prior to the release of the DEIR and references are provided for
information presented in Chapter 3.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-31

The commenter notes that the EIR does not identify the number of vacant dwelling units in the City and
observes that the range of rents identified in the DEIR is a wide range.

For comparison purposes, the search did not include the L Street Lofts, a luxury condominium building with rental units.
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The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing. The range of rents in the
Central City was based on a search prior to the release of the DEIR and references are provided for
information presented in Chapter 3.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-32

The commenter discusses demand for housing in the Central City area.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse
physical environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a
comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the
DEIR. Please see also Master Response 2.3.10.3, which addresses housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-33

The commenter discusses demand for housing in the vicinity of the proposed project site.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of
accommodating housing at different affordability levels.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-34

The commenter discusses demand for housing in the vicinity of the proposed project site and trends
related to the economy, and suggests that there will not be adequate housing in the Central City area to
meet demand.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 2.3.12.12, which addresses housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-35

The commenter discusses analysis related to the displacement of existing households.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
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see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing, and Master Response
2.3.12.8, which addresses displacement.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-36

The commenter discusses the Uniform Relocation Act.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. The project is not federally funded and not, therefore,
subject to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Act. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing, and Master Response
2.3.12.8, which addresses displacement.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-37

The commenter discusses preparation of a relocation plan.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. The project is not federally funded and not, therefore,
subject to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Act. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-38

The commenter states that the City has a responsibility to protect the interests of existing residents.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. The project is not federally funded and not, therefore,
subject to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Act. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-39

The commenter discusses background related to the Uniform Relocation Act and the City’s obligation to
reduce environmental impacts associated with the project.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. The project is not federally funded and not, therefore,
subject to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Act. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-40

The commenter references earlier NOP comments.

Comments on the NOP related to adverse physical environmental impacts were used, in part, to
develop the scope of analysis of the EIR. The surveys referenced in the comment related to the
previous NOP response are related to household incomes. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose,
mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
project. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is
related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and
2.3.12.12, which address housing. See also Appendix B of the DEIR, which includes all NOP
responses, including the September 5", 2014 response that is referenced in the comment.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-41

The commenter expresses the opinion that the project is proposed for the wrong location.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. The purpose of an EIR is not to recommend either
approval or denial of a project, but to disclose the potentially significant environmental impacts of a
project and potential methods to mitigate those impacts. Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a
discussion of off-site alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-42

The commenter suggests that on-site structures should be preserved due to their historic significance.

See Master Response 2.3.4, which comprehensively discusses historic resources, and Master
Response 2.3.7, which discusses project alternatives.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-43

The commenter suggests that on-site structures should be preserved because it is difficult to replace
moderate and middle income housing.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please
see also Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12, which address housing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-44

The commenter suggests that the project should not proceed due to cumulative and significant impacts.
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The DEIR comprehensively analyzes and discloses project impacts and cumulative impacts associated
with implementation of the project throughout Chapters 4 and 6 in the DEIR. The comment does not
specify which impacts are of concern, but please refer to Master Response 2.3.4.6 for a discussion of
the City’s discretion to approve projects that have significant adverse environmental effects that cannot
feasibly be mitigated to a less than significant level based on other project benefits.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-45

The commenter thanks the City for consideration of comments.

This comment is acknowledged by the City.

COMMENT LETTER |5 — DAN PSKOWSKI

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-444 City of Sacramento



Letter 15

Sacramento Commons Project Comments

The Sacramento Commons project is bounded by 5", 7", N and P Streets, The tree inventory/ arborist
report prepared by DUDEK lists 39 City Street Trees of which 4 are proposed for removal. These City 5.1
trees should be mitigated by reimbursement to the City for the appraised value of the trees which are
proposed for removal. There are 252 trees located on the project site of which 195 are proposed for s
removal. Removal of 77% of the on-site trees is excessive and the City should not allow the removal of
this significant number of trees due to climate change. Serious climate change is inevitable when the
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere exceeds 350 parts per million. Currently the level is 400 parts per
million. Furthermore, 2014 was the hottest year on record in Sacramento since 1877. This is according e
to the Sacramento Bee's analysis of records from the National Climatic Data Center. The average high
temperature in downtown Sacramento last year was 78.7 degrees a full degree higher than the next

hottest year. (Sac Bee Friday, Jan.9, 2015). The average high temperature in 1878 was 71.9 degrees.

The DUDEK report lists that the proposed mitigation for the loss of this canopy will the installation of
247 trees on-site of which 100 of those trees would be roof top trees. | don't believe there is adequate
space to replant 147 trees due to the required adequate soil volume and growing space for any new
trees to be planted in the approved project. Some of these replacement trees will be removed due to 5.3
inadequate space i.e. roots causing infrastructure damage in 8 -20 years and are replaced with small
canopy trees which will not mitigate the loss of leaf surface area. Furthermore, if there is space to plant
147 trees this an indication that if the proposed structures were designed to incorporate the existing

trees a lot of these trees could be preserved.

I'm pleased to see the DUDEK report included data of the ecosystem services [gross carbon
sequestration, avoided runoff etc.] that the entire tree population provided. However, the report 5.4
included the existing City street trees in their analysis and these public trees are protected and should

not be included. When these trees are left out the loss of ecosystem services is sufficiently greater.

| would like to point out that the ecosystem services summary for the newly- planted ground-level trees
[pg. 20 Table 6] is based on some false assumptions that the trees will grow and thrive. However, there
are various examples in the downtown area where the replacement canopy/leaf surface area

replacement has not even come close to replacing the loss of the existing trees removed for the project.
15-5

nlu

One example is at 1300 “I” Street, State of California Attorney General Office Tower. This project is
approximately 20 years old. The attached photos show that the London plane tree’s canopy is sparse,
providing very little leaf surface area compare to the existing elm that was preserved on the 14" Street

side of the building. It should also be noted that these replacement trees were 36-inch box size.

This example stresses the importance of tree preservation over removal and replacement and the
significant loss of the ecosystem services that will never be mitigated which should be addressed in the |
DEIR. In addition the loss of energy savings to the Capitol Towers, Bridgeway Tower, and Pioneer Tower

15-6

15-7

residents due to canopy loss from the removal of the proposed 199 trees is not addressed in the DEIR.
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Finally the social benefits that the existing trees provide to the existing residents Of Bridgeway, Pioneer,
and Capitol Towers were not addressed in the DEIR. One example of social benefits as reported by the
National Arbor Day Foundation has to do with health. A study conducted by Dr. Ulrich’s of 46 gall 5.8
bladder surgery patients showed that when patients who can see trees outside their room require less
pain medication and on average spend 8% less time in the hospital than patients that could not see a

tree from their room. Think of the social impact to all the residents when they look out their windows

and no longer view the trees. 1
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-1

The commenter suggests that tree impacts should be mitigated through reimbursement to the City of
their appraised value.

See Master Responses 2.3.2.3 and 2.3.2.8, which discuss tree mitigation.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-2

The commenter expresses the opinion that tree removal associated with implementation of the
proposed project is excessive and discusses global greenhouse gas concentrations, as well as
temperatures in Sacramento.

See Master Response 2.3.2.5, which discusses greenhouse gas sequestration benefits of trees.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-3

The commenter states an opinion that there is hot enough room to accommodate 147 proposed
ground-level tree plantings that some trees may require removal in 8 to 20 years, and that small trees
may be used to replace removed trees in the future.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3, which describes the project’s landscaping plan, and Master
Responses 2.3.2.8 and 2.3.12.5, which describe tree-related mitigation. A landscape architect and
arborist have confirmed that the proposed project can accommodate all 147 ground level trees included
in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to
clarify that the proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground level trees as part of the
landscape for the proposed project. Please see also the Response to Comment 02-18.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-4

The comment appreciates the analysis of ecosystem services for the site’s trees, but states that City
Street Trees should not be included in this analysis and that without inclusion of City Street Trees in the
analysis, the ecosystem services loss is greater.

Exclusion of City Street Trees from the analysis has no effect on the time period needed for the post-
development landscape to reach the existing condition. Please see Master Response 2.3.2.9 for more
information concerning the inclusion of City Street Trees in the DEIR calculations and the resulting tree
canopy if the trees are excluded.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-5

The comments states an opinion that the growth projections for ground-level trees falsely assumes that
the trees will grow and provides references to projects and representative site photographs indicating
minimal tree growth on 20-year-old replacement trees.
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The project references and images provided by the commenter do not represent the proposed project
landscape. Specifically, the provided images show only streetscape trees that have been planted in
small sidewalk cutouts, typically providing 9 to 16 square feet of growing space for a single tree. The
proposed project landscape plan identifies tree planting locations primarily within the abandoned O
Street and 6th Street walkways, areas that provide much larger growing spaces for trees. Please see
Master Response 2.3.2.9 for information about growth calculations and Master Response 2.3.2.3 for a
discussion of the landscaping plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-6

The comment states that the loss of ecosystem services provided by the site’s trees will never be
mitigated.

The loss of trees and tree canopy is addressed in the DEIR in Section 4.3, Biological Resources and
tree growth calculations for the project site indicate that the ecosystem services values currently
provided (existing condition) will be reached in a period of 20 to 25 years based on implementation of
the project’s landscape plan (excluding podium and roof top trees). Please see Master Response
2.3.2.9 for information about ecosystem services and growth calculations, Master Response 2.3.2.3 for
a discussion of the landscaping plan, and Master Responses 2.3.2.8 and 2.3.12.5 for a discussion of
tree-related mitigation.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-7

The comment states that the loss of energy savings for adjacent high rise buildings resulting from tree
removal is not addressed in the DEIR.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-8

The comments states that the social benefits of the site’s trees is not addressed in the DEIR and
provides a reference to a study indicating reduced medicine and hospital time necessary when trees
are visible outside a patient’s window.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. Social benefits and impacts are not the focus of
analysis in an EIR, but this comment is provided for City Council consideration. Furthermore, while
private views will change as a result of the proposed project as discussed in the DEIR, existing 500 N
Street, Pioneer Towers, and Capitol Towers residential units, as well as residential units in the
proposed project will be able to see trees from their windows after development of the proposed
project.
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Letter 16

Evan Compton

From: Jim Pachl <jpachl@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, April 12, 2015 12:37 PM
To: David Nybo; Alan LoFaso; Jose Bodipo-Memba; Kiyomi Burchell; Cornelious Burke; Ed

Chandler; Douglas Covill; Rommel Declines; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; Kim Mack;
Matthew Rogers; Joseph Yee

Cc: Evan Compton; David Kwong; Scot Mende; Scott Johnson
Subject: Sac Commons: other pending infill projects
- Attachments: Infill.pending.pdf
Dear Chairperson Nybo and Planning Commissioners, T

In connection with the Sacramento Commons project, there has been
considerable discussion of the City's desire to add a very

substantial number of residential units within the Central City
Community Plan area. So last year I compiled a list of residential
infill projects in the permitting pipeline, entitled, under

construction, or seriously proposed pre-application in the Central 16-1
City CP Area or nearby neighborhoods. With a couple exceptions, all
of these proposed projects are on obsolete industrial or commercial
properties, or vacant or blighted properties; and would not tear up

an existing successful residential neighborhood.

There are more than enough pending residential infill projects and
additional vacant or blighted properties to meet the City's housing
goals for the Central City CP area without tearing up the highly
successful Capitol Towers and Villas.

Jim Pachl
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PENDING RESIDENTIAL INFILL PROJECTS,
Central City Community Plan Area compiled by J. Pachl, 10/4/14

This is a less-than-complete list of residential infill projects in permitting pipeline,
entitled, under construction, or seriously proposed in or near the Central City CP area,
based on my review of the City website and recent newspaper articles. The Central City
Community Plan Area is bounded by the American and Sacramento Rivers, east side of
Alhambra Boulevard, and south side of Broadway. (See Sacramento General Plan
Housing Element p. H 3-7.)

16-2
Most of the projects below are on unused or underused former industrial or commercial
properties, vacant lots, or blighted properties, with exception of a development project
proposed for Marina Vista and Alder Grove public housing, for which no application has
been filed. To the best of my knowledge, most of the individual project proponents are
real developers. There are a number of other vacant or blighted properties within the
Central CP area for which there are no project proposals at this time.

RELEVANCE to City’s consideration of proposed Sacramento Commons - - there are
plenty of residential infill projects and potential for much more without tearing up a very
successful neighborhood, tree canopy, and urban green in the middle of downtown, such
as the superblock bounded by 5", 7", N, and P St.

I. Central City Community Plan

River District Specific Plan - up to 8,000 housing units, including 2,500 units in the
Township 9 project currently underway. Also includes potential redevelopment of
Twin Rivers public housing project.

Railyard Specific Plan 10,000 — 12,000 unit entitlement
Kings Arena project 550
Metropolitan (10" & J) 350
Former Clarion

(700-16" St) 160 16-3
7™ & H (SHRA) 150
Crystal Ice (16" & R) 150
Whole Foods (2001 L) 140
700 K St 137
Eviva (formerly Warren) 118
Warehouse Artists Loft 116

515T St 14
Legado (completed) 81
St Anton 65
La Valentina 81
Arbors 55
D&S (15" &) 80
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16 Powerhouse 50 N
Sutterview (2526 L St) 77

Creamery 98
Hall of Justice 42
1500 S St 70 16-3
Tapestry Square (complete.) 58 cont.

Maydestone Apt (rehab) 32
2500 R Street Townhouses 34

24" & B St 5

20" & S St 9 L
20,622 units subtotal of above

Additional T

Third & Capitol: former Saca Twin Towers now owned by PERS partnered with
developer CIM. Approved in 2005 for 804 condos, 200 hotel rooms. The future
project may be smaller . '

R Street corridor — other projects which I have not catalogued 16-4

The Docks — not yet determined

Various other smaller and intermediate projects which I have not identified,
including single-lot duplexes, 4-plexes, townhouses, and small apartment projects

scattered throughout the Central City CP area and nearby

II. Large residential projects close to Central City (partial list).

North West Land Park 800
(former Setzer site)

Curtis Park Village 500 units

Curtis Park Court 91

McKinley Village 336 L
Sutter Park 120 subtotal 1847

(former hospital site)
Alder Grove and Marina Vista — conceptual proposal for redevelopment of current single-
story 750-unit public housing project which would add many market-rate units. Total

## of units contemplated is apparently undetermined at this time. Location is
immediately south of Broadway. No application has been filed

There are others which I have not identified. 1

III. WEST SACRAMENTO near Downtown Sacramento (very partial list)

16-6
Bridge District: 4,000 homes  (under construction
Capital Yards 270 units (under construction) i)
2,

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-452 City of Sacramento



There are other West Sacramento projects near downtown Sacramento which I have not
researched or compiled, In addition, there is a substantial amount of other vacant or 18-6
unused industrial land in West Sacramento designated for housing cont.

IV. SOME PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS T

I must question whether there is or will be in the near future a large market of potential
renters and condominium buyers willing to pay “upscale” rents or condo prices to live in
or near downtown, even with an Arena nearby, when there is a large supply of for-rent or
for-sale housing available at lower prices within the Sacramento area.

There are few families with children in downtown Sacramento multi-family housing. 16-7
Most current and proposed new downtown residential projects have no features for
children. In general, Sacramento families with children choose to rent or buy single-
family homes or duplexes, if they can afford it.

The mainstay of the downtown workforce continues to be middle-income civil servants,
clerical, office and service workers who are reluctant to pay “upscale” rents or condo
prices. I know of no of major new employers coming into downtown or near the Central
City CP, besides Kaiser Permanente’s proposed medical offices (not hospital) on J St.
The Downtown Arena would relocate existing Arena jobs from Natomas to downtown,
and create a few more.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-1

The commenter discusses goals of the City to add housing in the downtown area.

See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy and
Master Response 2.3.7.5, which addresses off-site alternatives. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose,
mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
project. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is
related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 for a
discussion of housing in the vicinity of the project site.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-2

The commenter suggests that most recently proposed projects in and near the Central City area are
located on used or underused land.

See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy and
Master Response 2.3.7.5, which addresses off-site alternatives. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose,
mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
project. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is
related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-3

The commenter identifies housing projects proposed in the Central City area.

See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy and
Master Response 2.3.7.5, which addresses off-site alternatives. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose,
mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
project. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is
related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-4

The commenter identifies projects proposed in the Central City area.

See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy and
Master Response 2.3.7.5, which addresses off-site alternatives. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose,
mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
project. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is
related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-5

The commenter identifies a partial list of housing projects close to the Central City area.
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See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy and
Master Response 2.3.7.5, which addresses off-site alternatives. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose,
mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
project. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is
related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-6

The commenter identifies a partial list of housing projects in West Sacramento.

See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy and
Master Response 2.3.7.5, which addresses off-site alternatives. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose,
mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
project. However, the City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is
related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-7

The commenter provides personal observations related to housing and the labor force.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of
accommodating housing at different affordability levels.

COMMENT LETTER 17 — JIM PACHL
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Letter 17

Evan Compton

From: Jim Pachl <jpachl@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, April 13, 2015 11:40 AM

To: Evan Compton; Roberta Deering

Subject: Fwd: Sac Commons 2/15/15 Preservation meeting
Attachments: NCTV4.10.15final.pdf; Infill. pending.pdf

FYL

Jim

From: Jim Pachl <jpachl@sbcglobal.net>

Date: April 13, 2015 11:37:42 AM PDT

To: Caru Bowns <Caru.bowns@gmail.com>, kathleenforrest@hotmail.com, Mark Huck <mark.huck@parks.ca.gov>,
jon.marshack@att.net, chad.moffett@meadhunt.com, Matthew Piner <pinerworks@sbcglobal.net>, eric@bbse.com
Cec: Judith Lamare <jljp@sbcglobal.net>, Gretchen Steinberg <sacramentomodern@comcast.net>, Kathleen Green
<kdgreenone@yahoo.com>

Subject: Sac Commons 2/15/15 Preservation meeting

Dear Chairperson Caru and Preservation Commissioners,
I am writing on behalf of Neighbors of Capitol Towers and Villas.

At your meeting on 2/15/15 the Preservation Commission will be asked to consider staff's proposal to vote to
recommend to City Council the proposed Nomination of the Capitol Towers Historic District to the Sacramento
Register of Historic Resources. (M15-001). Per previous email by Judith Lamare, Neighbors of Capitol
Towers and Villas supports that Nomination.

At that same meeting you will also be asked to make a recommendation to the Planning Commissioners on the 17-1
proposed Sacramento Commons project. (P14-12) The Planning Department staff recommendation is that you
support the Sacramento Commons project, includes the demolition of the entire Capitol Towers and Villas
Historic District except for the 15 story Capitol Tower. Neighbors of Capitol Towers and Villas urges the
Preservation Commission fo recommend against the approval of Sacramento Commons.

Please read and consider information in the ATTACHED documents addressing the Sacramento Commons
project

1. Letter of Neighbors of Sacramento Towers and Villas, April 10, 2015, addressed to the Planning
Commissioners

2. Document titled "Pending Infill" project", 10/4/14, compiled by me, which I emailed to the Planning
Commissioners yesterday. As you can see, there are many more residential infill units seriously proposed or in
the approval pipeline or under construction in or near the Central City Community Plan area than are needed to 17-2
fulfill the City's residenital infill goals for the Central City Community Plan Area. Most of those projects are
not tearing out existing

successful neighborhoods.

There are CURRENTLY 741 residential units in the 4-block superblock (Bridgeway, 134 units, Pioneer House
198 units, Cap Towers and Villas 409 units.) The CURRENT density is as follows: 741 units divided by 12.39
acres (bounded by 5th, 7th, N, and P Sreets) equals 59.8 units per acre.
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The current density of 59.8 units per acre is very close to the 2030 General Plan goal of 61 units minimum per | |5
acre in the Central Business District. The City can achieve its infill housing goals for the Central City
Community Plan area without tearing up the Capitol Towers and Villas Historic District.

cont.

Jim Pachl
S00N St #1403
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17-1

The commenter asks the Preservation Commission to read the comment letter prior to providing a
recommendation to the Planning & Design Commission.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.4 for a detailed response related to historic resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17-2

The commenter identifies that the existing site is close to achieving the minimum required residential
density for the Central Business District General Plan land use designation.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General
Plan policy, and Master Response 2.3.7.5, which addresses off-site alternatives. See also Response to
Comment 14-9 regarding existing density on the project site.

COMMENT LETTER 18 — JIM PACHL
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Letter I8

Evan Compton

From: Jim Pachl <jpachl@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 9:54 PM
To: David Nybo; Alan LoFaso; Jose Bodipo-Memba; Cornelious Burke; Kiyomi Burchell; Ed

Chandler; Douglas Covill; Rommel Declines; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; Kim Mack;
Matthew Rogers; Darrel Teat Jr.; Joseph Yee

Cc: Evan Compton; David Kwong; Scott Johnson; Steve Hansen
Subject: Sac Commons: Planning Comm. 4.16.15
Attachments: Ltr.Planning.Comm.JP.4.14.15.pdf

Please read my attached letter commenting on the proposed Sacramento Commons project that is to be
discussed at the Planning Commission meeting of April 16, 2014, 18-1

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment.

Jim Pachl
S00 N St #1403
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April 14, 2015

James Pachl

500 N Street #1403
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 444-0910
jpachl@sbcglobal.net

Chairperson David Nybo and Commissioners

City of Sacramento Planning and Design Commission

300 Richards Blvd, 3" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811 delivered via email

Sacramento Commons: Comment and Review hearing
Commission meeting, April 16, 5:30 pm

Dear Chairperson Nybo and Commissioners,

I am an owner/resident of a condominium in the 15-story Bridgeway Towers (500 N
Street), next to the proposed project site. Pioneer, and Capitol Towers, and Capitol Villas 18-2
together comprise a 4-block street-free and pedestrian-oriented superblock, designed by
renowned urban architects over 50 years ago as a single City redevelopment project. It is
now a very successful high-density urban community (748 units) comprised of three
high-rise towers and low-rise garden apartments, interspersed among open lawns,

gardens, and a broad tree canopy. It is a shaded green “oasis” for the many office &3
workers who pass through the area or come here for office breaks or lunch. The

proposed project would eliminate most of the public green space, most of the tree canopy,

and all of the historic low-rise garden apartments. 18-4

Some key issues which have not been adequately addressed are as follows:
1. The City should require KW to disclosure its market study.

Persons knowledgeable about the economics of Sacramento development have privately
commented that the project is unrealistic, especially as to its timeline and economic

feasibility of high-rise apartments and a new 24-story hotel in the downtown Sacramento
market. KW says that it is relying on a market study which shows that the project is 18-5
feasible, but refuses to share it even with the City.

In light of the failure of the Saca Twin Towers (iconic block-size hole) and the Aura
project (large surface parking lot), the City has the responsibility to avoid approving
projects having a likelihood of failure or extensive delay due to unrealistic or
unsupported economic assumptions. This is especially so because Sacramento
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Commons or post-demolition failure of Sacramento Commons would have detrimental T 185
cont.

impacts upon existing and highly successful high-density residential uses.

There is concern that disclosure of KW’s market study would show its reliance on highly
speculative or unsupported assumptions, and perhaps a development alternative that
includes maximizing City development entitlements, demolition, maybe installation of
backbone infrastructure, and sale of vacant parcels to others (investment funds or 18-6
developers) for a profit without incurring the risk of huge construction debt and liability
(particularly as to the high-rises). Considering KW’s lack of experience in building
anything from the ground up, the latter possibility looms large.

2. The City should impose conditions to prevent premature demolition prior to
construction and to ensure site restoration in the event of project abandonment.

Most Applications for projects of this size include an experienced developer or developer
partner with a track record of successfully undertaking large-scale projects. Proposed
Sacramento Commons is a notable exception.

A disconcerting “red flag” is that Kennedy Wilson (“KW”) is not a developer but is
instead an out-of-town real estate investment firm which, as far as I can determine, buys,
improves or remodels, and then sells large existing office, commercial, and residential
buildings, but has never built anything from the ground up, except for being a partner
with a major developer on a golf course 400-unit residential project in Hawaii (most of
those prospective homes remain unbuilt). There are no developer or builder partners in
the Sacramento Commons project. KW appears to have unrealistic expectations about
the economic viability of its proposed parcelization and entitlements for development of
its eleven-acre project area.

18-7

Unlike most other currently pending large projects in the Sacramento area, this will have
major impacts on existing and adjacent residential uses whether it goes forward, or fails
or becomes “dormant” after demolition or at early stages of construction (such as Aura
and Twin Towers.)

A KW notice to its Capitol Tower renters, June 27, 2014, said that the low-rise garden
apartments would be “phased out” over an estimated period of at least four years, and that
construction would occur over an estimated period of at least six years. The project’s
most recent plan for phasing would demolish the low-rises by 2017 , starting in 2015, and 18-8
would complete construction in 2021. (Draft PUD pp 2-23, 2-24; DEIR pp. 2-22 thru 2-
24)

In fact there is no reason to believe that the market for “upscale “ (high end) apartments
and condos in downtown would be broad enough within six or even sixteen years, to 18-9
support KW’s massive project, (over 1400 high-end apartment units). Especially
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unrealistic is KW’s proposed “Phase One”, which includes construction and completion
of a 24-story hotel or condo building by August 2017. KW has no hotel partner and there
is no foreseeable market for such a massive new upscale hotel in downtown, especially in
light of City’s approval of the proposed 250-unit Kimpton hotel at the Arena and the 135- 18-9
unit Hyatt Place (former Marshall hotel), which have hotel partners, real developers, and cont.
are almost certain to be built. A 24-story condominum building might be feasible in the
overheated San Francisco housing market, but is not economically feasible in the
Sacramento housing market due to today’s high cost of 24-story residential construction,
relative to the incomes of the civil servants, office, clerical, and service workers, and
retirees who comprise the mainstay of the downtown housing market.

If City approves Sacramento Commons, inclusion of the following project conditions are
suggested to prevent a repeat of the Twin Towers and Aura debacles:

A.  Demolition of existing structures, trees, and landscape on any individual
parcel within the PUD area shall be prohibited unless the City Council first determines
that there are legally binding contracts for all construction and complete financing of a
City-approved project on the affected parcel, and that start of construction is imminent.

B. If a project is abandoned or fails after demolition, the developer shall
restore the landscape on that parcel at developer’s expense. A project would be deemed
“abandoned” if construction did not start within six months of site demolition, or if
construction started and then halted for more than six months. Before start of
construction of a project, the developer shall post a bond for the full cost of restoring the
landscape in the event of project abandonment.

18-10

C.  Each phase of construction must be completed before demolition of
structures, trees, and landscape commences for the next phase.
D.  To discourage premature demolition on a project site, there shall be no

“temporary” ground-level parking lots allowed atop a demolition site while awaiting
construction of any individual project.

2. The forty-foot separation between walls of the proposed 8-story apartments
and neighboring high-rise residential towers is an incompatible land use which will
devalue the quality of life of residents and value of the impacted units

At its July 24, 2014 meeting, the Planning Commissioners asked for additional
information on setbacks for proposed midrise buildings and their interface with Pioneer 18-11
and Bridgeway Towers. (Staff Report p. 4.) An existing nonexclusive easement for
pedestrian and recreational use forced KW to increase a portion of the setbacks to 74 feet
but over half of the setback remains at 40 feet from Bridgeway and Pioneer Tower
residences. Judith Lamare and I met with KW representative Dave Eadie, who firmly
refused to widen the setback beyond 40 feet. He said that apartments next to the setback
would face east and west, rather than northward, but that is not in the project documents.
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It would provide more privacy but would not remove the negative impacts for Bridgeway
residents deprived of light, air, and views.

The Planning Commissioners asked for renderings to help understand the appropriateness
of the proposed 40-foot setback. (Staff Report p. 4, 12.) However the only ground-level
rendering of the 40 setback between Bridgeway and the proposed 8-story midrise is
obscured in the background of the illustration on page 33 of the draft PUD Guidelines.
(The 74-foot easement-required separation is shown in the foreground and is nearly twice

the width of the 40-foot separation.) 811

cont.

Proposed PUD Design Guidelines, (draft PUD p. 59) say that “sufficient distance
between towers should be maintained to allow individual tower units, ground level units,
and rooftop terraces access to sunlight and natural ventilation.” A 40 feet separation
between an 8-story building and a high-rise would allow little or no sunlight to reach the
lower floors.

There is no reason why this standard should not be applied to the distance between
towers and neighboring 8-story mid-rise buildings, or between adjacent mid-rise
buildings. The only plausible reason for the minimal 40-foot separation is Kennedy
Wilson’s greed to maximize profits.

3. The landscape plan is illusory and unenforceable

In response to Commissioners’ concerns about the project’s destruction of most on-site
trees, the developer has proposed a landscape plan which includes rooftop gardens that
would include trees atop of buildings and parking podium. This is intended to mitigate
for loss of most of the tree canopy. In addition the plan includes ground-planted trees
where insufficient soil space would remain to support large trees.

However implementation of the landscape plan is unenforceable. There is nothing in the
mitigation measures or project conditions would require the developer to actually
construct and implement any part of the landscape plan, with the exception of the 18-12
mitigation measure requiring replacement of removed Street Trees and Heritage trees,
that are relatively small part of the tree canopy that would be removed. There is a local
history of development projects which failed to install promised landscaping, and of
defective developer-installed landscaping which failed . As an example, a number of
developer-installed trees have been removed in Natomas because developers planted trees
too close to house foundations and walkways, or planted tree species that were unsuitable
for the site.

Even if the project proponents complete the landscape plan, the project documents give
the City no authority to require that the developer or successor landowners retain or
maintain that landscaping. This is especially problematic as to the proposed rooftop
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gardens, which are expensive to construct and maintain, and are suitable for only a
selected range of trees and plants. Rooftop gardens — which are essentially large planter
boxes - cannot grow anything larger than small “lollypop” trees and shrubs due small soil
volume. It should be noted that the present and past landowners of Capitol Towers and 18-12
Villas have removed a number of large trees in recent years, and have not replaced them. cont.

The landscape plan proposes to plant a row of trees next to the south-facing fence of
Bridgeway, which is only five feet from Bridgeway’s swimming pool and hot tub spa.
Those tree plantings should be set further back (southward) from Bridgway’s pool and
spa, so that the roots do not damage Bridgeway’s pool or spa and leaves and evergreen
needles do not fall into Bridgeway’s swimming pool and hot tub spa.

4. The project will subject neighboring residents to unacceptable levels of
construction noise and vibration for at least six years.

Kennedy Wilson shows its blatant disregard for nearby residents by proposing that 18-13
construction — and unacceptable levels of construction noise — be permitted seven days
per week, from 7am to 6 pm, Monday through Saturday, and 9 am through 6 pm on
Sunday. The acceptable standard for heavy construction activity in residential
neighborhoods is Monday — Friday 8 am through 5 pm. The proposed “disturbance
coordinator” (MM 4.9-3a) has no authority to stop work or fine contractors for violation
of mitigation measures intended to protect neighboring residents. (DEIR p. 4-9-28, MM
4.93a.)

18-14

Residents of neighboring Pioneer Towers senior housing are retired seniors and disabled
persons. Most suffer impaired mobility or other physical limitations which effectively
confine them to the premises or immediate vicinity. Project construction noise will make
life hellish for them. Some Bridgeway residents are in the same situation. If construction 1815
proceeds according to KW’s schedule, 2015-2021, (DEIR pp 2.22-2-24) residents of
Pioneer Towers, Bridgeway Towers, Capitol Towers, and, to a lesser degree, residents of
Pioneer House and Governor’s Square south of P St will suffer six years of almost
continuous daytime heavy construction noise and vibration 7 days per week.

It us customary for residents to leave balcony doors open during the hot season for
ventilation purposes. Construction noise will force residents to close their balcony doors
during daytime, creating highly uncomfortable conditions during hot weather and/or
increased costs for air conditioning

18-16

The DEIR’s claim that the impacts of construction noise on neighbors will be mitigated
to less than significant (with residents’ windows closed) is a falsehood which is the 18-17
opposite of the real-world experience of many people who live here.
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The DEIR p. 49-24 says that 500 N St, Pioneer, and Capital Towers were built using
concrete materials that would substantially reduce sound transmission. In fact most of
the south-facing wall of Bridgeway Tower and one-half of the area of the north-facing
wall of Pioneer Tower are comprised of conventional plate glass windows and sliding
glass doors having minimal sound-reducing qualities.

18-18

Respectfully submitted.

James P. Pachl
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-1

The commenter asks the Planning & Design Commission to read an attached letter.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I8-2

The commenter identifies his residence and that the existing project site was designed by architects
more than 50 years ago.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.4 for a detailed response related to historic resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-3

The commenter provides characteristics of the existing site, including lawn, gardens, tree canopy, and
identifies that the project would eliminate most of the public green space, most of the tree canopy, and
all of the garden apartments.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-4

The commenter states that the project would eliminate most of the public green space, most of the tree
canopy, and all of the garden apartments.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2 for a discussion of the loss of trees and tree canopy. As discussed
in the DEIR (see Section 4.10 in particular), there are City parks and other publicly accessible parks
and urban open spaces located near the project site. To determine potential impacts to parks and
recreational facilities, the DEIR considers relevant regulatory requirements of the City Code and
General Plan for parkland requirements, parkland dedication requirements, and in-lieu fee
requirements, based on the number of new dwelling units and residents that could be accommodated
by implementation of the proposed project. To address parkland impacts caused by projects that
generate additional resident and employee populations within the City, the Sacramento City Code
provides standards and formulas for the dedication of parkland and payment of in-lieu fees (Title 16,
Chapter 16.64), and imposes a park development impact fee on new projects within the City (Title 18,
Chapter 18.44) for both residential and non-residential development. The proposed project will comply
with its Parkland Dedication Requirement.
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The Sacramento Central City Urban Design Guidelines includes requirements to implement the 2030
General Plan and the Parks and Recreation Master Plan (PRMP) for small public spaces. According to
the guidelines, new development should provide a range of open space types for its users and visitors,
that are open to the street or public right-of-way and accessible to all citizens; and include hard and soft
landscaping, areas for sun and shade, benches, and water features, where appropriate.

The proposed project provides a number of private recreation opportunities including pool areas for
project residents and guests. Residential buildings include a podium or rooftop level pool area, and the
parking garage included in Parcel 1 will also include a rooftop pool area. In total, the podium and
rooftop level community space, fitness center and pool areas include approximately 1.7 acres of private
recreation space. Additionally, each of the proposed buildings will have access to a fitness center and
similar indoor recreation spaces. These indoor areas include approximately 0.20 acres of private
recreation space. The corner of P and 7th Streets would be occupied by a community plaza of
approximately 0.29 acres, accommodating pedestrians beneath a tree canopy. The proposed project
also includes an East-West Promenade, North-South Promenade, and a central plaza, which provides
a balance of hardscape paving lined with existing mature (Heritage) trees and new trees and open lawn
and landscape in adjacent areas. The proposed promenades and central plaza also incorporate
hardscape pedestrian paths, water features, seating areas, small café tables, public art, and softscape
in the form of landscaping, such as shade and ornamental trees open lawn areas, and other landscape
features. In total, the East-West Promenade, North-South Promenade, central plaza, and associated
pedestrian paths cover 1.83 acres of the project site. The proposed project would not cause or
accelerate the physical deterioration of existing park facilities or require the expansion of existing parks
in the area.

See Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for information about historic resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-5

The commenter suggests that the City should require the developer to disclose a market study.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.6.1 for a discussion related to market demand.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-6

The commenter alleges that the undisclosed market study contains speculative analysis.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.6.1 for a discussion related to market demand. As discussed
in Section 4.12 of the DEIR, infrastructure is available at the project site.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I8-7

The commenter suggests that the City impose conditions related to project abandonment and suggests
that the project applicant is not a developer.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion related to construction phasing and
economic viability.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-8

The commenter discusses project phasing.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion related to construction phasing and
economic viability. See Chapter 2 of the DEIR for a comprehensive description of the proposed project,
including anticipated phasing.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-9

The commenter expresses the opinion that there is not sufficient demand to support the proposed
project.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion related to construction phasing and
economic viability. See Chapter 3 of the DEIR for a discussion related to land use, population, and
housing, including existing and future development in the Central City area. Please see Master
Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability
levels.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-10

The commenter recommends a list of project conditions related to contracting, financing, demalition,
and phasing.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion related to construction phasing and
economic viability. See also Master Response 2.3.12.9 regarding proposed mitigation relating to
financial feasibility concerns.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-11

The commenter discusses setbacks between buildings.

See Master Responses 2.3.3.1, 2.3.3.2, 2.3.3.4, 2.3.3.5, 2.3.3.6, and 2.3.3.7 for a discussion of visual
changes associated with the project. See also Master Response 2.3.8 regarding existing nonexclusive
easements on the project site. Please see also the Response to Comment O2-4.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-12

The commenter claims that the project’s landscape plan is unenforceable, that rooftop gardens can be
used for certain types of trees, and that trees near Bridgeway Towers should be set back further.

The podium and roof top level trees included in the proposed project landscape plan are not required to
mitigate tree related impacts caused by the proposed project. As discussed in the DEIR and Master
Response 2.3.2, the EIR concludes that through planting of 147 ground level trees and implementation
of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, tree related impacts will be reduced to a less than significant level. See
Master Response 2.3.2.3 for information related to the landscape plan and Master Responses 2.3.2.8
and 2.3.12.5, which address enforceable mitigation related to project impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-13

The commenter discusses construction noise and vibration.

See Master Responses 2.3.1.1, 2.3.1.2, 2.3.1.3, 2.3.1.4, 2.3.1.5, and 2.3.1.6 for a detailed response
related to construction noise and vibration. See also Master Response 2.3.12.10 regarding
construction-related noise mitigation.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-14

The commenter contends that the disturbance coordinator does not have the authority to stop work or
fine contractors.

See Master Responses 2.3.1.1,2.3.1.2, 2.3.1.3, 2.3.1.4, 2.3.1.5, and 2.3.1.6 for a detailed response
related to construction noise and vibration. See also Master Response 2.3.12.10 regarding
construction-related noise mitigation and enforcement. The noise and vibration mitigation included in
the DEIR will be implemented and enforced through the City’s Mitigation Monitoring And Reporting
Program and the measures will be conditions required for construction contractors. With
implementation of the identified mitigation, impacts are considered less than significant.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-15

The commenter discusses senior housing in the vicinity and the duration of construction.
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See Master Responses 2.3.1.1 2.3.1.3, and 2.3.1.4 for a detailed response related to construction
noise and vibration.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-16

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

See Master Response 2.3.1.4 for a detailed response related to construction noise, including
information related to windows.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-17

The commenter disagrees with the EIR’s findings related to temporary construction noise impacts.

See Master Response 2.3.1.4 for a detailed response related to construction noise and Master
Response 2.3.1.2 for a discussion of the significance threshold for construction noise impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-18

The commenter identifies that residences in the vicinity of the proposed project site have windows
facing the proposed project site.

See Master Response 2.3.1.4 for a detailed response related to construction noise, including noise
transmission through different materials, including windows.

COMMENT LETTER |19 — JiM PACHL
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Letter 19

Dear Scott,

A member of the Bridgeway Towers Board of Directors brought to my attention California
Fire Code § 903.3.5.2, ATTACHED, which requires a secondary on-site water supply of
no less than 15,000 gallons, or greater if warranted by the calculations stated in that Fire
Code section, for high-rise buildings. This is not mentioned in any of the Sacramento
Commons project documents.

19-1

The Bridgeway Towers swimming pool also serves to meet that requirement for
Bridgeway. | strongly suspect that the Capitol Towers swimming pool also serves tp meet
that requirement for Capitol Towers. Problem is that Kennedy Wilson plans to remove
that swimming pool, which would result in non-compliance as to Capitol Towers. Do the
swimming pools atop the other high-rises proposed for Sac Commons meet that 19-2
requirement.? | doubt it, based on the conceptual diagrams in project documents.

This requirement also applies to Group |-2 occupancies having occupied floors more than
75 feet above the lowest level of fire department vehicle access.
Does this apply to the 8-story midrise structures.

The EIR should explain how Sacramento Commons will meet the requirements of California
Fire Code § 903.3.5.2, ATTACHED, including calculation of the gallonage required to be available on- 19-3
site. That legal requirement exists even if the Sacramento Fire Department were to not enforce it.

Thank you very much.

Jim Pachl
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903.3.5.2 Secondary water supply. An automatic sec-
ondary on-site water supply having a usable capacity of | |
not less than the hydraulically calculated sprinkler
demand, including the hose stream requirement, shall
be provided for high-rise buildings and Group I-2
occupancies having occupied floors located more than
75 feet above the lowest level of fire department vehicle
access in Seismic Design Category C, D. E or F as
determined by the California Building Code. An addi-
tional fire pump shall not be required for the secondary
water supply unless needed to provide the minimum
design intake pressure at the suction side of the fire
pump supplying the automatic sprinkler system. The
secondary water supply shall have a duration of not less
than 30 minutes or as determined by the occupancy | |
hazard classification in accordance with NFPA 13,
whichever is greater. The Class 1 standpipe system
demand shall not be required to be included in the sec-
ondary on-site water supply calculations. In no case
shall the secondary on-site water supply be less than
15,000 gallons.

Exception: Existing buildings.

19-4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-1

The commenter identifies a section of the California Fire Code related to secondary on-site water
supply source.

As discussed in Section 4.10-2, the California Fire Code contains regulations relating to construction,
maintenance, and use of buildings. Topics addressed in the code include fire department access, fire
hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards, hazardous
materials storage and use, provisions intended to protect and assist fire responders, industrial
processes, and many other general and specialized fire-safety requirements for new and existing
buildings and the surrounding premises. The California Fire Code contains specialized technical
regulations related to fire and life safety.

According to the Fire Department, per 2013 California Fire Code Section 503 - Fire Apparatus Access
Roads; 503.1.1- Approved fire apparatus access roads shall be provided for every facility. Roads shall
extend within 150 feet of all portions of the facility and all portions of the exterior walls of the first story
of the building. Every building will be required to meet 2013 California Fire Code and California Building
Code and will receive a building permit upon meeting these requirements. Regarding the backup water
supply requirements for fire suppression in high-rise buildings, 15,000 gallons is the Code minimum. If
the location were to remove the swimming pool that was approved as the backup water supply, the
building would be required to add a water tank or provide an approved second water supply in lieu of
the pool (Tunson, pers. comm., 2015 and Lee, pers. comm., 2015).

There are many way for the developer and design team to comply with the requirement to provide a
pumping source of 15,000 gallons of water (or volume required by Code formula per California Fire
Code 903.3.5.2). As stated, swimming pools are a common way for projects to comply with this state
requirement. Other methods include above or below ground tanks. These tanks can also be designed
inside the building footprint, as done at Pioneer Towers. This is a standard requirement and is typically
designed by the mechanical engineer or fire sprinkler consultant for the project. As stated in the DEIR,
the proposed project is required to comply with this as well as all other applicable California Fire Code
requirements. Furthermore, as discussed in the PUD Guidelines for the proposed project, each phase
of the proposed project requires future site plan and design review. Project design for each phase will
incorporate all features required by the California Fire Code and other applicable laws.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-2

The commenter discusses removal of the Capitol Towers pool.

See response to Comment 19-1, above.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-3

The commenter suggests that the EIR should explain certain requirements of the California Fire Code.

See response to Comment 19-1, above.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-4

The commenter provides an excerpt from the California Fire Code.

See response to Comment 19-1, above.

COMMENT LETTER 110 — JAMES REECE
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Letter I10

Dear Chairperson Nybo and Commissioners,

Forwarded to you is the email comment of James Reece, a Bridgeway Towers
condominium Owner and resident since 2008, regarding the proposed Sacramento 110-1
Commons. He will not be able to attend the Planning Commission meeting tonight.

Jim Pachl

Begin forwarded message:

Jim

| will not be able to attend the meeting tonight, but | have a comment to share.
110-2
When Bridgeway Towers and the other buildings in our four-block neighborhood were first built, it was, and remains, the city's premier
high density residential project.

The development is home to hundreds of people: renters, owners, seniors, young people. A mix of high and low-rise structures with
beautiful grounds, it has been a roaring success. It is shocking that now the planning commission would wish to destroy something J
they planned for thirty years ago. The noise, dust, commotion, traffic congestion will last for the better part of a decade and will utterly

disrupt what is a wonderful neighborhood if the KennedyWilson project is allowed to proceed. 1 no-3
The bank building with 10 stories of parking the city approved at the corner of 5th and Capitol Mall is an example of the type of structure T

that is ugly and destroys ground level ambience. This is what the planning commission wants for our neighborhood? Those of us who | 110-4
choose to live downtown have invested time and treasure in our homes. We are the pioneers the city wants. There are dozens of other

spots in the downtown area that are suited to what we already have: high density, mixed use residential housing. ]: 110-

J. Reece
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 110-1

A commenter states that he is passing along a comment from another commenter.

The City acknowledges this comment.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 110-2

The commenter provides background on the project site.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 110-3

The commenter mentions noise, dust, traffic congestion, and the length of construction period.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Responses 2.3.1.1, 2.3.1.2, 2.3.1.3, 2.3.1.4, 2.3.1.5, and 2.3.1.6 for a
detailed response related to construction noise and vibration. See Section 4.2 of the DEIR for a
discussion of dust, including Impact 4.2-1 and Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, which is designed to reduce
fugitive dust.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 110-4

The commenter expresses the opinion that a different project is ugly.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. Refer to Master Response 2.3.3 for a discussion of
aesthetic changes associated with the project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 110-5

The commenter believes that there are other locations in the Central City area that could accommodate
the project.

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

COMMENT LETTER 111 — KATHLEEN GREEN
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Letter 111

Evan Compton

From: Kathleen Green <kdgreenone@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 12, 2015 5:11 PM
To: Scott Johnson; Evan Compton; Jose Bodipo-Memba; Kiyomi Burchell; Ed Chandler; Douglas

Covill: sacplanning.declines@me.com; Todd Kaufman; Kim Mack; David Nybo; Matthew
Rodgers; Joe Yee

Cc: Steve Hansen

Subject: Fw: email addresses

Attachments: April 10 Planning Com Itr.docx

Attached are my comments on the Sacramento Commons project. 111-1

Kathleen Green
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April 10, 2015

Planning and Design Commission
915 | Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Opposition to the Sacramento Commons project
Dear Chair & Planning Commissioners,

This proposed demolition and development (if the lots are sold to
developers and built??), will not only displace hundreds of households but
adversely affect the existing Bridgeway and Pioneer Towers residents of their
sunlight, site views and quality of life in a quiet, park-like setting. This could be a

Cabrini Green of the future. =

With demolition of 4 blocks the Planning Commission should recommend
to the Council that Kennedy-Wilson or their assignees show proof of contracts
and financing for construction before issuing any demolition permits. This
proposal is not mentioned in the DEIR.

The removal of 200 healthy mature canopy of trees has not been
adequately addressed in the DEIR. The impact of the heat created with the loss of
so many trees and to the air quality in the downtown area should be analyzed in
detail. The Arborist Report estimates that it will take more than 25 years to
compensate and mitigate for the loss of these older mature trees. Other arborist
have noted that new trees planted in the narrow strips near tall buildings do not
do well compared to trees in a park setting. Could the Commission propose that
alternatives be required in the building sites to save many of the trees with just
the siting of a building?

111-3

Capitol Towers and Villas is a prime example of mid-century modern
architecture in a garden setting, designed by renowned 20" mid-century design
professionals. And today after 54 years is a healthy, functioning, beautiful,
historic complex of moderate rent housing in the urban core. It is also the only
one in the urban core. 4

111-4
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| urge the Commission to scrutinize this project and send alternative 111-4
recommendations on this proposal to the City Council. cont.

Kathleen Green
2010 Vizcaya Walk; Sacramento, Ca 95818

kdgreenone@yahoo.com

cc.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 111-1

The commenter provides an introduction to comments.

The City acknowledges this comment.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 111-2

The commenter discusses displacement of residents, sunlight, views, a park-like setting, and a request
to show proof of construction financing prior to issuing demolition permits.

Refer to Master Response 2.3.3 for a discussion of aesthetic changes associated with the project. See
Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion related to construction phasing and economic viability. See
Chapter 3 of the DEIR for a discussion related to land use, population, and housing, including existing
and future development in the Central City area. See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion of the
phasing of demolition and construction. See Section 4.10 of the EIR for a discussion of park and
recreation impacts of the project. Please see Master Response 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of
accommodating housing at different affordability levels. Should the City Council exercise its discretion
to approve the proposed project, City staff recommends the City Council adopt a term in the
development agreement requiring demolition for any phase of the proposed project not to commence
until building permits have been issued for the associated construction phase.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 111-3

The commenter opines that tree canopy impacts have not been adequately addressed in the DEIR, that
heat created with the loss of trees should be analyzed, that it will take more than 25 years to mitigate
tree impacts, that trees planted in narrow strips do not do well. The commenter asks about an
alternative that would reduce tree impacts.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.6, 2.3.2.8, and 2.3.2.9 for information about tree
impacts, the landscaping plan, mitigation, revisions to the project, and calculations of tree growth.
Please see Master Responses 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, and 2.3.7.4 for a discussion of alternatives.

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

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

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 111-4

The commenter discusses the history of existing on-site structures and that the existing structures
provide moderate rent housing. The commenter urges the Planning & Design Commission to scrutinize
the project and consider alternatives.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for information on historic resources. See Master
Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, including housing
policy. The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse
physical environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a
comprehensive discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the
DEIR. Please see Master Response 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different
affordability levels. The opinion of the commenter is acknowledged. Please see Master Response 2.3.7
for information related to alternatives.

COMMENT LETTER 112 — KATHLEEN GREEN
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Letter 112

Evan Compton

From: Kathleen Green <kdgreenone@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, April 13, 2015 10:48 AM
To: Roberta Deering; caru.bowns@gmail.com; kathleenforrest@hotmail.com; Jon Marshack;

chad.moffett@meadhunt.com; eric@bbse.com; mark.huck@parks.ca.gov; Piner Matthew;
Evan Compton

Cc: Steve Hansen

Subject: Capitol Towers Eligibility to the City's Historic Resources list

April 10, 2015

Dear Chairman & Members of the Commission:

Capitol Towers and Villas is a great example of mid-century modern architecture in a unique garden setting, and after 54 years it
is still a functioning, beautiful, desirable, ,historic, neighborhood! Since OHP and the State Historic Resources Commission, as well
as the National Parks Service "Keeper" have determined that it is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, there is no
question that it should be included on Sacramento's List of Historic Resources.

The Plans submitted by Kennedy-Wilson this could become another "hole-in-the-ground," with the demolition of all the Villas, 112-1
destroying a canopy of mature trees, including many heritage trees, and displacing hundreds of tenants. This project will go down in
the annals of the City of Sacramento's mistakes.

[ am in hopes that the Preservation Cominission will send a strong message to the Planning Commission and City Council
members as to the negative effects of this proposed project. To better plan new construction projects that are going to demolished
historic properties, to require that construction plans and financing be in place before any demolition permits are issued.

Yours in Preservation,

Kathleen Green

2010 Vizcaya Walk; Sacramento, 95818
kdgreenone(@yahoo.com
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 112-1

The commenter discusses the existing project site architecture, historic standing of existing on-site
structures, construction and phasing, and conditions related to construction financing.

See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion related to construction phasing and Master Response
2.3.12.9 regarding financial feasibility. Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for
information on historic resources.

COMMENT LETTER 113 — KATHLEEN GREEN
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Letter 113

April 24, 2015

RE: Comments on the DEIR of March95, 2015 for Sacramento Commons
proposed project (014-012)

Dear Mr. Johnson:

As a concerned midtown resident watching this “Sacramento
Commons” proposed project by Kennedy Wilson I concur with all the
comments of Sacramento Modern, Carr Kunze, and the “Neighbors of 113-1
Capitol Towers & Villas, as well as the comments from Karen Jacque, Board
member of Preservation Sacramento. I also hope the tenants of Pioneer
Tower will submit comments as they will be greatly affected by this ill
conceived project. Capitol Towers’ (Sacramento Commons) National
Register of Historic Places and State eligibility as a Historic District, is the
only garden apartments super-block even near downtown.

The Preservation Commission voted unanimously April 15, 2015 to 113-2
include Capitol Towers and Villas be added to the City’s Register of Historic
Resources as a Landmark. They also voted unanimously to DENY this
project!

Housing Element of this project-analyzed - The City of Sacramento
General Plan 2013-2021 analysis of the type of housing needed in the 113-3

Central City by neighborhood. Some of that analysis should be included in
/7
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this EIR report. It also includes the vacant land and lots in the Central T 113-3
City (Section 5.4 Vacant Land Inventory).

cont.

An Alternative not noted is an “off site’ project that the City can transfer
these entitlements to another site to save this Historic District.

113-4

Possible "Hole-in-the-Ground” Project I did not see an ‘alternative’
measure in the DEIR on how the City can avoid this project being another
“Hole-in-the-Ground project”. Since Kennedy Wilson is not building any of
these proposed apartments, and only acquiring the entitlements and
demolition permits to then sell to a developer, the “hole-in-the-ground”
scenario is a real possibility. The EIR should suggest mitigation measures
so this does not happen.

113-5

An Alternative not noted in the DEIR: The City will not issue any
demolition permits without proof of plans, a construction contract and L
financing.

Construction Disruption and Noise:

The EIR should analyze the displacement of the tenants in the Villa 1
apartments, the loss of business the ground floor business’ of the Tower; I nss

113-7

and loss of tenants in the Tower due to construction. As well as Pioneer 139
Tower. KW has said they will phase construction over a 6 year period, but
depending on the economy it could will be much longer. 11310

Arborist Report-Tree Canopy Loss and its effects. The DEIR was weak
on the effect of the loss of 200 trees, some heritage trees, in this project.
Trees filter and capture air pollution from cars and with N and P Streets
being main corridors in and out of the downtown, it is even more important
to save these trees. There should be charts of the carbon monoxide that
each tree absorbs, equating into the number of pounds of more pollution in
the air that will affect the downtown.

113-11

These trees are a major reason that Capitol Towers, as it was planned
over 50 years ago, in a garden setting, is a desirable, beautiful, historic
community to live in.

11312

The ‘No Project’ could be more elaborate in its description of the benefits
of not allowing this project to proceed. As an ALTERNATIVE-the City

113-13
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possibility transferring entitlements to another more appropriate vacant
parcel for high-rise apartments? In the City’s General Plan 2013-2021,
The Housing Element — Section 5 Land Inventory of the Sacramento 11313
General Plan 2013-2015 is the list of the vacant lots and blocks within the cont.
Central City that could accommodate this possibility. It did note that there
is enough vacant land to accommodate these projected housing needs to
2021.

In closing, this Historic National Register District adds significance to
the quality of life. It is a desirable neighborhood to live in the down town
area.

113-14

The recent construction in the Central City and nearby of apartments,
townhouses, homes, low income housing, plus the infill of single lots has 11315
been progressing at warp speed. All of these projects did not DESTROY a
Historic, functioning, community!

I have enclosed my compiled list of these development just in the last 5
years. It does not include the many single-family homes on single lots or 1o
the Oak Park area.

If this project is approved it will go down in Sacramento’s annals of City
development/City Planning MISTAKES: The Alhambra Theatre, the
Francesca apartments, the Merrium Apartments, and the California Hotel,
to name a few.

11317

Kathleen Green
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2015 housing projects cont:

NEW RESIDENTIAL HOUSING NEAR OR IN DOWNTOWN:

Proposed projects:
-Railyards & River District

-Township 9 — Richards Blvd. Hwy 16 — 10,000 to 12,000 units entitled
in this district & the River District & Railyards

-Crystal Creamery property — 11" & C Street & West- 98
townhouses/homes.

-Docks Waterfrront — south of capitol Mall along the river-housing

potential and business’ — Front Street 1155 units
113-18

-North West Land Park project -282 single family homes &
townhouses — Aug ‘15

-Former Clarion, 700-16" Sts-160 units —Senior Housing
-5t & 6'™ & J St. — Hotel & residential Tower-69 condominiums

-The Old Marshal Hotel 7" & L w/be Hyatt Place Hotel w/ 10-15
apartment or condominiums

Ice Blocks — R St — 16" & 17", retail and residential (?)
Whole Foods Apts. — 140 units L & 21 Sts.
Total = approximately 10,624

Rental units recently completed or underconstruction:
-Alexan Midtown — Alhambra & S Sts. Completed in 2010

275 units
Hall of Justice — 813 6 St. — 42 units
-The KAY -Block between 7 to 8" & K Sts — will be 137

units + 72,000 sgft retail & enterainment
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2015 housing projects cont:

-Legado deRavel — 16" St between N & P Streets, two 5 story
apartments w/ground floor retail. 84 apartments
-16 Powerhouse — 16" & P St.- 50 unit apartment six-story building

w/restaurant on the groundfloor(Magpie Café’, Inspiration
Coffee, & Japanese Restaurant)

-The WAL (Warehouse Artist Lofts) R & 11" Streets — 116
apartments

-The Warren/EVIVA- corner of N & 16" Streets -50 to 118 rental
pre-fab units

-LaValentina 12" & E Street housing- 3- three story bldgs. w/ 81

units — affordable apartments
-Maydstone-15" & J Sts., historic 3-story apt rehabbed '12. 32 units

-7'™" & H St. — 6 story w/retail on ground floor w/150 apartment 11318
Units-studios & 1 Brd. Mercy Low income housing o
Reports claim was last of low income financing.
15" & I Sts. — i15, 8 story —proposed D&S Development — 80 units
but not decided
-16™" & H Sts — Condos/Apartments w/ground floor retail -44 units
SE corner -5 or 6 story completed 2011

TL= approximately 1099

New Residental Homes being built:
-Tapestri Square — block of 20" to 21%% T & U Streets — 58

Townhouses — 3 story
-Curtis Park Village - in old Western Pacific railyards, will be retail,

homes. 294 single-family homes, 132 market-rate multi-family
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2015 housing projects cont:

units & 92 senior affordable housing multi-family units. Also
180,000 sqft of retail space.

-McKinley Park Village — close to central City 334 — townhouses
and single family homes

-SoCAP Lofts 1717 6™ St (solar powered) Townhouses

-Sutter Brownstones 27" on N St. — 28 units

-Single Family on S & 20" St — two story 2 & 3 Brd, completed
Winter '13 — 9 townhouses

-1724 E Socap Walk (between Q&R & 6" and 7" Sts)

-24'™" & S STs - 5 single family houses

-2500 R Street Townhouses (solar powered). — 34 Townhouses- 2
& 3 Brds. 2-story

-515 T St. — Townhouse by CALPers, solar powered -14 units

113-18

-Many single lot infill houses over the last 3 to 5 years.

TL = approximately 672+

West Sacramento nhear river:

-Capitol Yards —apartments in Raley Landing neighborhood,
282 units, W.Sacramento plans approximately 4000 new
residential units in this area. Plans include streetcar
service to downtown Sacramento.

-The Park Moderns — just south of Raley Field — 32-unit
townhouses - completed June ‘14

-Jefferson Blvd. east side to river — 8000 homes

My compilations-Kathleen Greenr

revised 4/20/2015
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-1

The commenter discusses other comment letters.

The City has responded in writing to all comments received during the DEIR public review period and
several that were received after the close of the public review period.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-2

The commenter identifies the historic classification of the project site.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for information on historic resources. On April 15,
2015, the Preservation Commission recommended that the City Council list Capitol Towers on the
Sacramento Register. The City Council will, but has not yet, held a public hearing to consider the
Preservation Commission recommendation and to take a final action on the nomination.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-3

The commenter discusses the City’s Housing Element and that information from the Housing Element
should be included in the EIR.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. However, the City provides a comprehensive
discussion of population and housing that is related to the comment in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, including
information from the City’s Housing Element. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address
consistency with General Plan policy, including housing policy. Please see Master Response 2.3.10.3
for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. Please see also Master
Response 2.3.7.5 regarding off-site alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-4

The commenter discusses an off-site alternative.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-5

The commenter discusses the possibility that the project could be abandoned.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.6.1 and 2.3.12.9 regarding economic feasibility and abandonment of
the project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-6

The commenter discusses a condition for the project requiring a construction contract and financing
prior to issuance of a building permit.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.6.1 and 2.3.12.9 regarding economic feasibility and abandonment of
the project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-7

The commenter suggests that the EIR should analyze displacement of tenants.

The City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR,
including information from the City’s Housing Element. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10,
which address consistency with General Plan policy, including housing policy. Please see Master
Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability
levels.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-8

The commenter suggests that the EIR should analyze displacement of tenants and loss of ground floor
business.

The project does not propose to close the ground floor non-residential development in the Capitol
Tower building. Please refer to the Response to Comment 113-7 for a discussion of tenant
displacement.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-9

The commenter suggests that the EIR should analyze loss of tenants due to construction.

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose, mitigate, and find alternatives that reduce adverse physical
environmental effects associated with the project. It is speculative to assume vacancy rates will
increase in the superblock as a result of project construction. All environmental issues related to
construction (air quality, noise, vibration, traffic) are analyzed and reported in the appropriate section of
the DEIR. Please refer to the Response to Comment 113-7 for a discussion of tenant displacement.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-10

The commenter suggests that project phasing could be longer than indicated in the DEIR.

See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion related to construction phasing and economic viability.
See Chapter 2 of the DEIR for a comprehensive description of the proposed project, including
anticipated phasing. As noted in the DEIR, the proposed order of demolition and construction phasing
may be subject to change due to market conditions.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-11

The commenter suggests that the tree impact analysis in the EIR is weak and discusses carbon
monoxide (presumably carbon dioxide) absorption of trees.

See Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.4, 2.3.2.5, 2.3.2.7, and 2.3.2.8 for a discussion related to
the DEIR tree impact analysis, landscape plan, mitigation, carbon sequestration benefits of trees, and
the City’s significance determination related to tree impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-12

The commenter identifies aesthetic benefits of trees.

See Master Response 2.3.2.4 for a discussion of aesthetic changes related to trees.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-13

The commenter notes that the No Project Alternative could have a more elaborate description of
benefits and suggests consideration of other sites.

See Master Responses 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, 2.3.7.3, 2.3.7.4, and 2.3.7.5 for information on the purpose of
alternatives analysis, the process used to develop alternatives, alternatives impacts, and off-site
alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-14

The commenter references a historic national register district.

See Master Response 2.3.4 for information about the existing setting and historic resources impacts.
This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-15

The commenter identifies housing construction in the Central City.

The City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR,
including information about other developments. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which
address consistency with General Plan policy, including the City’s policies for encouraging infill
development in the Central City area. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a
discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. Please see also Master
Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-16

The commenter indicates that she will provide a list of other development projects.
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The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. The City provides a comprehensive discussion of
population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, including information about other developments. See
Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, including
the City’s policies for encouraging infill development in the Central City area. Please see Master
Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability
levels. Please see also Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-17

The commenter opines that approval of the proposed project would be a mistake.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 113-18

The commenter provided a list of other development projects.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. The City provides a comprehensive discussion of
population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, including information about other developments. See
Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, including
the City’s policies for encouraging infill development in the Central City area. Please see Master
Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability
levels. Please see also Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives.

COMMENT LETTER 114 — DR. KNOX MELLON
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Letter I14

Scott Johnson

From: Carlotta Mellon <carlotta.mellon@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 2:47 PM

To: Mayor of the City of Sacramento, Kevin Johnson; David Nybo; Scott Johnson; Evan
Compton; Sacramento Modern

Cc: Michael Galizio

Subject: Sacramento Commons Project

Dear Mayor Johnson, City Planning Commission Chair Nybo, Mr. Johonson and
Mr. Compton:

As a longtime California State Historic Preservation Officer, though now
retired, but still an advocate for retention of historic structures and fabric, I
want to express my admiration and support for Sacramento Modern's efforts to

14-1
preserve Capitol Towers and have it become a local landmark on the
Sacramento Register of Historic and Cultural Resources. These efforts are
clearly in the interests of the wonderful historic city of Sacramento.
I further support the preservation of the mature and vibrant community
surrounding these historic buildings and ask the city to protect this rare central|

city neighborhood by finding an alternative to the Sacramento Commons
proposal.

Sincerely,

Dr. Knox Mellon
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 114-1

The commenter expresses support for the efforts of Sacramento Modern to preserve Capitol Towers.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. This comment is noted and will be provided to the City
Council as part of this FEIR for consideration. See also Master Response 2.3.4 for information about
the existing setting and historic resources impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 114-2

The commenter expresses support for preserving Capitol Towers and finding an alternative to the
proposed project.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. See Master Response 2.3.4 for information about the
existing setting and historic resources impacts and Master Response 2.3.7 for information about
alternatives to the proposed project.

COMMENT LETTER 115 — JOSH CROFT
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Letter I15

Evan Compton

From: . Josh Croft <joshua.m.croft@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, Aprii 09, 2015 6:26 PM

To: Evan Compton; Steve Hansen

Subject: | DO support the demolition of the villas and mature tree canopy associated with Capitol
Towers

Once the arena is built, the demand to live in the area will go up. I support Capitol Towers efforts to increase WK
the supply of available housing. I want to live in the area but can't afford a big rent hike in the coming years! i
Thanks,

Josh
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 115-1

The commenter expresses support for the project’s proposal to increase housing in the area and states
that they cannot afford a significant increase in rent.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. The City provides a comprehensive discussion of
population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which
address consistency with General Plan policy, including the City’s policies for increasing housing in the
Central City area. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of
accommodating housing at different affordability levels.

COMMENT LETTER 116 — JANE KRYSKI MORRIS
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Letter 116

Evan Compton

From: JANE <jane349@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, April 12, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Evan Compton

Subject: Sacramento Commons

Dear Sirs or Mme.:

| would be remiss stating the fact that | was pro development. However, if | must, | can stomach
responsible development. What is proposed for Sacramento Commons is not responsible at all. 116-1
PLEASE DO NOT ACCEPT THEIR PROPOSED PLAN.

| am asking that we would return to the drawing boards and come up with a feasible plan where we
will can still enjoy all of our trees.

Sincerely, i
Jane Kryski Morris
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 116-1

The commenter contends that the proposed project is not responsible development and is asking for an
alternative plan that preserves more trees.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration.
Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.6, 2.3.2.8, and 2.3.2.9 for information about tree
impacts, the landscaping plan, mitigation, revisions to the project, and calculations of tree growth.
Please see Master Responses 2.3.7.1, 2.3.7.2, and 2.3.7.4 for a discussion of alternatives.

COMMENT LETTER 117 — LOUISE JACKSON
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Letter 117

Evan Compton

From: Louise E Jackson <lejackson@ucdavis.edu>
Sent: Sunday, April 12, 2015 6:57 PM
To: Evan Compton; Steve Hansen; bodipo50@gmail.com; burchillcitypc@gmail.com,

churke.realestate@gmail.com; ed@loftgardens.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com;

sacplanning_declines@me.com; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; kimjoanmc@att.net;

dnybo@wateridge.net; matt@mrpe.com; jyeepdc@gmail.com; darrellteatjr@yahoo.com
Subject: Protect historic low rise villas and mature trees from demolition

To the Planning Commission:

Why tear down a beautiful neighborhood that is highly cherished by residents? People will move out if you force the
to endure years of construction. 17-1

In-fill building should draw residents to the city center, not turn them away.
PLEASE SAVE THE TREES AND VILLAS AT CAPITOL TOWERS,

Louise Jackson

Louise E. Jackson

500 N St

Sacramento CA
lejackson@ucdavis.edu
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 117-1

The commenter references removal of housing structures, construction, and adding population in infill
developments.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. All environmental issues related to construction (air
quality, noise, vibration, traffic) are analyzed and reported in the appropriate section of the DEIR. The
City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR. See
Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, including
the City’s policies for increasing housing in the Central City area. Please see Master Responses
2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels.

COMMENT LETTER 118 — KATHY LES
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Letter 118

Evan Compton

From: Kathy Les <kathy.les321@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 13, 2015 2:36 PM

To: Evan Compton; Bruce Monighan
Subject: Preservation of Capitol Towers

To: Evan Compton, Senior Planner and Bruce Monighan, Urban Design Manager

Dear Evan and Bruce:
1 am writing to express my support for preserving Capitol Towers, both the low and high rise structures, as well
as the Lawrence Halprin landscaping. These arc gems that speak to early modern architecture in Sacramentof [
urge the Planning Commission to find a more viable plan that allows for historic renovation, rather than
destruction through demolition of the low-rise structures and inappropriately re-cladding the high rise tower.
118-1
So many times in the past, Sacramento got it wrong with mis-guided remodeling or demolition. We had finally
entered a new era of respect for historic structures, and now this proposal. I hope the developers, with your
guidance, can revisit their plans and come up with a more creative solution, or find a new site in the nearby
area. Isn't the new arena supposed to be bringing out the best in us moving forward? This proposal seems
downright disrespectful of our collective architectural heritage, in terms of urban design and planning.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Kathy Les,
Curtis Park resident and former Design Review Board Member
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 118-1

The commenter discusses existing housing structures, landscaping, architecture, a different site for the
project, and architectural heritage.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. See Master Response 2.3.4 for information about the
existing setting and historic resources impacts and Master Response 2.3.7 for information about
alternatives to the proposed project. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a
discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. Please see also Master
Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives.

COMMENT LETTER 119 — KENT AND MARY SCHROEDER
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Letter 119

Evan Compton

From: Mary Schroeder <findmary@pacbell.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 7:32 AM

To: Evan Compton

Cc: Schroeder Mary

Subject: Sacramento Commons

This is to ask you to protect the Sacramento Commons. We are retired County residents but spent years

working downtown. Sacramento Commons is one of the loveliest areas in The City. It's elegance and 119-1
architectural significance are irreplaceable. Developers should be required to incorporate the historic buildings
and landscape into their new plans. They can look to other vacant lots in the vicinity for residential

development.

Sincerely,

Kent and Mary Schroeder

4524 Crestridge Road

Fair Oaks, CA. 95628

916-952-0906

Sent from my iPhone
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 119-1

The commenter discusses architectural significance of existing on-site buildings, that the project should
incorporate existing buildings into the project, and that the City should pursue alternatives sites.

See Master Response 2.3.4 for information about the existing setting and historic resources impacts
and Master Response 2.3.7 for information about alternatives to the proposed project include Master
Response 2.3.7.5 regarding off-site alternatives.

COMMENT LETTER 120 — HEATHER FARGO
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Letter 120

From: Heather Fargo ilto:h-
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 2:08 PM

To: eric@bbse,com; chad moffett; caru bowns; kathleenforrest@hotmail.com; mark huck; jon marshack;
pinenworks@sbcglobal.net

Cc: Evan Compton; Bruce Monighan; Roberta Deering; Burg, Willian; Knepprath, Kay; Lamare, Jude
Subject: Capitol Towers

Dear Chair Fuller and Preservation Commissioners:

| am writing to urge you to support Capitol Towers listing on the
Sacramento Register, and ultimately the National Register. | also ask
that you encourage the Planning Commission to consider the
preservation of this existing community as a higher priority than
increasing the quantity of high rise housing at THIS site. Please urge
the Planning Commission to require the developers to incorporate the
historic buildings and landscape into their new plans, and to find a way
to preserve the existing community of Capitol Towers.

As a councilmember and later as Mayor, | represented this
neighborhood for 19 years. | became very familiar with its residents
and businesses and its assets and significance to downtown
Sacramento. It's not just an apartment complex, as I'm sure you
noticed if you've visited. It's a community of very satisfied residents
and business owners who love and contribute to the downtown
vibrancy, and have for decades. It is a site which allows the disabled
residents to freely navigate from their homes to restaurants, shopping,
and other services, without having to cross a street. And for the many
employed residents, the adjacency of light rail and the many employers ¥

T

1201

120-2

120-3
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in the area, including the State, means they can get to work without —
driving. | found it to be one of the safest and happiest neighborhoods I 1204
in the city. It seems unfair to disrupt this neighborhood just because
they are renters. This wouldn't and couldn't happen in another
residential block in downtown Sacramento, because the residential
property owners wouldn't allow it.

120-5

| support higher density and worked hard for years to encourage more
housing in the central city. I'm pleased to see the interest and demand
for downtown living. But this is an existing neighborhood, and is 120-6
already one of the densest housing in the central city. Its success
should serve as a model for other development, not a reason to take it
down. Within just a few blocks are a half dozen empty or underutilized
blocks that would be so much more appropriate for this development.
The general plan specifically calls for "protection of existing 120-7
neighborhoods" (see quote below),based on input from residents
throughout Sacramento.

Sacramento is a special city, and part of what it makes it so special, is
that we have preserved what makes it unique. One of my goals as
mayor was to preserve the unique historic buildings and neighborhoods 120-8
in downtown. That effort is part of what has positioned Sacramento for
its current round of progress. It's part of what has attracted residents
and businesses to locate here. Capitol Towers, with its stability,
walkability, tree canopy, and sense of community is a special place that 120-9
should also be preserved.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Heather Fargo
former Mayor of Sacramento (2000-2008)

from the City's General Plan -"Protect Established Neighborhoods"

"The City shall preserve, protect, and enhance established 120-10
neighborhoods by providing sensitive transitions between these
neighborhoods and adjoining areas, and by requiring new

development, both private and public, to respect and respond to those V¥
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existing physical characteristicsbuildings, streetscapes, open spaces, 190-10
and urban form that contribute to the overall character and livability of con't
the neighborhood. (RDR)"
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-1

The commenter supports listing of the project site on the Sacramento and National Registers and would
prefer maintaining the project site in its current condition instead of adding housing at this site.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the City Council as part of this FEIR for consideration.
See Master Response 2.3.4 for information about the existing setting and historic resources impacts
and Master Response 2.3.7 for information about alternatives to the proposed project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-2

The commenter urges the Planning Commission to incorporate historic buildings and landscaping into
the project.

See Master Response 2.3.4 for information about the existing setting and historic resources impacts
and Master Response 2.3.7 for information about alternatives to the proposed project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-3

The commenter provides background regarding the existing site related to satisfaction of residents and
business owners, downtown vibrancy, mobility for disabled residents, and proximity to light rail and
employment.

The City concurs that the project site’s adjacency to light rail and many employers in the area, including
the State, means residents of the project site can get to work without driving. The comment does not
raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis provided
in the DEIR and is provided for City Council consideration. Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) has a
process to evaluate transit stops and provide specifications for replacement stops that may be required
if proposed projects would adversely affect access during construction or operational phases (Canfield,
pers. comm. 2015). RT staff would visit proposed sites to determine the need for replacement bus
stops meet RT’s operational and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. RT provides
specifications for replacement stops, including concrete pad space and electrical connections and RT's
contractor moves and installs any benches or shelters after the pads are in place. See also Master
Response 2.3.6 for a discussion of actions taken to ensure public access during construction, Master
Response 2.3.6.2 for discussion of traffic management during construction.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-4

The commenter identifies the project site as one of safest and happiest in the City.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and is provided for City Council consideration.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-5

The commenter discusses the equity of developing the project with existing renters being located on
the project site.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. The City provides a comprehensive discussion of
population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, including information about other developments. See
Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, including
the City’s policies for encouraging infill development in the Central City area.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-6

The commenter indicates support for housing in the Central City area in general, but not on the
proposed project site.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR. The City provides a comprehensive discussion of
population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR, including information about other developments. See
Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which address consistency with General Plan policy, including
the City’s policies for encouraging infill development in the Central City area.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-7

The commenter encourages an off-site alternative and references General Plan policy related to
protection of existing neighborhoods.

The project site is located in a developed area of downtown within an established neighborhood
adjacent to existing residential and office uses. The project has been designed to preserve the existing
neighborhood quality of the area and to provide a sensitive transition to adjacent uses through
landscaping, building heights, and shared open space areas that contribute to the overall character and
livability of the neighborhood. Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10.1 for a discussion of
the consistency of the project with the General Plan. Please see Master Response 2.3.7.5 for
information related to off-site alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-8

The commenter generally references historic buildings.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-9

The commenter generally references tree canopy.
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Please see Master Response 2.3.2 for information related to trees and the tree canopy.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 120-10

The commenter has quoted General Plan policy related to protection of existing neighborhoods.

The project site is located in a developed area of downtown on an existing developed site with
residential development adjacent to existing residential and office uses. The project has been designed
to preserve the existing neighborhood quality of the area and to provide a sensitive transition to
adjacent uses through landscaping, building heights, and shared open space areas that contribute to
the overall character and livability of the neighborhood. Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and
2.3.10.1 for a discussion of the consistency of the project with the General Plan.

COMMENT LETTER 121 — KATHLEEN GREEN
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Letter 121

April 28, 2015
Chairperson David Nybo

Planning and Design Commissioners via email
300 Richards Blvd., 3™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

Dear Chairperson Nybo and Commissioners:

I am a mid-town resident and "Preservationist” opposed to the 121-1
Sacramento Commons project (P-14012).

In light of the vacant lots and blocks within the central city, it makes
no sense to demolish an existing, thriving Historic (deemed historic by
the National Parks Service/National Trust of Historic Places, the 121-2
State Historic Resources Commission and SHPO, and the City's
Preservation Commission) functioning, community that meets all the
requirements of the City's 2030 General Plan. Within that Plan under
the Housing Element, Sec. 5, 5.0, second bullet; "The land inventory
includes enough capacity to meet the RHINA for all income levels.
The City can accommodate 10,891 lower-income units (i.e.,
extremely low, very low, and low income units), 6,527 moderate .
income units, and 11,722 above moderate-income units. “ There is
enough vacant land in the Central City to accommodate this. This and
the Preservation Ordinance’s mission, as well as the tree policy, puts
this project in conflict with all the City's goals.

Attached is my list of the housing projects recently completed in the
last 5 years and those under construction and those in the pipe-line;
i.e., the Railyards, Township 9, and the Docks proposal. NONE OF
THESE HAVE DEMOLISHED HISTORIC BUILDINGS TO BE BUILT!
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To avoid these demolitions the City should impose conditions to prevent |
hole-in-the-ground projects, which this project will be if approved.
Require the investor/developer to have legally binding contracts for
all construction, complete financing, and City approved project
plans before demolition permits are issued.

121-4

I urge this Commission to DENY this project, as the Preservation
Commission did. Please send a strong message to the City Council of 1215
the negative possibilities if this project is approved.

Yours in Preservation
Kathleen Green

C:. New Residential Projects Near or in Downtown
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2015 housing projects cont:

NEW RESIDENTIAL HOUSING NEAR OR IN DOWNTOWN:

Proposed projects:
-Railyards & River District

-Township 9 — Richards Blvd. Hwy 16 — 16,000 to 12,000 units entitled
in this district & the River District & Railyards

-Crystal Creamery property — 11" & C Street & West- 98
townhouses/homes.

-Docks Waterfrront — south of capitol Mall along the river-housing
potential and business’ — Front Street 1155 units

-North West Land Park project -282 single family homes & 121
townhouses — Aug ‘15

-Former Clarion, 700-16" Sts-160 units —Senior Housing

-5 & 6'" & J St. — Hotel & residential Tower-69 condominiums

-The Old Marshal Hotel 7" & L w/be Hyatt Place Hotel w/ 10-15
apartment or condominiums

Ice Blocks — R St — 16" & 17", retail and residential (?)
Whole Foods Apts. — 140 units L & 21* Sts.
Total = approximately 10,624

Rental units recently completed or underconstruction:
-Alexan Midtown — Alhambra & S Sts. Completed in 2010

275 units
Hall of Justice — 813 6 St. — 42 units
-The KAY -Block between 7" to 8" & K Sts — will be 137

units + 72,000 sqft retail & enterainment
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2015 housing projects cont:

-Legado deRavel — 16" St between N & P Streets, two 5 story
apartments w/ground floor retail. 84 apartments
-16 Powerhouse — 16" & P St.- 50 unit apartment six-story building

w/restaurant on the groundfloor(Magpie Café’, Inspiration
Coffee, & Japanese Restaurant)

-The WAL (Warehouse Artist Lofts) R & 11" Streets — 116
apartments

-The Warren/EVIVA- corner of N & 16" Streets -50 to 118 rental
pre-fab units

-LaValentina 12" & E Street housing- 3- three story bldgs. w/ 81

units — affordable apartments
-Maydstone-15" & J Sts., historic 3-story apt rehabbed "12. 32 units

-7™" & H St. — 6 story w/retail on ground floor w/150 apartment 121-6
Units-studios & 1 Brd. Mercy Low income housing e
Reports claim was last of low income financing.
15" & I Sts. — i15, 8 story —proposed D&S Development — 80 units
but not decided
-16™" & H Sts — Condos/Apartments w/ground floor retail -44 units
SE corner -5 or 6 story completed 2011

TL= approximately 1099

New Residental Homes being built:
-Tapestri Square — block of 20" to 21%% T & U Streets — 58

Townhouses — 3 story
-Curtis Park Village - in old Western Pacific railyards, will be retail,

homes. 294 single-family homes, 132 market-rate multi-family
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2015 housing projects cont:

units & 92 senior affordable housing multi-family units. Also
180,000 sqft of retail space.

-McKinley Park Village — close to central City 334 — townhouses
and single family homes

-SoCAP Lofts 1717 6™ St (solar powered) Townhouses

-Sutter Brownstones 27" on N St. — 28 units

-Single Family on S & 20" St — two story 2 & 3 Brd, completed
Winter '13 — 9 townhouses

-1724 E Socap Walk (between Q&R & 6" and 7" Sts)

-24'™" & S STs - 5 single family houses

-2500 R Street Townhouses (solar powered). — 34 Townhouses- 2
& 3 Brds. 2-story Zis

cont.
-515 T St. — Townhouse by CALPers, solar powered -14 units
-Many single lot infill houses over the last 3 to 5 years.

TL = approximately 672+

West Sacramento nhear river:

-Capitol Yards —apartments in Raley Landing neighborhood,
282 units, W.Sacramento plans approximately 4000 new
residential units in this area. Plans include streetcar
service to downtown Sacramento.

-The Park Moderns — just south of Raley Field — 32-unit
townhouses - completed June ‘14

-Jefferson Blvd. east side to river — 8000 homes

My compilations-Kathleen Greenr

revised 4/20/2015
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 121-1

The commenter registers her opposition to the project.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 121-2

The commenter discusses vacant lots in the Central City area and historic characterization of on-site
structures.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for information on historic resources. Please see
Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 121-3

The commenter suggests that the City’s Housing Element land inventory provides enough capacity to
meet the regional housing needs assessment and identifies tree impacts and the intent of the City’s
historic preservation ordinance. The commenter references an attached list of other development
projects.

The City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR,
including information about other developments. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which
address consistency with General Plan policy, including the City’s policies for encouraging infill
development in the Central City area. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a
discussion of accommodating housing at different affordability levels. Please see Master Responses
2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2 for information on historic resources. Please see Master Response 2.3.2 for a
discussion of tree and tree canopy impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 121-4

The commenter discusses potential abandonment of the project and suggests a project condition
requiring contracts and construction financing prior to approval of a demolition permit.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion related to construction phasing and
economic viability.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 121-5

The commenter urges the Planning & Design Commission to deny the project.
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The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 121-6

The commenter provides a list of other development projects.

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

COMMENT LETTER 122 — JUDITH LAMARE
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Letter 122

Thank you. You did not include a mitigation measure we requested in NOP comment:

" to require that there be no demolition of any parcel until Kennedy Wilson or its assignee shows proof| 122-1

of a binding contracts for construction and full financing”

because Sacramento does not need another disaster like the former Saca and Aura projects,
which, respectively gave downtown a huge hole in the ground and yet another surface parking lot.

JUDITH LAMARE
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 122-1

The commenter discusses potential abandonment of the project and suggests a project condition
requiring contracts and construction financing prior to approval of a demolition permit.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. See Master Responses 2.3.6 and 2.3.12.9 for a discussion related to construction
phasing and economic viability.

COMMENT LETTER 123 — JiIM PACHL
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Letter 123

Dear Chairperson Nybo and Commissioners,

Below are a couple of additional considerations which should be addressed in the project design or redesign (if the project
is approved). | apologize for the lateness of this submittal.

1. Potential for subsidence of adjacent buildings from excavation dewatering: The DEIR, pp 4.5-10 thru 4.5-13,
section titled "Impact 4.5-2," says 'The proposed project could expose people to subsidence, . . ". Among other things, it 1231
says that construction dewatering of excavations for Sac Commons structures may be required, that artificial fill was
placed on the site in the 1860's, and that "if the dewatering system draws down the water table adjacent to the excavation
area. there is a possibility of ground settlement that may undermine existing foundation on adjacent sites, causing
cracking." The DEIR says that subsidence has occurred at other locations in downtown and then asserts that unspecified
geotechnical analysis. building code compliance, and unspecified future engineering measures would prevent this from
occurring. The DEIR does not explain how these unspecified measures would prevent subsidence.

Even a few vertical inches of soil subsidence beneath adjacent Pioneer or Bridgeway Towers could cause cracking of
foundations, which could create stresses on pipes and structural concrete in these buildings, potentially causing cracked 1232
pipes and cracked concrete slabs. Soil subsidence could also crack Bridgeway's swimming pool and spa.

If construction of the 8-story apartments requires excavation and dewatering, those buildings should be located a greater
distance from Pioneer and Bridgeay Towers to reduce the likelihood of soil subsidence beneath those existing high-

rises. KW should be required to post a bond to cover any damage caused by subsidence arising from dewatering the soil
for the project.

123-3

2. California Fire Code § 903.3.5.2, ATTACHED, requires a secondary on-site water
supply of no less than 15,000 gallons, or greater if warranted by the calculations stated in
that Fire Code section, for high-rise buildings in Seismic Catagories C thru F . This is not
mentioned in any of the Sacramento Commons project documents.

The Bridgeway Towers swimming pool meets that requirement for Bridgeway. I suspect that the Capitol
Towers swimming pool meets that requirement for Capitol Towers. Removal of the Capitol Towers 123-4
swimming pool would cause that building to be noncompliant. Based on the conceptual drawings, it appears
that the swimming pools atop the proposed Sac Commons high-rises would be too small to accommodate
15,000 gallons each (or more if required by the formula of §903.3.5.2) Project redesign may be needed to
accommodate the necessary water storage facilities. Compliance with §903.3.5.2 1s mandatory and may not be
waived by the Sacramento Fire Department

Thank you very much. 1

Jim Pachl
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903.3.5.2 Secondary water supply. An automatic sec-
ondary on-site water supply having a usable capacity of | |
not less than the hydraulically calculated sprinkler
demand, including the hose stream requirement, shall
be provided for high-rise buildings and Group I-2
occupancies having occupied floors located more than
75 feet above the lowest level of fire department vehicle
access in Seismic Design Category C, D, E or F as
determined by the California Building Code. An addi-
tional fire pump shall not be required for the secondary
water supply unless needed to provide the minimum
design intake pressure at the suction side of the fire 1235
pump supplying the automatic sprinkler system. The
secondary water supply shall have a duration of not less
than 30 minutes or as determined by the occupancy | |
hazard classification in accordance with NFPA 13,
whichever is greater. The Class I standpipe system
demand shall not be required to be included in the sec-
ondary on-site water supply calculations. In no case
shall the secondary on-site water supply be less than
15,000 gallons.

Exception: Existing buildings. il

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-522 City of Sacramento



RESPONSE TO COMMENT 123-1

The commenter quotes from DEIR pages 4.5-10 through 4.5-13 regarding the fact that artificial fill was
likely placed at the project site during the 1860s, and states that the DEIR says that construction
dewatering could result in subsidence at adjacent sites. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to
specify how a geotechnical analysis, building code compliance, and future engineering measures would
prevent subsidence at adjacent sites from occurring.

The analysis contained in the DEIR relied, in part, on a Geotechnical Feasibility Report prepared for the
project by ENGEO (2014) (attached to the DEIR as Appendix E). As is common in the downtown
Sacramento area, soils generally consist of artificial fill brought in the mid- to late 1800s and a high
groundwater table is present. The low structural bearing capacity of the artificial fill, the high
groundwater table, and the potential for liquefaction, subsidence, and settlement must be addressed for
any project constructed in the downtown area (including the time when the Pioneer and Bridgeway
Towers were constructed). For high-rise buildings, such as the proposed project, these issues are
generally dealt with by constructing deep pier foundations that are drilled into stable rock; at the project
site, stable rock is located approximately 60—80 feet below the ground surface.

The Geotechnical Feasibility Report for the proposed project identifies four types of deep foundation
systems for possible support of the proposed high-rise structures on the site. Two of the proposed
foundation systems—driven and torque-installed steel piles—do not create soil or groundwater surplus;
rather, the soil surrounding the pile is densified and the earth pressures cause the soil to adhere to the
sides of the pile. This effectively seals the pile into the soil layer with no gaps created along the sides of
the pile such that groundwater would not be expected to discharge from these pier types. However, the
other two types of piles methods involve drilling and could potentially create soil and groundwater
spoils.

As indicated in Section 4.8 “Hydrology and Water Quality”, in Impact 4.8-1, if construction dewatering is
required, the proposed project is required to comply with City’s Engineering Services Policy No. 0001,
which requires approval of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for long-term (greater than one
week) groundwater dewatering discharges. The MOU must cover proposed dewatering details such as
flow rate and system design. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 (DEIR pages 4.5-12 and 4.5-13)
requires the project applicant to obtain the services of a licensed geotechnical engineer to prepare a
site-specific design-level geotechnical report that will address and make specific recommendations on a
variety of geotechnical conditions such as construction dewatering, subsidence, and settlement. The
proposed project is required by California law to be designed and constructed to meet the standards
contained in the California Building Standards Code (CBC), the requirements of which have been
specifically designed to reduce geotechnical hazards and address and provide for building safety and
stability, including subsidence and settlement. Compliance with City building codes requires the project
applicant to submit all proposed plans for building design and site construction to the City for
engineering review and to determine compliance with the CBC. Thus, the proposed project would not
result in adverse effects to nearby buildings related to settlement or subsidence and the impact would
be less than significant. This conclusion is further supported by the fact that other projects in the project
area, such as 500 Capitol Mall, which is located north of and directly across the street from the project
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site, have been developed in recent years without adversely effecting nearby buildings related to
settlement or subsidence.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 123-2

The commenter states that even a few vertical inches of soil subsidence beneath adjacent Pioneer or
Bridgeway Towers could cause structural damage and damage to facilities, such as swimming pools
and spas.

Please see Response to Comment 123-1, above.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 123-3

The commenter states that if excavation and dewatering are required, the proposed buildings should be
located a greater distance from Pioneer and Bridgeway Towers to reduce the likelihood of soil
subsidence beneath those buildings. The commenter further suggests that the project applicant should
be required to post a bond to cover any damage caused by subsidence arising from dewatering the soil
for the project.

As discussed in DEIR Impact 4.5-2 and summarized above in Response to Comment 123-1, the
proposed project is required by California law to be designed and constructed to meet the standards
contained in the CBC, the requirements of which have been specifically designed to reduce
geotechnical hazards and provide building safety and stability, including subsidence and settlement.
Preparation of site-specific design-level geotechnical report, which will be reviewed by the City for
verification of compliance with CBC, on a phase by phase basis as individual project phases are fully
designed and submitted to the City as part of future site plan and design review will ensure the
proposed project would not result in adverse effects to nearby buildings related to settlement or
subsidence. Thus, the impact is considered less than significant and there is no need to locate the
proposed buildings further away from the Pioneer or Bridgeway Towers.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 123-4

The commenter identifies a section of the California Fire Code related to secondary on-site water
supply source.

As discussed in Section 4.10-2, the California Fire Code contains regulations relating to construction,
maintenance, and use of buildings. Topics addressed in the code include fire department access, fire
hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards, hazardous
materials storage and use, provisions intended to protect and assist fire responders, industrial
processes, and many other general and specialized fire-safety requirements for new and existing
buildings and the surrounding premises. The California Fire Code contains specialized technical
regulations related to fire and life safety.

According to the Fire Department, per 2013 California Fire Code Section 503 - Fire Apparatus Access
Roads; 503.1.1- Approved fire apparatus access roads shall be provided for every facility. Roads shall
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extend within 150 feet of all portions of the facility and all portions of the exterior walls of the first story
of the building. Every building will be required to meet 2013 California Fire Code and California Building
Code and will receive a building permit upon meeting these requirements. Regarding the backup water
supply requirements for fire suppression in high-rise buildings, 15,000 gallons is the Code minimum. If
the location were to remove the swimming pool that was approved as the backup water supply, the
building would be required to add a water tank or provide an approved second water supply in lieu of
the pool (Tunson, pers. comm., 2015 and Lee, pers. comm., 2015). As stated in the DEIR, the
proposed project is required to comply with this as well as all other applicable California Fire Code
requirements. Furthermore, as discussed in the PUD Guidelines for the proposed project, each phase
of the proposed project requires future site plan and design review. Project design for each phase will
incorporate all features required by the California Fire Code and other applicable laws. See also the
Response to Comment 19-1.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 123-5

The commenter provides an excerpt from the California Fire Code.

See Response to Comment 123-4, above.

COMMENT LETTER 124 — MELISSA GAUDREAU
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Letter 124

From: Melisa Gaudreau

| encourage the City Planning and Design Commission, and the City Council to vote NO on the Sacramento Commons |

project at the Capitol Towers site, as currently proposed. Although | am with the office of Page & Turnbull, and assisted
with the nomination for the property to the National Register of Historic Places, | am writing today as a resident of
Sacramento, an architect, and a member of a family of 4 that enjoy the many aspects of Sacramento that make this city
interesting, beautiful and livable.

| see this proposed project as wrong for Sacramento on so many levels;

It ignores the original design, erasing a rare Sacramento example of successful placemaking and urban design

It demolishes a resource eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historical
Resources, and Sacramento Register of Historic and Cultural Resources — a property that gained unanimous vote
in favor for listing from the State Historical Resources Commission and the Sacramento Preservation
Commission, experts in the field

It removes a place that represents the formulative work of mid-century, national & local designers, and denies
any future generation the opportunity to experience the site to formulate their own
opinions/understanding/interpretation of the work (Wurster, Bernardi and Emmons; Edward Larrabee Barnes;
DeMars & Reay; Lawrence Halprin; Dreyfuss and Blackford: among others)

It strips away a mature site weaving urban, landscape, public art and architectural design that continues to be
successful and well-loved

The proposed project does not comply with Sacramento’s General Plan, as it does not protect historic and T

cultural resources

The proposed project discards preservation alternatives, and dismisses possible rehabilitation and densification ]

124-1

124-2

124-3

124-4

124-5

of the site in a manner to protect the historic significance and eligibility of the resource

Sacramento Commons

Final EIR
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e The proposed project destroys the eligible resource by demolition, with no feasible mitigation for the adverse | |24.6
effect 1
e The proposed design has no potential to replicate the critical acclaim and architectural awards given to the 124.7
original WBE design, and will very unlikely duplicate the receipt of National Register eligibility in 50 years L1

| ask for you to have the courage to reassess the proposed project, and study the appropriate redevelopment of the site|
in a manner respectful of its design, intelligence and quality. Certainly the City can now recognize the significance of the
property, and have the leadership to put together a project to be proud of, for 50 more years. Undoubtedly density and
value can be added to the property while maintaining its historic character and features intact. Our downtown is dotted | |24-8
with buildings and sites with historic character of different periods of desigh — a layered fabric that is unique to
Sacramento and signifies our individual story. Capitol Towers deserves to remain a physical part of our fabric and a living
piece of the story. Please make the correct decision and do not accept the demolition of this site and the proposed

design for Sacramento Commaons. 1

Thank you for your consideration to this important site,

Melisa Gaudreau
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 124-1

The commenter encourages the Planning & Design Commission and City Council to deny the proposed
project and references a nomination of the property to the National Register of Historic Places.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 124-2

The commenter believes the project is wrong due to the impact on what the commenter believes is a
successful example of placemaking and urban design.

Please see Master Response 2.3.4 for a discussion of historic resources and Chapter 3 of the DEIR for
a discussion of the project’s consistency with City urban design policies and standards. Please see also
Master Response 2.3.3.6 for a discussion of City site plan and design review for the proposed project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 124-3

The commenter discusses historic characterization of the project site and urban design.

Please see Master Response 2.3.4 for a discussion of historic resources and Chapter 3 of the DEIR for
a discussion of the project’s consistency with City urban design policies and standards. Please see also
Master Response 2.3.3.6 for a discussion of City site plan and design review for the proposed project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 124-4

The commenter claims that the project is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10.2 for a discussion of consistency of the project with
the City’s General Plan.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 124-5

The commenter suggests alternatives, including rehabilitation and densification.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.7.6 and 2.3.7.7 for a discussion of alternatives suggested by the
commenter.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 124-6

The commenter references historic resources on-site and the lack of feasible mitigation to avoid
adverse effects.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.4.1, 2.3.4.2, and 2.3.4.4 for a discussion of historic resources. As
noted by the commenter, the DEIR concludes that historic resources impacts caused by the proposed
project are significant and unavoidable.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 124-7

The commenter discusses historic characterization of the project site and awards for the original
design.

Predictions related to whether the proposed project or any contemporary development project will
warrant consideration as an historic resource 50 years from today is speculative. Please see Master
Response 2.3.4 for a discussion of historic resources and Chapter 3 of the DEIR for a discussion of the
project’s consistency with City urban design policies and standards.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 124-8

The commenter calls for a new design for the project, and references the historic significance of the
property and historic character of other locations in Sacramento. The commenter urges decision
makers to deny the project.

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

COMMENT LETTER 125 — BECKY FERGUSON
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Letter 125

From: Becky Ferguson

Thanks, Michael. This is in relation to the Sacramento Commons project. Given that the plan

would require demolition of the current units that has a significant impact on the downtown

rental housing market. Do they have any plans with how they will release tenants from current [25-1
leases with ample notice? I am concerned that the legal 60 days would make it difficult if all the
individuals in the units being demolished are released at once. That seems like a lot of people

who chose to live downtown who would be back on the market all at once.

Thanks,
Becky

Becky Ferguson

Penn State '08 HHD, '11g EDU
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 125-1

The commenter mentions the rental housing market downtown and the process for notifying tenants.

The comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the
environmental analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council
consideration. Please see Master Responses 2.3.10.3 and 2.3.12.12 for a discussion of
accommodating housing at different affordability levels. Please see also Master Response 2.3.12.8
regarding residential displacement.

COMMENT LETTER 126 — JUDITH LAMARE
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Letter 126

From: Judith Lamare

Dear Chair Nybo and Planning Commissioners:

Neighbors of Capitol Towers and Villas has submitted the attached comment to the City's
environmental review unit on the DEIR for Sacramento Commons project. This includes the
results of an independent arborist report summarized below and attached. We urge you to
achieve much more certainty for tree canopy protection and no net loss for future tree canopy 126-1
than is being offered by Kennedy Wilson in their Sacramento Commons proposal. We also
address in detail a number of other issues, including the proximity of new buildings to our
existing residential towers.

Neighbors of Capitol Towers and Villas contracted with Gordon Mann, a certified arborist, T
to review the DEIR and project arborist’s report (Dudek Report). Key findings of the
Gordon Mann Arborist report are:

126-2
*» The Project’s Arborist’s Report (Dudek Report) is accurate and reliable regarding inventory,
health assessments, evaluations and risk assessment. However, the Dudek report errs in including
City Street trees in calculating the ecosystem benefits of the project and in not disclosing the lost
25 year ecosystem services of the 199 trees to be removed from the project (were they to remain
for 25 years). The Mann report relies upon the Dudek inventory and analysis, (Mann, p. 17) 1l

* The proposed project tree planting (Conceptual Landscape Plan) to replace the removal of 191
mature (non-IHeritage) existing trees is only 147 ground planted trees. This proposed planting
plan is less than a 1:1 ratio of replacement trees to removed trees. The proposed number and size
of tree planting proposed is insufficient mitigation for the impacts this project will have on the
ecosystem services on the site. (Mann, p. 1) =

126-3

* Proposed rooftop trees should not be included in the calculation of ecosystem services because
rooftop trees are quite small and deliver minimal services, primarily as amenity trees. (Mann, p. 126-4
7)

» The non-Heritage trees to be removed provide much higher benefits than the Heritage and City
Trees but only the Heritage and City tree removals are mitigated. The Dudek report in Table 2,
on page 15, shows that only 16 trees out of 291 trees in the inventory (18.2%) are in Fair/Poor to 126.5
Poor condition. Almost all of the trees to be removed are in good health and can be maintained
and continue to add value and services to the property and community with acceptable

risk. (Mann, p. 6, 7, 8)

* The proposed landscape plan would remove existing landscape and then take between 20 and l —

235 years or more to meet the existing site ecosystem services even if fully implemented and
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maintained by property owner. Absent the project, the existing landscape would continue to
provide the current or higher level of those ecosystem services over those 20 to 25 years. The
cumulative annual ecosystem services lost over these 20-235 years is not being recognized or
calculated. (Temporal loss is not identified). (Mann, p. 7, p. 10) L

126-6
cont.

* The successful performance of the proposed Conceptual Landscape Plan is not likely due to
the following factors. Construction site preparation involves grading and soil compaction that
affects both existing —to-be-retained trees and replacement trees The end result is trees grow with
more conflicts to adjacent hardscape and structures, and the result in many recent developments
is the loss of the planted trees starting from eight to 20 years after planting, never reaching the
25-year old size they were intended for in the ecosystem services predicted in Table 3. When
trees conflict with adjacent hardscape and infrastructure, and there is not adequate space for the
trunk and root system, the trees have been removed and replaced with smaller scale trees that
will not provide equivalent ecosystem services. If trees are removed and replaced during
mitigation activity, it further delays the equivalent restoration of resources beyond the 25 years
presented in the arborists report. (Mann, p. 10)

126-7

» The mitigation for removal of four City street trees and canopy pruning for four City street
trees does not reflect their true value in public benefits. These trees are worth thousands of 126-8
dollars but the mitigation required is in the hundreds of dollars. (Mann, p. 9)

» The Alternatives outlined in the DEIR (Chapter 5) lack specific information about the project
Landscape Plans for each alternative. The future canopy of remaining existing trees would be
larger and remain larger over time with the three alternatives. The DEIR suggestion that 126-9
removing more large trees and planting more small trees is a better alternative for canopy is not
supported by an independent arborist’s evaluation (Mann, p. 14).

* The City needs additional adequate specific requirements to ensure that actual project
implementation will produce the tree values claimed. (Mann, p. 15) The project conditions
should include the following: 126-10

1) Request an appraisal of the value of the Street Trees to be removed for the project, and
require a replacement of equal value to the Street Tree population so there is no net loss
experienced to the City for the construction of this development.

2) Request an appraisal of the value of the project trees approved to be removed for the
project, and require a replacement of equal value to the project landscape, excluding 126-11
rooftop garden trees. 1

3) Require adequate tree protection for any existing trees to protect the soil and roots from ——
the construction activities through the landscape construction phase. i
4) Require adequate soil volume and growing space for any new trees to be planted in the

; 126-13
approved project.
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5) Require the developer to contract grow the proposed new trees for the project. The
quantities and species are known from the landscape plan. There should be adequate time
to grow the trees that will be planted from the time of plan approval to when the project
construction is complete. Do not accept the excuse that the contractor or developer cannot
find the approved tree species and sizes when the tree planting phase is occurring. Do not
approve final occupancy until all the required trees are planted and have the irrigation
system operating,

126-14

Jim Pachl & Jude Lamare
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-1

The commenter makes reference to an attached arborist report and requests that the Planning &
Design Commission review the arborist report.

This comment letter and the referenced arborist report are provided for City Council consideration (see
Response to Comment O6.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-2

The commenter notes that the arborist report included as an appendix has an accurate and reliable
inventory, health assessment, evaluation, and risk assessment and that, in the opinion of the
commenter, the City Street Trees at the project site should not be included.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.9.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-3

The commenter alleges that tree mitigation is not sufficient.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.7, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, which address tree removal,
the landscape plan, tree mitigation, the City’s significance determination, and tree growth estimates.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-4

The commenter believes that rooftop trees should not be included in the calculation of ecosystem
services.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.12, which addresses rooftop trees and Master Response 2.3.2.3,
which addresses the landscape plan. The DEIR provides information about ecosystem services both
with and without the rooftop trees for decision maker consideration.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-5

The commenter states that non-heritage trees are proposed to be removed but not mitigated.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.7, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, which address tree removal,
the landscape plan, tree mitigation, the City’s significance determination, and tree growth estimates,
and Master Response 2.3.2.12, which addresses non-heritage trees. A landscape architect and arborist
have confirmed that the proposed project can accommodate all 147 ground level trees included in the
Conceptual Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that
the proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground level trees as part of the landscape for the
proposed project. See also the Response to Comment O2-18.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-6

The commenter discusses the length of time for the landscape plan to provide current or higher levels
of ecosystem services.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.2, 2.3.2.3, 2.3.2.7, 2.3.2.8, 2.3.2.9, which address tree removal,
the landscape plan, tree mitigation, the City’s significance determination, and tree growth estimates.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-7

The commenter suggests that the landscape plan is not likely to be successful.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3, which discusses the landscape plan and likelihood of success. A
landscape architect and arborist have confirmed that the proposed project can accommodate all 147
ground level trees included in the Conceptual Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that the proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground
level trees as part of the landscape for the proposed project. See also the Response to Comment O2-
18.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-8

The commenter discusses the monetary value of trees.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.8 and 2.3.12.5, which discuss mitigation for tree impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-9

The commenter discusses landscape plans for each alternative.

Please see Master Response 2.3.7.4, which discusses alternatives analysis, including analysis of tree
impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-10

The commenter discusses the monetary value of trees.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.8 and 2.3.12.5, which discuss mitigation for tree impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-11

The commenter discusses the monetary value of trees and rooftop trees.

Please see Master Responses 2.3.2.8 and 2.3.12.5, which discuss mitigation for tree impacts. Please
see Master Response 2.3.2.12, which addresses rooftop trees and Master Response 2.3.2.3, which
addresses the landscape plan.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-12

The commenter discusses protection of trees during construction.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3, which addresses the landscape plan, and Master Responses
2.3.2.8 and 2.3.12.5, which discuss mitigation. A landscape architect and arborist have confirmed that
the proposed project can accommodate all 147 ground level trees included in the Conceptual
Landscape Plan. The applicant has agreed to revise Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to clarify that the
proposed project is required to plant at least 147 ground level trees as part of the landscape for the
proposed project. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 has been revised to list recommendations set forth in
Appendix E to the Arborist Report rather than to incorporate the recommendations by reference. See
also the Response to 02-18.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-13

The commenter discusses soil volume and growing space.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.3, which discusses the landscape plan and Master Response
2.3.2.12, which addresses rooftop trees, including growing space.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 126-14

The commenter discusses the landscape plan, mitigation, tree species, and irrigation.

Please see Master Response 2.3.2.8 and 2.3.12.5, which discuss mitigation and Master Response
2.3.2.3, which addresses the landscape plan.

COMMENT LETTER 127 — MICHAEL GALIZIO

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
City of Sacramento 2-537 Comments and Responses to Comments



Letter 127

Dear Planning Commission:

I am urging you today to find an alternative to the misguided and not workable
proposal for Sacramento Commons being considered this week.
Here are six key reasons why this proposal should be stopped: =

127-1

1) During the CEQA process it is incumbent upon the City to provide the necessary
leadership, guidance, and commitment to ensure

that CEQA law is upheld. Design problems warrant design solutions. Preservation
and

progress can be achieved at the same time through finding realistic and workable
solutions. We are depending on the Commission to do just that.

127-2

2) The Capitol Towers area is a historic district worth preserving for future
generations to experience and enjoy. The neighborhood is already

one of the most densely populated residential areas in downtown Sacramento
and is vital and working - don’t destroy it for some Beverly Hills money guys.

127-3

3) Sacramento Commons' planned demolition and redesign of the historic district will
have devastating impacts on numerous levels that 127-4
CAN and HAVE TO be avoided

4) There are at least 30,000 new or entitled units in or close to Central City and
another 21,946 units nearby in Natomas,

South Sacramento, and West Sacramento. More than could ever be sold or
inhabited.

127-5

5) There are other more suitable sites — that do not contain an established historic
district and park neighborhood — that would benefit from such development. Be 127-6
smart, tell the developers what Sacramento needs not the other way round.

6) Water. We don;t have any. We cannot, and it is not responsible for you, approve
more and more housing in an area that just does not have the water capacity to
accommodate the thousands more residents the money guys from Beverly Hills are
proposing. The Stanford University Report warns: "lt's not a multi-year drought
that's getting progressively worse as the years go by. It's that it has barely rained at 127-7
all this year. That's a much more acute situation in a lot of ways.” In addition the
report concludes that there is more than a 50% chance that this drought is the "new
normal”.

How can you continue to approve more and more residential building when there is
not enough water to handle the existing population?
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Thank you.

Michael Galizio
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 127-1

The commenter urges the Planning & Design Commission to find alternatives to the proposed project
and expresses disagreement with the proposed project.

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7 for a comprehensive discussion of alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 127-2

The commenter generally discusses the design and environmental process.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 127-3

The commenter expresses support for preserving the proposed project site structures and mentions the
site’s density.

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.4 for a comprehensive discussion of historic resources and
Master Response 2.3.11 for a discussion of density.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 127-4

The commenter expresses opposition to demolition on the proposed project site.

Please refer to Master Response 2.3.4 for a comprehensive discussion of historic resources. The
comment does not raise specific questions or information regarding the adequacy of the environmental
analysis provided in the DEIR and this comment is included for City Council consideration.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 127-5

The commenter discusses other project entitlements in Sacramento and suggests these other
entitlements cannot be sold or inhabited.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 127-6

The commenter suggests that other sites would be preferable to the proposed project site.
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Please refer to Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 127-7

The commenter discusses water supply.

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

COMMENT LETTER 128 — TOMMY LEUNG

Sacramento Commons Final EIR
City of Sacramento 2-541 Comments and Responses to Comments



Letter 128

From: Heung@junc.com

Dear Mr. Johnson:
| would like to echo SacMod's comments regarding this project.

The Sac Commeons project falls far short of achieving its lofty goals. In fact, the project does much to destroy the
symbiotic relationship between urban living and environmental friendliness that currently exists. What the Sac 1281
Commeons project guarantees is the destruction of existing housing with no certainty of replacing same, let alone
increase housing units. Sac Commons also guarantees the disruption of existing public transportation by
eliminating the major bus stops at 7th and O Streets (for example, see what happened to this bus stop during the
recent water/sewer pipe replacement work done along 7th Street) and 5th and O Streets without even mentioning 128-2
remedial efforts in the DEIR -- must seniors and individuals with disabilities be forced to endure this disruption just

s0 some unknown investors can make an extra buck? The Sac Commons project guarantees the erection of E
barriers to pedestrian travel along M, 7th, P, and 5th Streets, forcing walkers and individuals with mobility problems

into the gutter, without providing for remedial measures in the DEIR just so some investors can make an extra 128-3
buck. L1

Developers have plenty of vacant lots on which to erect housing -- as you will recall, the former SACA Tower
property is available, and a combo condo/hotel project was proposed for that site, just like one of the structures
highlighted in this DEIR. Let this developer experiment on that site — if it fails, no harm, no foul. If this developer fails
on this Super Block, the results would be disastrous -- the destruction of hundreds of housing units, and the
surrounding neighborhood. | am sure you have all heard of the South Bronx, the ghetto that was the highlight of 128-4
urban blight. Well, did you know that before the developer Robert Moses decided to put up the freeway (called the
Cross Bronx Expressway) that cut through that South Bronx neighborhood, it was a vibrant, thriving community ?
Well, just like the South Bronx, the failure of the Sac Commons project can turn this Super Block into California's
version of the South Bronx -- do you want this to be your legacy? | notice the DEIR does not discuss the results of
a failed project -- do you wonder why?

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Tommy Leung
Eridgeway Towers Resident
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 128-1

The commenter generally discusses the project and the removal of housing.

The City provides a comprehensive discussion of population and housing in Chapter 3 of the DEIR,
including information about other developments. See Master Responses 2.3.4.5 and 2.3.10, which
address consistency with General Plan policy, including the City’s policies for encouraging infill
development in the Central City area. As noted first in the Project Description, Chapter 2 of the DEIR,
and then throughout the DEIR, the project proposes a net addition of between 965 and 1,061 dwelling
units. Please see Master Response 2.3.10.3 for a discussion of accommodating housing at different
affordability levels.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 128-2

The commenter discusses public transit during construction, a separate project to replace a sewer
main, and impacts for seniors and persons with disabilities.

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

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 128-3

The commenter references barriers to pedestrian mobility.

See Master Response 2.3.6 for a discussion of actions taken to ensure public access during
construction and Master Response 2.3.6.2 for traffic management during construction. See also
Response to Comment 128-2.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 128-4

The commenter discusses vacant lots and other failed projects.

See Master Responses 2.3.6.1 and 2.3.12.9 for a discussion of economic feasibility and project
abandonment. Please see Master Response 2.3.7.5 for a discussion of off-site alternatives.
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