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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O9-1 

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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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 O6-47.  

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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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 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 
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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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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS O12-1 THROUGH O12-17 

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 I1 – ADRIENNE KANDEL 
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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 I1-2 

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 I1-3 

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 I1-4 

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 I1-6 

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 I2 – BETTY LOUIE 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I2-1 

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 I2-2 

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 I2-3 

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 I2-4 

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 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I3-1 

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 I3-2 

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 I3-3 

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 I3-4 

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 I3-6 

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 I3-7 

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 I4 – CARR KUNZE 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I4-1 

The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to comment.  

This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I4-2 

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 I4-3 

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 I4-4 

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 I4-5 

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 I4-6 

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 I4-7 

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 I4-8 

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 I4-9 

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 I4-10 

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 I4-11 

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 I4-12 

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 I4-13 

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 I4-14 

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 I4-15 

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 I4-16 

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 I4-17 

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 I4-18 

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 I4-17, 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 I4-19 

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 I4-17 and I4-18) 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 I4-20 

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 I4-21 

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 7th 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 I4-22 

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 I4-23 

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 I4-24 

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 I4-25 

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 I4-26 

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 I4-27 

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.4 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 I4-28 

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 I4-29 

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 I4-30 

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 I4-31 

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. 

                                                      
4  For comparison purposes, the search did not include the L Street Lofts, a luxury condominium building with rental units. 



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-441 Comments and Responses to Comments 

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 I4-32 

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 I4-33 

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 I4-34 

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 I4-35 

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 I4-36 

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 I4-37 

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 I4-38 

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 I4-39 

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 I4-40 

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 5th, 2014 response that is referenced in the comment.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I4-41 

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 I4-42 

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 I4-43 

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 I4-44 

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 I4-45 

The commenter thanks the City for consideration of comments. 

This comment is acknowledged by the City.  

COMMENT LETTER I5 – DAN PSKOWSKI 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I5-1 

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 I5-2 

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 I5-3 

The commenter states an opinion that there is not 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 O2-18. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I5-4 

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 I5-5 

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 I5-6 

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 I5-7  

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 I5-8  

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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COMMENT LETTER I6 – JIM PACHL 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I6-1 

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 I6-2 

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 I6-3 

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 I6-4 

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 I6-5 

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 I6-6 

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 I6-7 

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 I7 – JIM PACHL 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I7-1 

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 I7-2 

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 I4-9 regarding existing density on the project site. 

COMMENT LETTER I8 – JIM PACHL 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I8-1 

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 I8-3 

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 I8-4 

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 I8-5 

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 I8-6 

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 I8-8 

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 I8-9 

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 I8-10 

The commenter recommends a list of project conditions related to contracting, financing, demolition, 
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 I8-11 

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 I8-12 

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 I8-13 

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 I8-14 

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 I8-15 

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 I8-16 

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 I8-17 

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 I8-18 

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 I9 – JIM PACHL 

  



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-471 Comments and Responses to Comments 



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-472 City of Sacramento 



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-473 Comments and Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I9-1 

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 I9-2 

The commenter discusses removal of the Capitol Towers pool. 

See response to Comment I9-1, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I9-3 

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

See response to Comment I9-1, above.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I9-4 

The commenter provides an excerpt from the California Fire Code. 

See response to Comment I9-1, above.  

COMMENT LETTER I10 – JAMES REECE 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I10-1 

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

The City acknowledges this comment. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I10-2 

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 I10-3 

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 I10-4 

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 I10-5 

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 I11 – KATHLEEN GREEN 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I11-1 

The commenter provides an introduction to comments. 

The City acknowledges this comment. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I11-2 

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 I11-3 

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 I11-4 

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 I12 – KATHLEEN GREEN 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I12-1 

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 I13 – KATHLEEN GREEN 

  



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-484 City of Sacramento 



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-485 Comments and Responses to Comments 



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-486 City of Sacramento 



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-487 Comments and Responses to Comments 



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-488 City of Sacramento 



Sacramento Commons Final EIR   
City of Sacramento 2-489 Comments and Responses to Comments 



  Sacramento Commons Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments 2-490 City of Sacramento 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I13-1 

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 I13-2 

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 I13-3 

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 I13-4 

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 I13-5 

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 I13-6 

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 I13-7 

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 I13-8 

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 I13-7 for a discussion of tenant 
displacement.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I13-9 

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 I13-7 for a discussion of tenant displacement. 

 RESPONSE TO COMMENT I13-10 

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 I13-11 

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 I13-12 

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 I13-13 

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 I13-14 

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 I13-15 

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 I13-16 

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 I13-17 

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 I13-18 

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 I14 – DR. KNOX MELLON 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I14-1 

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 I14-2 

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 I15 – JOSH CROFT 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I15-1 

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 I16 – JANE KRYSKI MORRIS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I16-1 

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 I17 – LOUISE JACKSON 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I17-1 

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 I18 – KATHY LES 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I18-1 

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 I19 – KENT AND MARY SCHROEDER 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I19-1 

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 I20 – HEATHER FARGO 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I20-1 

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 I20-2 

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 I20-3 

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 I20-4 

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 I20-5 

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 I20-6 

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 I20-7 

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 I20-8 

The commenter generally references historic buildings. 

Please see Master Response 2.3.4 for a discussion of historic resources. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I20-9 

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 I20-10 

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 I21 – KATHLEEN GREEN 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I21-1 

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 I21-2 

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 I21-3 

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 I21-4 

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 I21-5 

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 I21-6 

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 I22 – JUDITH LAMARE 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I22-1 

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 I23 – JIM PACHL 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I23-1 

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 I23-2 

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 I23-1, above.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I23-3 

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 I23-1, 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 I23-4 

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 I9-1. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I23-5 

The commenter provides an excerpt from the California Fire Code. 

See Response to Comment I23-4, above. 

COMMENT LETTER I24 – MELISSA GAUDREAU 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I24-1 

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 I24-2 

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 I24-3 

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 I24-4 

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 I24-5 

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 I24-6 

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 I24-7 

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 I24-8 

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 I25 – BECKY FERGUSON 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I25-1 

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 I26 – JUDITH LAMARE 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I26-1 

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 I26-2 

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 I26-3 

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 I26-4 

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 I26-5 

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 I26-6 

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 I26-7 

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 I26-8 

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 I26-9 

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 I26-10 

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 I26-11 

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 I26-12 

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 O2-18. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I26-13 

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 I26-14 

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 I27 – MICHAEL GALIZIO 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I27-1 

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 I27-2 

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 I27-3 

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 I27-4 

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 I27-5 

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 I27-6 

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 I27-7 

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 I28 – TOMMY LEUNG 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT I28-1 

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 I28-2 

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 I28-3 

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 I28-2. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT I28-4 

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.  


